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“Doing History”’: A Personal and Anthropological
Odyssey, 1979~89

We first came to the Republic of Ireland for a few weeks in the
suminer of 1979 to find a rural locale for a lengthier stint of field
research the following year.' Having done some background reading
in Irish history, we had concluded that the general historical context
of rural Ireland was fairly straightforward-—for the delineation of this
context was located in a well-established historiographic tradition that
had its roots in the nineteenth century, was linked to an impressive
array of organizations dedicated to the study of Irish history, and even
generated historical overviews of its own historical writings.? From
this literature, we had learned that rural Ireland was 2 land of farmers
and that its past was one of unremitting nationalism led by agrari
agitation and fallible leaders. The more recent literature added an
important subtlety: this came from the ideas of economic and cultural
“dualism’ and regional variation. The Republic, it seemed, contained
at least two regions: the east-southeast and the west. In the former
could be found commercially viable agriculture, “modern” wvalues,
and vibrant community life. In the latter were subsistence or marginal
agriculture, “traditional” values, and decaying community life.*

We believed at that time, in 1979, that the explanation for such
regional variation did not lie in functionalist explanations, in notions
of cultural persistence or breakdown, or in the structure of the agri-
cultural sector alone. Instead, so we believed, it was necessary to
explore social, cultural, and economic factors together and to link
them all to a broader world context. Most important, we believed
that it was essential to look at the past to understand the structural
and cultural differences of the present. In the late 1970s, this meant
“doing local-level political economy’™: both the present and the past
were explicable through an analysis of political economy as applied
to local-level and regional arenas. The central foci, and the analytical
thrusts, were the concept$of “articulation” and “class formation™ in
the context of dependency and world systems theory.* This concern
with local-Jevel political economy alsoc meant that we were deter-
mined to avoid the usual anthropological predilection in Ireland of
turning a locality, a parish, a village, or an island into a “commu-
nity”’—a bounded, closed, and culturally homogeneous place.’

At the beginning of our sabbatical in June 1980, we established
ourselves in a rural locale called Thomastown in County Kilkenny.
We had purposefully located in the southeast, away from the main
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‘to think that it was not 2 good base point. So we decided to step back

.2 bit and established a new base point in 1879, the year the Land Wars

began—the political agitation that led to agrariag lzéld ;cft_);nzl irgdr:;
et o “neasantry’’ in Ireland. We deqce
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kenny. So we searched out the two county newspapers from the
period. Even they contained reports only of events, meetings, and
violence from other parts of Ireland—mainly the west—with only an
occasional story about a Land League meeting near Thomastown or
in south Kilkenny.

We concluded that the Land Wars had not been 2 major event in
Thomastown and again decided to push back ocur temporal bound-
aries. This time we picked the years Jjust preceding what some of our
history books declared to be the “great watershed of modern Irish
history”—the 1845~49 famine.!! Once again we approached the County
Kilkenny newspapers:!? they were filled mainly with reports of fam-
ine from other parts of Ireland. Then, over the following months, as
we read the newspapers for all the years between 1840 and 1980,
looked at other archival materials, and elicited stories from people

about the past, it began to seem that—regardless of what we looked }

at—either very little or “nothing ever happened in Thomastown.”

We raised this issue at a multidisciplinary seminar at University
College, Cork, in 1980. We expressed great perplexity: seemingly,
Thomastown lay outside Irish history. The historians were somewhat
amused. They knew, and readily admitted, that so-called Irish history
was an amalgam of local and regional events combined to create a
unified and coherent whole held together by nationalist (and later,
revisionist) ideology. They did not find it surprising that a particular
local arez or region never experienced all or even any of the events
that later became part of so-called Irish history. They also conceded
that such lacunae were more likely in the southeast.

What the historians told us was what we had already concluded
from our experiences over the previous months. However, what we
found most disconcerting, and Intriguing, was that the historians
seemed utterly untroubled by our objections and concern. This expe-
rience crystallized for us the fragility of the past, the capriciousness of
historiography. For surely Thomastown, although it had been placed
outside historjography, was located in history and had a past.

To recovet this past, to do this history, we faced two immediate
problems. First, we realized how serious it was that the primary
sources (such as newspapers, parliamentary commissions) were not

only patchy but also contaminated in indeterminate ways. They had

focused not only on the newsworthy at the time but also on the issues
and events of concern to the producers of such documents. 14 Conse-
quently, during the famine and Land Wars, Kilkenny county news-
papers carried little of local interest, compared with extensive cover-
age about these events from other parts of Ireland. Thus, even as the
past was happening, the skeleton of “national history” was being
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constructed while the experiences of localities such as Thomastown
ing ignored. ‘ .

WC;Z?;IE:E g:; Thomastown, the particular locahfy on which }:Ng
focused, many of the kinds of documents that historians uscd a

never existed or had not survived. For examplc,_ we unear}:he .nci
estate papers, personal diaries, lett.er.:s, or memoirs from ¢t e n}ncs
teenth century, and important British parliamentary co_rnmif_sxon
often had not solicited evidence from property owners or inhabitants

of the Thomastown area. o
With such constraints, we had four questions:

1. What events, if any, were experienced at the loca_l level in
Thomastown and in what ways were local experiences af-
fected by events in other localities—by so-called nat,:lonal and
international events—and by Thomastown people’s knowl-
hem?
f—?c:g\irocf; zo—called national history be used by .anthropc;lo-
gists if its construction is arbitrary and its content uneven!
. Since Thomastown’s history was not a 1ocahzc<.i reﬂecgon of
the events that had been constructed into a national history,
at was it? . .
4 ‘I::hthe Irish past was partly made up fro‘m.Thomastowziz 8
history and the histories of many other similar local levels,
how could all these histories be made congruent?

To continue our work, we realized that we had to confr_ont wh;t
history was; we could not simply study Fhe past or do hilsgory. 2
1680, in anthropology, this was still a relafflvely. unexplo.red idea, an
traised two central problems. First, in doing h1§tory, Irish hlsFona;:s
have expanded the quantity and range of their docufnentat:iorlx yl
unconcernedly using materials from numerous anq d:lspm_:se oca
areas. A historian studying, for example, landlord_1sm rmggt glaVC
tised estate papers from one part of a county, valuation recor sHmm
iother part, and conveyances from another county altogc.:ther% do

ever, as anthropologists with our local focus, the vagaries of docu
mentation on the past meant that we were scverely_r limited ﬁn ogr
ability to explore the key issues that formc.rd the tqpmal an}ii chrono-
sical agenda of Irish history—such as, in the nineteent f:entury,t
the nature of landlordism, the trajectory of rents and evictions, tenan
nd: hases, and so on. _

angcig:lz, through documents and participant observation, we bf:.iga}:
find categories of people in Thomastown who had seldom ma :ai
into'the Irish history books. The clearest case was that of the ru L
indtistrial proletariat, some members of which, as far as we could tell,

}_
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had been landless for at least two centuries. We also encountered the
millers, maltsters, brewers, and tanners who had hired these laborers
and the numerous, often self-employed, artisans who had lived and
worked in the locality. At the same time, we discovered many eco-
nomic and political activities, organizations, and cultural ideas never
mentioned by Irish historians. Clearly, Irish historians, in their con-
cern with events related to their own topical and chronological agenda,
had constructed their own very partial version of society.

The problems with Irish historiography and its relation to our own
concerns at the time were not solved by referring to the sociological
or anthropological literature on Ireland. There we found three biases
unacceptable. First, we found a heavy concentration of social studies
in the west. It was partly this western bias that had led to a general
view of rural Ireland as poor, “peasant,” and demoralized. From our
Thomastown vantage point ini the southeast, rural Ireland looked
very different: good tillage land, large farms, a retail sector, and an
articulation with an international market that extended centuries into
the past, local industries founded during an industrial revolution at
the end of the eighteenth century, and the presence in 1980 of foreign-
owned enterprises. Instead of drawing from the social science litera~
ture, therefore, we found that we had to confront its assumptions
about rural Ireland as these had been gencralized from studies done
west of the river Shannon. !5

However, the image of a poor and demoralized rural Ireland that
came out of anthropology and sociology at the time was not simply a
reflection of regional differences. It was also the result of the particu-
lar approach that underlay these stadies and that provided a second
reason for our sense of isolation from Irish ethnography. This was
the approach of anthropologists who viewed rural Ireland as com-"
prised of distinct “communities” and who therefore took a so-called
community as a basic and patural unit and studied its contemporary
culture to ascertain whether “tradition” was persisting, wearing away,
or being reinforced. Tqcus, as political economists, the idea was
absurd that thiete tould be bounded and isolated local places that had
culture but no economy, traditi history.!® As we tried to
approach the past in the context of a particilar locality, we found

little help in these stereotypical “community studies.”

A third bias underlay anthropology and these comnunity studies
m the west. This was the theory of modernization that also informed,
both implicitly and explicitly, the vast majority of economic, social,
and historical analyses of Irish society. In this view, Ireland was in the
process of “catching up”™ with the rest of Europe, and it was only a
matter of time before it “developed.” In direct contrast, we had
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om political economy and dependency theory that, at best,
egarded modernization assumptions as wrong and,_at WoOrst, postu-1
ted that Irish conditions had more in common with the structura
development of Third World societies than with the developed
Hes of Western Europe.!” At the time of our research, however,
niy'a féw macrostudies used this model, and certainly no local-level

in Ireland analyzed deWeg
jus; with our southeasterrt study of a rural locality in both past
: rés.ént, with concepts from political economy a'nd dependency
ty, we found ourselves confronting history, sociology, and. an-
pology. In this effort, we decided, as an early task, to write ;
}history for Thomastown people. This is what we had promise
ur inforimants, friends, and curious onlookers. We: also thought to
s the opportunity to try an initial and comprehensive survey of our
fore approaching more purely academic and theoretical ?s.sucs.f
this task, doing history was a sorting through and a review o ‘
'cthﬁographic materials. However, as we were to realize only later
this ‘overview of our data from 1240 to 198.3 became a way not
vf doing history but also 2 way of creating 1t.
:ic:rc:;igm therg'alley of the Nore: A Social History of Thomast?wn,
983.-' To do so we combined three elements that, at tl}e time,
ned straightforwardly and simply derived from our own mnterests
and predilections. First, we took the events ax?d chronology of so-
od: Irish history as our major section headings. These were the
gories Thomastown people used when they talked about the pasdt
sweére those they had learned in school. So they spoke about ba :
dlords and evictions, about good landlords who helped people;
-als'o“spoke about the War of Independence and the Civil War,
‘omomic war and hard times of the 1930s, and so on. .Lole
eople very clearly conceptualized the chronology of their past in the
e way.as did their history books.
at'it also was clear that sometimes what people remembered or
ire to remember had not necessarily happened, whereas tllgey
orgotten (or failed to remember) things that had happex}ed. A
&-case was 2 large farmer who spoke vehemently, as d{d many
grs;-about the numerous tenant farmers.who had been evicted by
dlordsin the nineteenth century; again, like most farmc.rs, he was
le to .name a single case in the Thomastown locality. When
s c.iv,:,-he asserted somewhat impatiently that th_e evictions 1-1ad all
apperied “up Kilkenny way.” Interestingly, this farmer did not
{although we had learned it from a document) that his great-
father had indeed been evicted in 1850. Thus, the chron_ologmal
tiods of Irish history with which people compartmentalized the
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past only partly corresponded to what they knew, or did not know,
to be actual events and particular people. These two ways of structur-
ing and conceptualizing the past coexisted in Thomastown. In writing
In the Valley of the Nore, we provided actual events and the names of
real people, as best we could, in the context of the accepted and
dominant historical chronology. ,

There was a third element. Throughout our time spent living in
Thomastown, we were struck, virtually every day and in numerous
ways, by the centrality of class differences in the locality. In fact,
Thomastown people had their own explicit categories that they used
to organize a class-based, social map for their everyday interaction.!?
The map contained laborers, artisans, shopkeepers, and farmers; once
there were landlords and gentry as well. An important feature of
these categories was that they involved fixed structural ideas, not
temporal ones. They were never used to organize chronology or to
order sequences of events in time. Instead, the categories were time-
less—they had always existed, they continued to exist; therefore, they
were descriptive as well as explanatory. This meant that the catego-
ries could be, and were, extrapolated backward in time both to
describe and to explain, simultaneously, the past and the present. To

take an example: several laboring men, independently, while trying

to tell us about the intensity of class difference in Thomastown,
illustrated it by telling us that their fathers had never received IRA
pensions after the War of Independence because of discrimination
against workers. They also always added that “no laboring man ever
got his pension.” In other words, an unchanging, timeless class struc-
ture—seen through a personal event and a general principle—both
described the past and the present while it explained that past and this
present. A timeless past and present intersected in the here and now
through the use of class categories.®

In writing In the Valley of the Nore, we linked these categories to
actual local events and people and to national chronologies. As a
result, Thomastown’s higtory was for the first time constructed in the
partial ways that"it probably was experienced: that children during
the economic war had no shoes was the experience of laborers and
small farmers; that some Thomastown men became British soldiers
during World War I was true only for the working class and the
gentry; that emigration was central after World War II was true for
everyone, but laborers tended to emigrate to England, whereas farm-
ers and shopkeepers had sufficient capital to go to North America.

In making these kinds of linkages—among chronology, event/
people, and class—we essentially constructed a new and different way
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seeing Thomastown’s past. In doing history, we had c;eatcdbhlslz
ory: Children from Thomastown’s schoo{s have bm:-rowc our boo
om the local library and have painstakn:xgly cppled our story n;n
hich the key actors were class based and in whu':h _rcal evcn};:s only
artially confirmed the dominant chronology. Similarly, Tkorfnas-
wn’s parish newspaper has reproduced sections of the book for a
mggu%e:iiﬂi;eszzfrgpéhe local history had been to reciprocate the
clp we had received in Thomastown over the years and tolha\;e_ :11
first go at our materials. It was only after“thc boo}c was fgzné}}fte v:; ;i
685 that we slowly realized that we had madﬁe history. ; enhen
egan to question why this had occurred (in other wgir s, \;;'we
trying, still and once again, to understand how to _do sto;y ¢
etided to hold a conference® on anthropology and history. 'l;hroastgl

twe hoped to discover the differgnt ways in which other anthropol-
ogists approached the past using Irish ethnography.

An Overview of Historical Anthropology: From the Past to
the Present

r s;truggles with the past in both Ireland and Thomastown were l_aut
's'i'r‘lglc instance of a general trend in afxthropology a}nd of a %rowixeg
snicern among anthropologists with history. This did not, c.l'- c?mg u;
ippen overnight; it was a result of attempts by anthropokogzs
et away from earlier, increasingly un_samsfactory. frame:iwor_ s -
It:is scarcely mecessary once again to describe an cm;iazg :
stwhile anthropology (and sociology) tha.t was monopodze y
mchronic, structural studies and analyses in which both . y;mmlc
tocess and history were either simp}y ignored or posmve)lr es-
hewed. The case against that earlier kind of work in anthr(;lpo 0ogY>
the social sciences generally, has been su_fﬁc:lently, an re;fa_e;-—
ely; made, although too often without sufficient recognition o . e
nportince of the detailed, perceptive, and ofta*:n empathetic studies
ére produced within that framework during the 19305% 194;)5,
30s. Indeed, it would not be difficule to argue that the founda-
f present-day anthropology was well lam! as a result. I—Imlrvcvecz’:,
present purposes it is sufficient to recognize tha{: thlc S:g ec;ic arl
s¢tion of history was not the consequence of any sing 3 e(?;edl
6ach in earlier anthropology, although too often, misguide 1_y,
juse of this neglect has been attributed soiel_y to fu_ncnona ist
72 Rather, it was the result of a general, ill-considered ap-
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proach to the description of sociocultural milieux that, inter ala,
offered the apparent ease and simplicity of the snapshot of the “here
and now”” or the “there and then” in other societies.?

At the same time, it would be a historical mistake to assume that
anthJ‘ropologists have only recently turned to a consideration of dy-
namic process and of history and their implications for research,
analysis, and understanding. The explorations into Boasian culture
hist?ry and neoevolutionism and the emergence of the so-called eth-
nPhlstory of the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s stimulated concern for one
kind of history, although these can scarcely be seen as forerunners of
a later historical anthropology, which is our present concern. In that
matter, a crucial moment came in 1949 with the publication of Evans-
Pritchard’s historical monograph on the Bedouin of Cyrenaica.? This
was followed in the next year by the same author’s declaration that
anthropology and history shared common methods and aims despite
some differences in technique and perspective.”® In 1961, Evans-Prit-
chard reaffirmed Maitland’s century-old assertion that anthropology
had to choose between becoming history or being nothing.*” The
message was only gradually heeded, but a trickle of anthropological
studies began, in the 1950s and 1960s, in which sociocultural change
f:hrough some period of time was a major preoccupation, even though
it 'was sometimes uncomfortably linked with synchronic analysis. %
Then, during the 1970s and 1980s, historical anthropological studies
became 2 flood, to the extent that they have undoubtedly established
a mode in ethnographic presentations.

This gradually increasing interest in historical studies was, of course,
a product of and a part of a number of trends and innovations in
an.thrf)pology. This is not the place for a history of anthropological
thinking and experimenting, and it must suffice briefly to note the
trends (with a few illustrative references)?® that seem to have been
pfarticularly influential in the growth of historical anthropology. Set-
ting them out starkly creates a danger of seeming to present them as
discrete intellectial devclopments; but of course they have overlapped
ar.1d influenced each other in manifold ways. These trends began at
different times from the 19350s onward, and most are still active
genres in social and cultural anthropology. '

One trend was a growing concern, after World War II, for the
study of social and cultural change. This was not 2 purely intellectual
and theoretical development, for it was also related to practical and
ethic:.al issues and to ideas about the political relevance of anthropol-
ogy in the poorer parts of the world, particularly the non-Western
parts. Initially at least, the concern was for the consequences of
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regimes. of colonial domination.* Anthropologists shared with other
erested parties®! a desire to know what was happening to particular
fal and cultural institutions in empirical contexts: to households
d'Kin groups, chiefship, pattemns of cooperation, religious practices
d beliefs, for example, and to economic production and standards
living. By the 1950s, it had become increasingly difficult for an-
thropologists to ignore what was actively occurring among the peo-
ples they were studying, and it began to be unacceptable to concen-
ate on a so-called traditional stable order, relegating remarks on
ntemporary changes to a section or chapter tacked on to the main
analysis. This concern for recent social change, and the need to make
integral to research and analysis, encouraged anthropologists to
vestigate further back in time and to acknowledge the imiportance
nd the possibilities of the extended collection of historical materials
and of diachronic studies.

Unfortunately, this kind of interest led some anthropologists to
oniceive of social change (other than minor adjustments) as tanta-
ount to a breakdown of the social system.®* This conception has
een particularly prominent in Irish studies, which purported to show
w “tradition” was crumbling and becoming lost. A later example
f this persisting viewpoint was Brody’s 1976 description of Inishkil-
ane: In his composite and allegedly typical “community” in the west
f Ireland, he presented 2 picture of demoralization, anomie, and
integration, quite failing “to recognise the diversely creative and
mnovative processes through which people currently constitute their
conomic and political lives.” > With such processes in mind, anthro-
ologists have more realistically investigated and described what in-
ovations have been imposed or offered, how and why, and with
what consequences.?® From such specific and empirical interests, the
cknowledged need for analytical and theoretical sophistication has
isen. > '
More or less separately, a concern for social processes and the
ynamics of social life began to develop. The early stage of this
oncern can conveniently be linked to Firth, who proposed, in 1951,
the concept of social organization—people’s choices and actions and
he processes involved—in contrast to an underlying social structure.
‘At first this concern was manifested in studies of repetitive processes
within an essentially static structure, for example, in the domains of
Kinship, politics, and dispute management.* However, the artificial
limitations of this soon became apparent and unacceptable; and a
ositive concern grew for such processes through time and in real
e, together with a recognition that social reproduction did not
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necessarily lead to mere repetition. That is, as social anthropologists
sought to understand various social processes, it became necessary for
them to look at ways in which social systems, institutions, roles,

values, and patterns of interaction actually operated through time;

and that required anthropologists to take account of real time, the
passage of time, and history.¥

Another development occurred as some anthropologists came to
study peasant societies. Initially, following the lead of Redfield in
Mexico, attention focused on synchronic studies or analyses of recent
social change.*® However, as peasant studies were extended, particu-
larly to Europe, anthropologists entered a novel sitnation in which
their units of study—peasant villages—had long been part of political
states whose hegemonic rule had produced archival materials. These
allowed anthropologists to extend their inquiries further back in time
than had hitherto been possible, taking them beyond short-term stud-
ies of current social change and inducing a greater awareness and
concern for the past.

The introduction of the Marxist paradigm into anthropology in
the late 1960s brought new concepts that were amenable to local
analysis {e.g., petty commodity production) while it provided others
that required considerable modification before they could be applied
to local studies (e.g., mode of production, class, superstructure).®
The efforts to apply or revamp such concepts required a practical
recognition of the significance of historical and regional analysis in
the context of a wider social formation. New conceptual and empiri-
cal vistas opened up in anthropology. The commitment to historical

anthropology through the approach of political economy (in varying

degrees influenced by Marxist theory) has been apparent in the large
proportion of historical ethnographies written under its influence
from all geographical areas.*

The Marxist paradigm, converged with the growing anthropo-
logical concern with dependency and world systems theory.*! This
too demanded a bistoriaal orientation. But it also brought a positive
reaction from anthropdlogists against studying history from the top
down and against the implication that local and regional populations
merely reacted and adapted to national and world movements, almost
in automatic and identical fashion. Such assumption was unacceptable
to the specialists in local-level studies who saw that it was unjustified.
As Cole and Wolf put it:

We know that a study of small populations will not reveal all there is
to know about the total societies in which they are embedded, and we
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imilarly aware that the study of total societies will not in and of
elf provide grounds for predicting how small populations react to
ore wide-ranging systematic processes . . . 2 small settlement [is not]
seplica of 2 larger whole in minjature. **

ver. because of different local and regional conditions, locﬂ
pulations have been affected and have reacted in different ways.

isin'the context of dependency and world systems theory, an-
Spologists reasserted the importance of microanalysis and of local
onal variations. They have called attention to the value of tl_lc
dy ‘of history from below and have sought to demonstrate it in

while in Europe, historians and sociologists had bcgt.m ix'we_s-
ating family structures, household composition, andss-ocnl life in
4ut time.” The early work by Laslett* led histona.ns“_ into kinship
orhestic domains that had generally been the pccuhar*sl.)ecmhs:?l
Spologists in their studies of contemporary societies. Th{s
i in turn, induced anthropologists to bring to the past their
rise on kinship,* and conferences brought anthrt?pologists and
hittotians together to examine household and domestic processes.
ot Gross-disciplinary fertilization occurred as anthro;_:o}ogl’s,is; be-
‘Took explicitly to social history*® and “people’s history™* for
“stimulation. All this has influenced anthropological think-
g, sommetimes specifically and overtly, as, for instance, in Kertzer’s
f kinship in late-nineteenth-century Italy®® and in the case
in this volume. -

/e same time, anthropologists were becoming more self-criti-
and selfreflexive, more aware of the historical and contextual
BT ns in which their discipline had developed. Whether anthro-
L s simply been a “child of imperialism” and the fiegrec to
seholarly discipline has been controlled by the soaoFuImral
f its practitioners have been, and are, matters o_f considerable
“The point here, however, is that anthropologists have been
t6 consider the historical context within which they worked
réfore and by extension, the historical dimensions of the
ples they studied. o

il the flood of monographic studies in historical anthropology
&7980s, and from both sides of the Atlantic, it is reasonable
ifrie that for many anthropologists it has come to be taken
d that it is both necessary and invaluable to look for.and at
J5t%0 ““do History.” However, although this is the case, it does
¢an that anthropologists are clear or agreed about the range of
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Thus, the anthropologist in her or his worl.c among a contermn-
rary, living people, not only garnered information about the way
now” but also, for fuller understanding, worked back in
nstantly relating contemporary conditions and institutions to
ents, . coZditions,g and processes. In the final historical ethnog-
as’it appeared in published form, the anthropc?logist, like any
1, may well have presented data and ar{alyms more ot less
slogically. This has not disguised the historiographical intent to
‘explain the present through understanding the past. The_reforf.:, this
historical ethnography has given a bias in the articulation of
orical process. This is an orientation and a concern rarely
d'with historians. .

ddition, there have been historical ethnographies of pf:nods
inthe past for which only archival materials were available.

implications of those now accepted necessities. How should anthro-
pologists deal with time, in research and in description and analysis?
What are the results likely to be for theory and understanding? -
Historical anthropology has become sufficiently well established
that a range of interests and foci is fairly clear. In presenting here
what looks suspiciously like a firm typology, we have in mind only
to facilitate an overview of current interests by suggesting categories
that are not intended to be watertight and discrete. Thus, we identify
two broad categories within historical anthropology-—historical eth-
nography and the anthropology of history.5? Although some particu-
lar studies fall more or less clearly into one or another of our catego-

ries, most studies have the characteristics of more than one as data
and interests have required.

L. Historical ethnography I1. Anthropology of history aterials usnally included the vie:hvs :m}i1 ideas }c:f some of the

S ime. th thnogra was 1n Syn-
(2) How the past led to and cre- (c) How constructions of the past vliuf: dojf;;l}::é rﬁis;oz;nedeg;ific; ra g:c:t deg_ig orl: tﬂc availability
(b) zét;:cthh:oi:s aenncti: diachronic ?1;2:;;; :so ifitillzl;;)hc present iSuch historical ethnographic work has been, of course, a

raightforward invasion of the historian’s field and not directly

stadies of a past time J (@) How the pastis created in the ed to conventional anthropological research in 2 present-day sit-

present (the invention of tra-
dition)

(e) How the past created and re-
created the past

A histotical ethnography provides a description and analysis of a past
era of the people of some particular, identifiable locality, using archi-
val sources and, if relevant, local oral history sources. The ethnogra-
phy may be general, covering many aspects of social life during that -
era, or it may concentrate on specific features, such as social ecology,
politics, or religion. It was this kind of ethnography that at last
brought anthropologists away from long-established, clumsy devices
and assumptions such as the ethnographic present, autarchic “com-
munities,” and stable “radition.” ‘

Most comnionly, and for good working reasons, social anthropol-
ogists have been concerned to link past and present, chronologically
and processually, in order to explain and understand the present by
reference to the past. That past may have been a generation, several
decades, 2 century, or a longer period, as anthropological interests

s:analysis of marriage, religion, and class in nincteer.mh—ccn«
cr}hmagh, Northern Ireland). In other cases, the period was

v established). _ . _
ronic ethnographies of a particular past time for which archi-
jals happened to be available have attracted much less an~

said during field research, in an explanation to the people involved,
there was a desire not merely to record the past for its own sake but
to discover and show “how things have come to be the way they are
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ing or avoiding “rules,” and creating adjustments. Thus, Donham
advocated first the identification of the underlying structure—an
“epochal analysis’—before proceeding to a “historical analysis™ that
was dynamic in character but concerned with changes within the
system rather than with fundamental changes or changes of the sys-
tem: “What I mean by historical explanation is not simply an account
of the connections between events over a period of time. A leads to B
leads to C. ... Historical analyses must be located in time. They
must capture what might be called historicity, but they do not neces-
sarily have to deal with large-scale changes through time.” 56

As monographs and journal articles in historical anthropology have
proliferated since about 1970, it is obvious that the production of
historical ethnographies has been the principal interest in historical
anthropology. The aim has been to compile analytical histories that,
ultimately, have been outsiders’ constructions. Thus, although prop-
erly cautious, historical ethnographers have not been afraid to exercise
responsible authorial authority. Nevertheless, they have neither ad-
vocated nor practiced neglect of the so-called native point of view
concerning the history of the people involved. Oral history, human
memory, and native explanations have invariably augmented archival

sources in valuable ways, Moreover, these historical ethnographers

have been prominent in demonstrating the gross error of assuming a
single “native point of view’’ in an assumed homogeneous society or
culture. Any society, large or small, is heterogeneous with regard to
status, class, age, gender, group affiliation, and distribution of power
and resources. Therefore, the anthropologist always needs to consider
many ‘“‘native points of view,” which provide an entry into the
complexities of real social life and real people.

This does not mean that historical ethnographers have produced
artificial syntheses of all the “native points of view” into a single
version of history. Rather, it suggests that they have explored the
variety of points of view, of native versions of history, together with
empirical archival mategial that may well have been unfamiliar to or
rejected by thHeé “people under study and possibly contradictory to
some or even all native points of view. Indeed, the nature and causes

of such contradictions have become important in the construction of -

a dynamic hastory. It is clear, then, that historical ethnography has
gone beyond “native points of view” as a result of both access to
archival materials and use of analytical expertise. Thus, it is clear that
any particular historical ethnography has been a construction by the
anthropologist—a suggested version of a possible reality—which,
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owever, did not willfully ignore or contradict native points of view
41d did not claim to present any final, complete truth or reality.

‘However, some historical anthropologists have gone beyond tak-
ing serious account of native points of view to foa.ls primarily on the
ways and the cultural rationale by which a particular people }_mve
envisioned, created, and re-created their own past and rels:tcd it to
their perceived present. This we call the anthropology of history. Its
¢oncern has been fo récord and describe the insiders views, assump-
tions, and perceptions and to show them in the insiders” own $0CIO~

tural terms. There has been, then, little or no attempt to produce

an “objective’” history. Rather, the interest has been in what people
¥now and remember about their past, and how and why, and how
péople make sense of the past and relate it to the present.

It is important to recognize that the anthropological concern here
has.been more than just history for history’s sake. People’s own

arsions and evaluations of their past are a retrospective product of
their present. Moreover, those versions tend to change from genera-
on to generation. Thus, they are important for the a}'lthropologxcal
nderstanding of a people and of changes in their sociocultural con-
Xts.
The most straightforward endeavor has been for the anthropolo-
st to. set down the native versions of their own past, linking these
their contemporary cultural conceptions and social arrangements.
an extreme case, the anthropologist may consider available archival
inaterials irrelevant and therefore ignore them. For instance, Sharp
.anid Hanks related that, for the Thai village they studied, there were
v documentary materials

d most of them were never consulted. A visit to the district office
" revealed a thousand neatly tied bundles of yellowing land deeds.
‘the deeds were listed changes of ownership that had long been
rgotten in Bang Chan [the village studied], but more serious _f'or our
stisdy were the transfers of ownership that were acknowledged in Bang
han but unrecorded at the district office.>’

p’éars that, for these anthropologists, only the inf"ormatic?n re-
éd in the village was considered relevant and usable in the d%scov—
of the villagers® current visions of their own histor)_r. Logxcal.ly,
harp. and Hanks may have been correct insofar as the .mtroducno.n

imentary evidence from earlier years was not pertinent to their
owed purpose. On the other hand, consideration of such ev1d.cncc
ould have Jed to a recognition that villagers’ own history could itself
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ions of the past has been the impression often given that,

nee tradition was invented, that was more or less 'the end of the

However, if the past can be invented once in response to

ges in the present, then it can be (and has }?ec?n) rfamvented l.atcr

further response. There is no need to posit mev;tably continu-

¢invention or to deny its possibility. It depends, in any case, on
meant by invention: something wholly new or modifications

us-degrees of preceding visions of the past. It‘ has'becn a long
ince it was said that each generation rewrites its history. Trl{e
may be, the rewriting can occur in less 'than a generation, or it
=:longer. Contemporary anthropologists h.avc been stron_gly
ded by Sahlins of the potentiality of the continuous re-creation
eople of their own history.** He introducc_d his Islands ?f Hfstory
oting.that history “is culturally ordered, dlffcrcnfly so in differ~
dcieties, according to meaningful schemes of things. 'I"he con-
s-also true: cultural schemes are historically ordered, since to a
er-or lesser extent the meanings are revalued as they are practi-
enacted.” What Sahlins called “practical revaluations” of so-
iltural things may be a continuous process as people live the§r
ake decdisions, and act with ineluctable reference to t.hc1r
¢ and therefore to their past, whether or not they are conscious
i$. There is 2 “symbolic dialogue of history—dialogue between
ed:‘categories and perceived contexts, between .cultural sense
praéﬁcal reference.” Thus, “there is always a past in the present,
priori system of interpretations’™ and, therefore, always a present

past as that in turn is interpreted.

change and that, for whatever reasons, villagers were selective in
what they remembered and put together and what they ignored and

People explain the past to themselves, Just as they explain, ration:
alize, and justify their present. From this perspective, history is ide-
ology, and like any ideology, it is open to manipulation and refor-
mulation while it is believed by many to be “true”” and correct. In
this matter, Parmentier called for and sought to practice an “ethno=
graphic study of the modalities of history,” taking account of th
connections between notions of time; historical memory; the distrd
bution of power to control, create, and destroy historical ideology;
and the range of cultural codes involved in historical consciousness.
Moreover, he emphasized that the “inclusion of the intentionality of
people who create and interpret their own past is essential, rather than
supplementary, to adequate ethnographic study.” % Parmentier use
and demonstrated his ideas through his exploration of the local story
about the establishment of the political order in Micronesian Belau.

It is not easy to generalize cross~culturally about the degree o
deliberate action by those with power to reinforce and/or re-create
historical knowledge and perception to their own expected advan-
tage. In at least some documented cases (but surely in many others
too), the initial invention of tradition and history was begun by
individuals with little or no power who must have seen some advan-
tage to be gained from their invention and some prospect of its-being
accepted. In successful cases, their inventions proved most congenial
to those with power or seeking to gain it who therefore promoted
them. A well-known example was that of the creation of the High-
land tradition in Scotland described by Trevor-Roper.® There, for a
variety of reasons, those with influence and the general population
colluded, so that the new tradition was universally accepted. Another i . ;
instance, among many that could be cited from the current litera~- ty:has been a key concern in contemporary anthropological
ture,® has been the creation by Indonesian historians (under the.
protection and encourdgement of political leaders) of new culture
heroes (as, 6f course; ‘was often done in Europe in the thirty or forty
years before World War 1).%? Hoskins described the elevation of a-
headhunte famous warrio the sta £ ia . Inc ; it
I90c91,ht1111is ;ﬁiedﬁgposiﬁo: t; :}26: Di:z h‘l‘;:df?cl;it(i):;’s’ onf f)lzzopaI; : ification of non-Western peoples was based on a juxtaposition of
of a smaller island in what later became Indonesia. “The rebel who |
opposed Dutch control has, with some irony, been used as 2 tool of 2 ;
new kind of ideological control: the integration of distant regions into g
the [new] nation state through [invented] assertions of a shared: past.” 3

A weakness in the many studies of the invention of tradition and -

with “a place.” This emphasis probably developed alor_ag—
rowing anthropological interest in so-called peasants during

ers, pastoral nomads, and swidden agriculturalists—in so~called
alous societies—were physically mobile; they may have moved
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a'the ill luck that made such a document or such a person
iZvive from his or her more immediate place.” Local historians,
historians, seem to have been less rigid. When there have

ta for a particular locality, then materials from an adjacent
her nearby localities have been used. In producing one of the i
local studies at the parish level by a historian in Ireland, ]
; tinely used material from parishes all over County Cavan |

Jythe-parish of Killashandra.” In historical sociology, another |

sqmopo}ilical groups, not locality, as the framework of society. Wheré
tribal peoples were in permanently settled locales, usually in the
context of more centralized political regimes (chiefships), anthropols
ogists continued to emphasize the groups that comprised the society
or culture: territory and space were regarded as secondary—as reflect
tions of the kinship and political system. In contrast, so~called peas-
ants were defined as permanently settled agriculturalists linked in
vzui'mlfs ways to a wider state and/or urban-based society. By anthro<
Igzb(;gl]f;]kizﬁ::n;og, tl;ﬁ'll, the peasant mode ofhv.cljh()od'was j_ne};:tri.. S een fOHOWCd: a sufﬁciently large POlitiCQ.l unit or rcgion has i
ly > a fixed, settled locale and to a wider polidcal regime elineated that, deliberately or not, obviated problems of data j!

:1: _ ggiag t.:ra.u:hmon.”‘58 When anthropologists moved in—both with hortages: , , ’E
; mc:; rtan?;t:;‘n] c::i'lpea;ar;; ;nd with peasants—they reinforced the unique (and seemingly neurotic) anthropological fixation on
b confcr; Ccn:}}rﬁ :) 1 for I\I:I}}cmselvcs and for peasantries. Dur- ely small-scale localities has a rationale that can be summarized
g the conferen: t;—ulyss?:;i . 1ct1£21;s Rc;lger‘s: cornmentcd. several ceinctly.as contextualization and comprehensiveness. 1t has three key
S A A v act that “anthropologists have s. First, the intensive focus on the small scale allows a deep
ompeling semse fgund_that e et . . erstanding of the phenomena bcix}g anal){zed, and w}‘ﬁch consti-
oo b it el thas s opo og:c:jll commitment to & true purpose of the study. This permuts the inclusion of *real
e e Jucetioni gwgh rov;:s among historians and soci- along with an exploration of the interdependencies of socio-
ologists, Mere “ﬁtﬂ; o ca;% ,) " Zve ound that ti%c_ a"nthropologma} 1 "al__patterning, economic conditions, and cultural belief. As the i
erionty, 1t hos baet vt ga as eezfl se;_crely Frmazed, and most ys by Birdwell-Pheasant and Gulliver in this volume illustrate,
i o e Sreasorll Colr ismissing :.mthrop.olog{cal tiise serious questions about the validity of conclustons based
findings and underst g h amue ark, a hIStf)ncg_I saciologist, that have been drawn from larger and less contextualized
onference that “anthropologists ignore the major Documentary or oral evidence from and about an adjacent

transformations, the big problems. The ’ ' imi il i iolog
' ® ; y also don't look at what’ is:
happening outside the community which they're stadying.” what’s ty is-always only of limited utility because its sociological and

We beli . it : sl ¢ontext is not known or only incompletely known and,
the fact “;he"e that much of th-c criticism and dismissal has come from Sre; its meaning cannot be adequately assessed and its implica-
e :;;2 z;lonanthropologxsts have often failed to understand the ely understood 73

m 1 - . -
Thzsforr:;r i&:zt}lzop oigglsts nowadays are trying to use locality. cotid, the focus on a particular place allows anthropologists to
study based on a 1 ;i;c ¢ outmoded idea that an anthropological into a wider area as they follow the relevant processes, net-
ith @ eeifcanion g:‘ t}:y was associated w1tl} clggsed boundaries and or constraints outward from the particular locality. For ex-
later that the anthr lc ‘Fl-c:llon of community.” In fact, we argue ' this volume, Silverman moves from Thomastown (inward

d onl opological use of space contains a theoretical logic outward, up and down) to the appropriate arenas and levels,
and only seldom, today; implies closed systems and esoteric findings. 0

We al RS - ¢ g the processes of privatization in the inland salmon fisheries.
nd S0 _ﬁggc that’FhC contemporary anthropological use of space ¢ontrary to the popular image derived from an earlier anthro-
and spatial boundaries is no more and no less arbitrary than the ‘!

conceptual management of space in other disciplines, an anthropologist today often varies the way in which local- i

Lo, : elineated according to the specific analytical interest being

icsﬁzzit;izg?s;;naifﬁﬁif haf’;t?:ded to surprise other academ- d:at. any part:iculargpoint. This has the effect of giving the :

have pursued c‘;ery lead th‘:t ;nm}; the ngg.cdneSs with which they opologist’s locality an organic, living quality; it also means that

ular Jocality. When offered a nef.rl Ic);ow ¢ information on 2 partic- thropologist is not analyzing it as a closed, insular system. ;

tract or 4 60— - y discovered, 1so-year-old census eed,iby choosing a small-scale locality, the anthropologist main-~
9o~year-old informant from two parishes over, an anthro-

oloei . . i option of keeping the boundaries permeable because an
pologist may only with reluctance pursue the lead, bemoaning all the Son- outward is manageable. Ironically, that other disciplines
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nsequences that are visible only from a micro perspective.
ddition; the sociospatial networks that encompassed the globe had
nodes within local places.

ea that localities are where networks intersect was suggested
508 by Wolf: “Communities which form parts of a complex
cah ;. . be viewed no longer as self-contained and integrated
n their own right. It is more appropriate to view them as the
ermini of a web of group relations which extend through
ermediate levels from the level of the community to that of the
on: ’7-Since then, however, it has proved exceedingly difficult to
ptualize and to elaborate on this multidimensional idea.® Thus,
ears later, in 1985, when Carol Smith criticized the anthropo-
use of the world systems approach in which all local change
treated as exogenous, she asked, once again, “How does one
mine and analyze a dialectical process that involves the articulation
different layers in a multi-layered system?” Smith’s solutign was
analyze “structures that mediate between the local community and
world system.”® Indeed, the concept of “mediation” has perhaps
the most fruitfully used over the years to cope with this dilemma
evels, layers, and local termini; and often it has been used in
rical analyses.sz However, the dilemma remains, as does the fact
“local nodes,” and what happens there, are crucial and somehow
tbe treated as such. The Catholic Church in Ireland, for example,
and is) both international and local, as was the operation of the
ork of economic relations. Conversely, that Thomastown’s farmers
traveléd to Brussels as part of an Irish agricultural lobby was an
ple of local networks engaging the world system. Particular
ities, then, were—and continue to be—where such myriad net-
orks intersected and where the effects can be clearly traced. The
| Jevel thus is a context for testing ideas, for generating new
retations, and for developing new hypotheses. Local case stud-
therefore, can provide the framework for comparative analyses in
future. _
ost important, though, is the fact that the response and actions
om a myriad of local places propel the so-called big processes and
; jor transformations.®® To say this does not of course resolve the
5blems of conceptualization that have plagued all disciplines. How-
er, this does mean that the experiences of localities must be made
ngruent with the findings of the macro-oriented people from other
disciplines. . .
Thus, with roots in 2 local unit, anthropologists find it possible,
sirable, and necessary to analyze large-scale processes. By locating

choose larger regions to study does not resolve the issue of bound
aries, permeability, or closed systems; it just hides the issue under th
guise that a bigger area is a better area. For just as there are no close
localities, there are no closed regions; and just as there are no close
regions, there are no closed nation-states.

Third, the anthropological use of little localities should allow fo
the explanation of phenomena. Indeed, anthropologists have often
been criticized for not explaining why. Part of the problem is, o
course, how causality is conceptualized;” another part of the problem
1s that anthropologists have not been listened to. For insofar as it is
the anthropologist who is closest to real people, events, and cultural
meanings; who has an intimate knowledge of so many mterdependent
variables; and who sees the intersection of structure and agency in

explanation for the “big problems” should find some of what they
want in historical anthropology.

What this means, of course, is that anthropologists today seldom
study a locality purely for its own sake—to do yet another stereotyp-
ical, so~called community study or to provide even more descriptions
of the esoteric minutiae of everyday life. It is equally important to
recognize that any so-called local level is differently defined, depend-
ing on the particular anthropologist, the purpose of the study, and
the availability of data sources. To take examples from historical
anthropology, Cole and Wolf, the Schneiders, and Stoler each began
their analyses at what geographers would call a regional leve] and
then moved to smaller units as they traced out the logic of their
particular research problems.” In contrast, other anthropologists be-
gan more locally and expanded outward as the need arose, or as they
moved between localities, or as they used comparative data from
other localities.” Therefore, it is crucial to recognize that no longer
do the majority of anthropologists work with analytically closed,
local systems. Indeed, we argue that the contemporary concern with
historical anthropology is a definitive statement about the final demise
of the primordial anthropological notion that closed local systems can
exist anywhere. By moving back in time, historical anthropologists
discover that they are unable to find true beginnings for the phenom-
ena that they are studying,” and therefore true boundaries in space.”

“Little localities™ thus form a context within which “big” socio-
logical and cultural problems can be investigated. For such big prob-
lems or so-called major transformations as the rise of capitalism, the
founding of the modern world system, and the decline of the landed
aristocracy had local manifestations and unintended as well as jn-
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in a local place, an anthropologist not only achieves expertise in th
problem at a manageable and contextualized local level but also ¢
use this 25 a base for casting both the spatial and concepmal net more.
broadly. Thus do anthropologists adjust the boundaries of their unit:
spatially and/or conceptually as they explore the local manifestations;
of big processes and networks. An excellent example of the kind o
contribution that can be made with this strategy has been in the stud
of local-level political economy of the past two decades, which has:
done much to explain the nature of agrarian transformation—both in;
the present and in the past, in Europe and elsewhere. There is now
vast amount of literature telling us, for example, how-—and why:
peasants become (or do not become) proletarians. We have learned
that this process has not been a simple one; it has had numerous’
permutations, depending on particular contexts and on how the groups.
were demarcated and the processes conceptualized in the first in-:
stance. This literature provides an excellent example of what can be
the anthropological contribution to the big problems, dealing as it
does with big political-economic processes in the context of open,
little localities.® :
How does this fit with the “big problems” that have formed the
basis of Irish historiography? How do we, as historical anthropolo-
gists, fit in? As historical anthropologists working in Ireland—or.
indeed in any state with an extensive and entrenched historiographic
tradition—we believe that we must address Irish history and histo-,
riography. However, we do not believe that this requires us as an-;
thropologists either to write Jocal histories to provide data for histo-’
rians or to rewrite national history. The former would have little:
analytical utility and would be of limited interest, whereas the latter’
is buried under too much interpretive argument, ideological debate,
and hegemonic construction. Equally important, and perhaps as a
result, is our recognition! that, in the Irish context, so-called national
history has consistently failed to engage the fact of local experiences:
and local historfes. 91‘1'% historian put it as follows: -

tionin Dublin in emphasising patterns discernible only from
ial centre. By focussing upon national patterns of govern-
id religious administration, we have wrongly projected upon
o ipities the belief that national concerns, not local issues,
4t the forefront of local consciousness. ™

& samie time, national historians have constructed 2 past that
odithe local level and has formed the lenses through which
places see and in turn interpret their own local experi-
THe result is that complex inside views of the past coexist
affect, our complex outside perspectives.”’
the obvious, events in a locality such as Thomastown
ot in"a vacuum but in response to events elsewhere and to
[positions, opportunities, and ideas coming not only from more
dvels but also from other localities. For example, the series of
2 \cté after 1880 that progressively gave Thomastown farmers
o%nership of the land on which they had been tenants owed very
to anything that Thomastown people did. The sources were in
61 Dublin, and other parts of Ireland. At the same time, Thom-
’s tenant farmers obtained their farms not at the national level
the local level, ® in interaction with particular landlords and
agents in the context of local political, agroeconomic, and cul-
fameworks. Such local conditions subsequently played a large
in affecting the success of farm reproduction over ‘timc. The
riing of these successes and failures from varying, diverse, and
sus localities was later aggregated into a unified and homoge-
dIrish agricultural history that could say little about what had
ally happened in Thomastown and about the conditions th.at had
ced the aggregated patterns.®® Morcover, the culmination of
“§ome historians have seen as the “revolutonary” event that
eated a so-called peasantry had little meaning in Thomastown.® In
most farmers were scarcely aware, first, that they had recently
‘2 last payment to the Land Commission and, second, that this
srmers unencumbered tenure for the first time in over seven
dred years. As another example, marriage and residence patterns
¢ been the grist of many a historical mill. Yet marriage choices
arred at the local level, not at the national or regional level at
¢k generalized patterns have often been discerned;” and.such
Gices have been very much subject to prior household histories as
ell: as to particularly local socioeconomic and local demographic

Almost universally, Irish historians have been guilty of what is best
termed the “fallacy of cross-grouping.” That is, almost all groups
within Irish society, even deviant and dissident groups, have been
studied in terms of the nation-state or the national culture. . . . Unfor-
tunately, this perspective . . . has woven yet another deep-runming
fallacy into Irish historiography, namely an ethnomorphism wherein
the entire nation has been conceptualised in terms of the Dublin admin-
istrators. Historians of Irish life in the nineteenth century, even the

i What this means is that any national history has to be perceived as
most nationalistic, have taken the same viewpoint as the former British '
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constructed partly from, and therefore made congruent with, Th
astown history and the histories of many other local levels. Thu
are arguing that locality-based history must be taken as a buildm
block of national history and that historians must account fc
“dependency” of national history upon local histories.®® Mo
they must simultaneously confront their own past and the historica
constructions of their own making.** .
At the same time, it is essential to recognize that the hist
anthropological endeavor is not to provide grist for Irish histo
As a participant aptly said during the conference, “T don’t se
work as an effort to fill in the gaps in Irish history.” Th
historical anthropologists working in Ireland we believe that/Ins
history and lstoriography require work to which historical anth
pologists can make a contribution. However, historical anthrop
in Ireland has its own past, its own present, and its own ag
which makes it distinct from that of Irish historiography. Mon
portant, it links historical anthropology in Ireland, via the cros
cultural tradition of anthropology in general, to the historical
thropology currently being done, and that has been done, in oth:
cultures, societies, and periods. '

We do field work. We engage the present with the

usé case material to build theory. _
sEAsANT: We look at the past to explain the pre-

1 do ethnographies of the past. N
hrough ethnohistory, we have a long tradmfor_i 9f

anthropology. Yet today, it’s different; what is it in

Perhaps it’s a strategy for the past.

what is the strategy?

ng, ensé of Place

pologists have a compelling sensc of place” is very much
thahistorical case studies in this volume. For anthropplo—
orking in Ireland, this “sense of place” probably derived
iratives that resulted when they confronted a settled
‘fixed property matrix in both the past and present;
thropology in Ireland with its notions of tradition
ity:rand, most important, from a more gcneral and
“tendency within anthropology, and histo'nc'al anthf'o—
156 locality as a central fulcrum: the “local is interesting
%a it offers a locus for observing relations.” : At tfhe
says in this volume illustrate that the ways in w}uc.h
be conceptualized and organized can differ dramati-

Historical Anthropology as a Strategy for the Past: From the Cases
the Commentaries, and the Anthropological Present

In approaching the past, anthropologists have brought with th
distinctive cross-cultural tradition rooted in the academic and politicz
history of the discipline, in the personal and professional histor
its practitioners, and in the internal differences—both theoreti
empirical—that always have characterized, and continue to affect
“doing of anthropology.” The intellectual heterogeneity of an
pology in both the past and the present has centered on seve:
domains that, like hydra’s head, cannot be laid to rest. Issues o
time, voicé,”aiid peweér have been carried forward from our intelle
tual past into our present. These issues continually emerged durn
discussions at our conference, they underlie the papers in the vo

and they thread through the growing body of literature in hist:
anthropology. :

anthropology there are ethnographers who have been
‘%ith the cultural construction of particular places, of par-
iiTics Works from the margins of Western Europe (e.g-,
. Whalsay, Shetland Islands],®® Parman {in'a f‘Gaellc-spc3:k-
fimunity . . . on the island of Lewis 1n the Scottish
;%7 and Ennew [also in Lewis]*) are examples of
the British Isles to construct the historical basf:s fora
Gitunity.” What is interesting about these st}zdles, and
ériivsimilar, is that the localities were demgne!ted as
“{afined as such by the people living there, by emigrants
4nid by the tenets of certain dcpendc.:ncy theories. In
|6cal place was seen as a “‘community of the periph-
\e aathtopologists were concerned to explore the cultural
arginality and to learn, therefore, how meanings about

SILVERMAN: What . . . is the anthropological approach to
past? Why are we different?

e ST e L
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aterials, contrasts with those contributors who se-
4wd then defined an analytical problem. Gulliver and
imt both are concerned with testing “‘received wis-
dings of other researchers. Gulliver confronts so-
“torical conclusions about the relationships between
s rmers and about the political roles that shopkeep-
‘4¥varian and nationalist protest. Birdwell-Pheasant con-
itations about the “stem family” concept in the Irish
‘Gulliver uses data from the parish of Thomastown,
jlkcenny; Birdwell-Pheasant uses data from twenty-six con-
ands in. County Kerry. In both cases, particular locali-
Jimtext within which models and hypotheses are tested
¢431 4nd econormic processes are investigated. ‘ .
bther anthropological essays in the volume p:towde addi-
integrating locality in the context of }ustfoncal ethnog-
rialyzes the relationship between meaning and power
Kinds of competing religious discourse found in §outhwest
galiin the middle to late nineteenth century. His concern
ht ‘61 “popular Catholicism” and on the “devotional
Jat was occurring at the time throughout Ireland. For
Jity ista broad and general “region” within which his
ts-can be pursued. Yet he remains very much rooted

the present were constructed using notions about the past. Thes
studies fall into the genre we have called the anthropology of histo
According to Parman, the “position taken in this book is that his
and myth should be compared not for their factuality but for:th
meaning. That is, history should be intepreted not as a recording
what ‘really” happened but as a cultural construciion that is meanin
ful in the present to the people interpreting the past.”
This kind of approach contrasts sharply with that taken b
authors of the case studies in the present volume and therefore %
their conceptualizations and uses of locality. Peripherality, in’
ethnographic cases here, is never taken as a fixed condition but as
aspect that alters in time. As a result, cultural constructions of loc
are treated as temporally specific, partial, and variable. Ethnograph
in the present volume therefore refute the idea that there is a struct
ally based inevitability about the seeming peripheraliry of little locils
ties. Instead, they treat peripherality as dependent on the histori
trajectory of the so~called geography of domination.'® Clearly, th
the case studies presented here lean more toward the historical ge
that we have called “‘historical ethnography.”
Interestingly, several contributors to this volume explicitly
fieldwork sites in order to confront conventional assumptions a
place. At the conference, Birdwell-Pheasant explained how sh eSS zational context (of new
posefully went to the west of Ireland—to a prosperous farming the nineteenth-century organization :1: n tional bases
to provide an alternate view to the dominant stereotype of the: ownsand: assq‘oaated class structure) and the cvohonart *
as poor and marginal. Silverman and Gulliver chose the southeas al society: (focused on hol,y wells.) were vc?:i mucﬁ pa Osctu 0:;
similar reasons: to show “ancther Ireland”—without its stereotypt shicontext. Tgylor s description would not fit m
accoutrements of poor people and so-called traditional culture. ; reland at the time. . ith aller place—
None of the papers in this volume, then, is concerned with st with:Taylor, Silverman begins with 2 sm ;Ir ’ She
marginality of local places or with the historical construction. terland: of Thomastown on the drl.ver dore. de-
culture of fixed marginality. Instead, the meanings associate 4rious classes that were represented in oOr Er i:)rhich
place are seen as changing over time; perhaps more importa huc:;l--processf-of encroachment and pmt?scﬂ'-u_ulsi(zed e
central feature of the cases is that they all look to a wider spatial ning: rights of private property gradually C?lm She
analytical context mth.m which local meanings were generated mimon right to ﬁ_Sh during the mnctgent cc;lnt:ury.tu
Vincent’s essay is concerned with the morality of famine beha ion, spatially, as it waxed and waned over the cend ?:r
and the culture of dearth as these were rooted in 2 “culture of n rate/larger and smaller spaces at different nmes and fo
borhood” in County Fermanagh. However, Vincent makes clear
this culture was hierarchically organized and that “the neighborh
did not conform to a fixed space. Instead, the culture of neigh
hood was linked to the structure of landholding and to the chan
microeconomies of two different regions on either side of Lo
Erne. -
Vincent’s inductive construction of localness, which she build

then, ‘each historical ethnographic case is rooted in a
What is done with place—and how it is defined—varies.
&ver, .reifies 2 particular locality by making it synony-
stimunity. Indeed, in a conference session, participants
community is not a place but an ideological construct.
is'not surprising that no one takes a place or locality as
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land fisheries along the river Nore at Thomastown in the nine-
entiiry. Her concern was to link Thomastown to social his-
¢:literature on peasant and working-class protest. How-
yrganizing her data, what slowly began to emerge was a
e—a:long, complicated story of a process that had both local
ocal origins. This process generated varying responses from
lo¢al class segments that in tuen affected the patterning of
tization while simultaneously stimulating new local responses,
ices,'and meanings. To tell this story, Silverman has to present
apping chronologies across several axes simultancously: socio-
gically; as individuals acted as parts of particular groups or class
nts-at varying times; spatially, as the action moved back and
setween different places and localities in the river systern; and
tionally, as the process moved through and into different are-
and law and policy, fisheres policy and administration, and the
us; Jayers of the legal system. Telling this complicated story,
ting the chronology, creates a paper that several conference
rticipants described as “dense.”
ogers had earlier mentioned, in relation to Vincent’s paper, the
lems in trying “to layer the analysis,” for Vincent too has to
age multiple strands of data as she links changes in the culture of
earthiand ‘locality with several simultaneous and overlapping se-
es:of events—in a local meeting, in the economy of the region,
the politics of colonial and capitalist domination. She also has
move among actors located—sometimes simultaneously in terms
eiriinterests and roles—in rural townlands, Enniskillen town,
ini’and London.
Both-Vincent and Silverman are able to grasp the complexity of
ess because both are rooted in a locality and committed to hol-
et these same features strain the narrative mode as both grapple
‘the logistical problems of presenting numerous and simulta-
eous:events, agents, and meanings within a linear tale. Silverman
xplainied at the conference that she still had left out important things,
1ehias the microsociology of the fishers and the wider political
‘economy of the working class of which they were part. Vincent
explained that she had barely touched upon the complexity of the
litical process among the varying groups—gentry, bourgeoisie,
santry, and laboring poor. Samuel Clark, 2 historical sociologist,
sisted that the omissions were serious: Vincent should have included
¢ politics of the landlords and the British administration, and Silver-
an 'was reminded that much of the impetus underlying privatization
as:“‘not local” and should have been pursued.

the Ob:]f:Ct of analysis. Instead, locality is a flexible context for the
finalysr.s of historical problems, while peripherality, when addresse
s treated as 2 historical question requiring investigation and not as

mevitable state of being a small place. :

Locality, Holism, and Narrative Sequences in Past Time

A corollary of locality in anthropology has been the notion of holisni
if the place was small enough, then it seemed self-evident to man
anthropologists that everything that was relevant should be include
'fznd tha_t nothing should be omitted, even if its significance was not
1n?med1a-tely obvious. When this anthropological view is associated:
with a time sequence, an inherent problem emerges: historical eth
nography may get lost in its own density.

In studying the past, the importance of presenting a sequence o
CVERts over time—a narrative in consecutive order, a chronology—
can be of central importance. This is different from the frequentl
u_sed ant_hropological method of delineating a series of consecutiv
time periods and presenting an ethnographic snapshot of each. Such-
strategy stopped the chronology at different times, so that a descrip
tion, however complex or analytical, could be inserted.10? Anothg
contemporary textual method has been to subordinate chronology to
the multifaceted aspects of a particular cultural or social form (e.g., 4
ritual, political movement, resistance, system of oppression). é;th
such a strategy, historical and chronological transformations in thé
form have l?cen traced by focusing, separately, on the various aspects
that comprised it (e.g., symbol, meaning, structure, agency, sociil
relz?nons). Then the conjunctures——the various transformation; in the

tributed to ghc.;(:_hrogqlé"‘gy.’o‘* What happens, though, when the eth
gography itself is a series of chronological events and not a descri

events/time within a sociocultural form? In other words, how can th

historian’s use of narrati i i \
ative be combined with the anthro ical:
notion of holism? pological

combination of chronology and holistic ethnography threatens t
become overwhelming. Silverman originally set out to describe the'
nature of protest among salmon fishers against the privatization of




LA bz 3m bl

religious discourses. In addition, being there allowed Taylor to
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lochiltl;S’a;l:: ?:?:?;ggi;t:;‘:;hiﬁpohg;cﬂ holism in th-e contex twyv;th'--thc present—if not in the case studies in the volume,
strains the narrative mode at th o e for a sequential order L in'the long-term development of their projects. Indeed,
must leave out what others re; edsamf:huT-c that the an_throIJolo' :the fact of being there allowed anthropologists to
is, therefore, an inherent tensioia; t?: on hlmponant things.” Th € past in the first instance. This was not simply because
holism, and narrative sequen e_c }ﬁein chree key feamr?s—"lo‘:ﬂ,‘ pologists used or were interested in oral accounts of the past; it
of doing historical ethn 9 hc which together comprise one W, tise many documents on and from the past were “purely
ogTaphy: :d'in an old cupboard of a village office in Guyana,’® in
filie current president of the village council in Spain,'% or
“Being There”: Engaging the Present with the Past - drawer of a sideboard in a farmer’s living room in
T ’ in thi : . e generally, this linking of the past with the present seems 10
w;}i’i;rastzyscsrav);alf régsozgigi?: bls lflfonccmc,:,d with the “processes tinctly a’n!:}}:mpo]ogical.‘g‘)8 It marks an essential difference be-
that were generated in the v Ste?{ers. and the fields of mean ropology and social history; it also contains certain dan-
production and transmission Pz'ofjlss- ¢ Is concerned not with ‘historians, said Rogers at the conference, do not use the
described at the conference hozv § c]t;re bEt alwnh 1ts reception. Taylo d, ‘apart from oral historians, they do not interview the
While in Donegal, he heard peopl Wtogin ened_hlm to this proces expressed 2 historian’s dismay at the way anthropologists
there allowed him’ to juxta ofe ti er?} g stories over tea. Be stimony about the past. He recalled an incident at the
story was a lived experiencepfor th ¢ te ler with the story itself:; th when an anthropologist, in answer to a question as to how
learn what the editing was, to h : Iz;:“amr’ and Taylor‘ was able, piece-of information, said, more or less, “Mrs. Murphy
begin to understand that in’southear Dcrcnt lnterpz_-etamons, an Wi_iia‘t astounded him, said Rogers, was not just the state-
had become a2 way by which '\;Veslt onegal, stories :and Imguag that all the anthropologists around the table simply nodded
views. They did this b 2 people supported varying religio éceprance! He argued that for a historian dealing with a document,
y sustaining multiple, and often contradict ¢eptable. “There must be a critical interrogation of the
2id; information cannot simply be used. Rogers was
the anthropologists that it was known who Mrs. Murphy
hies-interests and concerns were, the nature of her social
eu, and so on. Therefore, the anthropologists claimed
had said had a material context that gave her informa-
¢h validity as a document properly interrogated and con-
ogers remained unconvinced, and he remained uncom-
thordl materials. “I would feel better if I could hear the
4id; ““or if your field notes were in a public archive instead
personal filing cabinet, so that they could be rechecked.”
4id Guiliver, “but when that archive is at the other end of
erhaps requiring months to obtain research pertnission
aienter the archive, it surely is only tokenism amongst histo-
document is presumed to be available to others.”
d concede, however, that anthropologists are “‘zhead of

ognize the importance of many of the clem ised
content of the narratives: holyyweﬂs, for e;:r:piiatv:}?jrglfﬁ:i
Important part of many stories, were peripheral in sp’ace and in for
C.Zatholxc discourse; however, they were central places and key nirra
tive components in the local life that Taylor encountered.
Contemporary fieldwork thus underlay Taylor’s approach t
past: the experience alerted him to the importance of particular his
ical texts; it made him query how these were connected to the 506
processes ur}tili{pthe church at the time; and it led him to expldr :
more general and thedretical link between meaning and power in
time. In other words, it was fieldwork that led Taylor to historr
texts, a research question, and a theoretical problem. -
. Although Taylor’s field experience enabled him to recogniz
importance of discourses in the past, the more common anthr
loglc_al eJ.cperience of “being there” has been that the anthropolog
was inspired or impelled to move back in time in the effort to
sense of the present. All the anthropologists writing for this vc;I

“ v 3 : e he pointed to a potential danger. Because anthro-
had done “fieldwork” in their areas, and all were concerned to e P P &

fien'do history in order to project backward, he suggested

3

ecause they are concerned with how things were told \ '
imply with the truth or falsity of information.'® At
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.]s-and with its projection of contemporary structures and ideas

that they may unduly emphasize continuities and cultural resilienc : :
backward into time. Said Lamphere:

instead of ruptures. We would add that it may lead anthropologist
to ignore the historical trajectory caused by the dialectic between th
two.

In fact, backward projections in historical ethnography alread
have yielded studies of continuity. For example, Behar responded ¢
earlier studies of social change in Spain by focusing on history an,
continuity. She wrote: “For the most part, anthropological accoun
of rural life in Spain have been studies of contemporary social chang
rather than studies of long-terrn cultural continuity.”!!® She at
tributed the concern with change to conditions within the villag
itself during the 1960s and 1970s—emigration, new agricultural tech:
nology, decline of formal religion. However, when she arrived in th
1980s, “things had changed to a point where one could take a longe
perspective on village iife.”” She therefore “set [her]self the task o
seeking out those aspects of the old rural culture that had endured
that had not been lost in the midst of change.” ! Behar thus studied
“long-term persistence” and how the people “forged an adaptation t
the profound social, economic and political changes that are so ofte
assumed to have destroyed the old agrarian regime.” 12

For Behar and others, linking the past with the present while doin,
history became a study in continuity.’*® For some, such continuity.
also was linked to the ever-present cultural anthropological idea o
adaptation. There is, of course, nothing inherently inappropriate about
secking out persistence. The danger lies in positing dichotomies an
in studying one side of them (e.g., persistence as opposed to change
continuity as opposed to discontinuity). It also lies in assuming tha
the present, because it exists, must be linked to a continuous past
Moreover, the danger lies in seeing ““social change™ (discontinuity) a
the opposite of “history” (continuity) and in challenging old studies
of sociocultural change by’doing new studies of historical continuity
As Sahlins most usefully noted, it is unecessary and erroneous to set
up a dichotomy .of charffe and continuity as if there had to be eithe
one or the othér, bit not both. Clearly, what results is a comple
amalgam: the more things change, the more they stay the same; an
the more they stay the same, the more they change. Moreover, th
subtle synthesis in any particular period and context calls for careful
scrutiny, but we must always remember that this is not the end of th
story (it might be thought of as only a chapter), for the story contin:
ues and requires persisting attention.!'*

A related danger when anthropologists link the present with th
past is that they do a kind of Whig history—with its interest in

mléortmt ... not to project present-day analysis into_ the past in
& straightforward manner. In other words, the strategies oj resis-
i that I isolated in a contemporary apparel plant may lea z;; }::;
for similar strategies during the 1920s and 19305, but it wo;
sropriate to suggest that these particular strategies were used. - . -
prop™ Jevel 115

tinuity occurs at a more abstract level.

sddition, E. P. Thompson's review of Macf_'arlan;’s _st:.udy g;i
ily Life of Ralph _Ios;elin is an f::zcanrépleac:f1 (t,}:g kﬁic:o(:»i a:;lt}glr:ew}mt
' ical methods may engender 5 for
throzzl‘;g;guliarly anthropological type of so-called W?1gh @stg;yr.l
sthropologists not only work with the present olt_mr wn
Séiilar place and therefore run the danger of extrapolatng 1;:11 >
“nt meanings onto the past l;iut }:hey also tw:f{:ko;:trh pclx;locscss-cuWhiCh
ngs— is, with the presen ,
ugderziznﬁgrgiiedth;;rﬁ;ps from thgir own experiences, but more
m the ctimographies of colleagues. Thus, Thompson w;.;;te
. “It is by no means self-evident thaf studies
The Sherpas of Nepal can serve as rj)ﬁglels
1 rites in seventeenth—century Essex. He

Nupe Religion and of
understanding funera
g

tiscipli i i all, the discipline of context; each
o ::;iih;izezf:::gg%nla}? <~f,vz'r)'i‘zhin an ensemglc of ?,ther meanings;
- it is most unlikely that any “sociological concept’ can be r.akzg—,.
from twentieth century suburbia (or.from Melanesia) ;;)ﬁs;vand
cei;tlz-century England, since the concept itself must bcfrnoh & 2
Gned before it will be appropriate to the ensemble of 17th-century

Clearly, then, as anthropologists appro:?.ch the past, they \youiltd daz
1I'to leave behind their well-worn dichotomy of c}?ntmu yin
finst discontinuity, and they must ltrcac%1 ca)f;ﬁilzov; :Irlxt 1-:::;; 1 O%
] cross—culturally. Y¢e

‘corizéﬁzggnsii;zﬁ:ouﬁﬁfeihompsm—x’s embargo on cross»cpltura}
plications. For he ignored the extent to which anthrgﬁ)logﬁ.ts;stz
«|ficritical in their application of concepts cross-culturally. a::n ks
griored the fact that there are different levels of ab§tr:}clqon Thi
Aifferent concepts and different degrees of precision 1n e(lir usfi.om ¢
thropological notion of “lineage” is of a different order
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hronic-dimension to a contemporary analysis and therefore only
as far back (about four generations) as necesary? Was it because
and; the documents that survived were from that period?
there are problems inherent in endeavors to J all these questions, the answers were yes.'? Ruane also picked
past, from efforts to use experiences o; hein ] ' b this question when commenting on Taylor’s paper. If “fields of
tool, and from anthropology’s essential ous/experience” were differentiating in the late nineteenth cen-
rience, and assumptions. ) cross-cultural outlook, expe as’it not relevant to seek out the temporal roots of this
? How far back did the anthropologist need to go?
art: 6f the answer to this question is linked to how far the anthro-
gist can go back, given the dearth of data from the past. For a
“Alpine village, Rosenberg was able to construct a detailed

“political game” and both . .
that of, say, “power.» 118 are very different kinds of concepts from

The Dearth of Data from the Past Time:
Temporal and Analytical Boundaries

¢d satisfactorily in the manuscripts of the parochial ar-
v 124

tual, which, with difficulty, can be traced back almost two
ed years.” To do this, Bloch did not focus on a “little localicy,”
he 'used colonial sources. Rosaldo, in attempting to do Ilongot
1y using small residential groups and native “stories,” pushed
ck to the late 1880s, although

‘my reconstitution of the . . . past before 1905 is based on what Lakay
nd his age-mates remembered of what their parents or grandparents

id told them long ago. Usually these received memories were lists of
lace names where people had lived, stories about the sources of kin-
ship . . . and episodes from feuds. Like Lakay and the others, I have no
direct access to the early . . . past.'®

;?pc;ytaog II:/{ca}':ay kins}_ﬁp, he necessarily focused—given the availabili

ehaisicl r(: ts:is; tmge-—}clm the district for the nineteenth and earIt;'r
. : S, but he concentrated on “hjs vi i

iic:(')d 1:;lfter Independence in 1957.120 This kind of c;a‘rrlﬂlt:f:er e
Cau::ih ¢, even though it may distort the analysis. Ingadditi;aybbc
cause ©re 1s more contextualized data for 4 smaller locality 1r; tif .
pece mpast, hsoaal and aﬂx:ural structures in the more distant past m .
ook rc(?; t ;ﬁggeze?g:and TOLE normative, whereas those of tliz'
an |
o e Present may appear more heterogeneous, more
o ;‘::lt 1tt)l;c; I(l:znffarence, Rogers expressed concern at the kinds of tem-
aries drawn by the five anthropological case studies: al] -

The differences between these studies may be related to two fea-
e5: the former ethnographies were about “peasantries”; the latter
vere about “tribal” peoples. The former were located where there were
~depth archives, in Europe; the latter were not. These features also
eem, to have affected the kind of study that was done. While Rosen-
erg produced a narrative history grounded in political economy and
etting gave an ecological and kinship analysis over three centuries,
loch and Rosaldo dealt with ideology and the cultural construction
£ ritual and warfare, respectively, over a far shorter time.
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1 Thus, a series of i .

_!ll the kinds and quantitl;tc;efl:fijl?; :;tgihfeamres seems to affect directl . ersonal histories and theoretical predilections on anthropo-
: e erefore to condition our boun ices.'?® The schema therefore shows only what may be
n particular contexts; it does not define what anthropologists
do.. However, it does make explicit the fact that some of
tical predilections may be less a product of cheice and a
r ignorance of—"the other” than a product of happen-
d necessity. If so, it may make us less critical of those
opologists. who choose to do history somewhat differently.

es .in the present volume, which reflect Irish historical
.today, incorporate the preceding constraints, possibili-
oundaries. Irish historical materials are heavily weighted
éteenth century and later. ' Moreover, for the period after
comes possible to interconnect different data sources. For
arish records begin to intersect with land records, and both

data sources

; -

. t i '
| emporal boundaries early time T ———— e recent

!.} . liv(l)z;e;a\;;e; t\;}viuie the avaﬂal.)ilit.y of data constrains the tem
padari affecis‘zz can sillse, it mmul;aneously conditions our 4

‘ haceand r mode of analysis. For as we decide on the tim

‘ » 50 We concomitantly either constrain the size of the local

| e loc

or fix on the particular p] 5%

; on temporal and Spatialpb?)(fnt(}il::i;sa grieejcr;fgziié: ; these const > with the 1901 and 1911 household (census) returns. In addi-

: *!I' cxerte:d on the kind of analysis that may be u d’ 59 constraint can be linked to newspaper reports that increasingly
I speaking, whether 3 study can rest on soci ndertaken. Genera e concerned with local news and events after 1850.1%
b ; Socloeconomic relatio the 1980s, elderly people could remember back to the turn

ry. All this probably has conspired to locate historical

vy in Ireland, and perhaps elsewhere, in the more recent

that anthropologists have explicitly connected with the

“being there.”

“this more fully, it is useful to look at how the dearth of
elation to the themes of continuity and discontinuity
anifested in adjacent disciplines. In this volume, Smyth,

eographer, is concerned with reconstructing society and
atterns in seventeenth-century, pre-Cromwellian Ireland
gscribing the processes of transformation that occurred as
¢ subsequent conquest. At the conference Smyth be-
earth of data: he could never obtain the ethnographic
anthropologist would want and, apart from contempo-
yre,he had had to use the “documents of conquest’—
e conquerors as they went about displacing and reorg-
al society. From their property surveys and tax records,
Smyth argued, a geographer could analyze “areal distribu-
e “key to understanding the process of change.” The

H\ histo de i
i demo - .. .
3 transgrmatiograpiﬁy kinship, into political €conomy, or into cultiy
iorma n will depend on the constraints created by the
o Sc)tr . ata Onlthe i_ast and on the temporal and spatial boun
‘ - wonversely, of course, it is im i
ey, o 8 portant to X
;?eg anthr(?&ologlcal mterests—in the context of tf; 111{?-;;511;; gmﬁxl
accessible—will affect how we bou d i .
i both time and
example, if the anthropologisy’ iy ograp
_ ' POlogist’s concern is, say, d ic a
s1s, then this may constrain th and/or sparc] e
; onstr: ¢ temporal and/or spag
according to the avaﬂal':)ﬂlty of adequate data. If thé) io;lc:riundan

Space

] Data ] /+ nquest therefore could be made to speak to historical

(kind and quantity) Time ts.and to deal with the pre- and postconguest periods
resent.

ses two counties (Tipperary and Kilkenny), largely
 they were the most completely documented, and he builds a
5 typologies—of ecological, cultural, and settlement varia-
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on—that capture regional differences within the two counties duy

the preconquest period. 3 Most generally Lice and time; interestingly, Smyth and Clark—the historical

Ting
the preconquest prope;

; and hamlets a5 pare ¢ hat really happened,” she added. ™ It also was Birdwell-Pheas-
i0 most strongly supported the plausibility of the conjectural

:to' the Gaelic past in her own analysis of early twentieth-

kenny); 2) areas organized by

by kin and partners {north and west Tipperarv):

held b.y assimilating and modemizing Gaiﬁ)ic t:i:z'zi’li:d ?) buffer are
This typological strategy ;

“\= quest period to show the pro

]!‘, bases for the old order were disrupted and

‘ ated settlement infrastructure,

lian“surnames in both town an

-—more particularly, reputed “cultural survivals” and Her-
ts’s idea of “old forms, new meanings”™—are especially amena-

i ties: places where vill i
i : villages disappear analysis i . . ;
24 ppeared counte  analysis in the long term;'®? social relations, culture practices,

.. ties: Tpose areas where the
“rt;lslldual power of the older society remained” and where today
I‘ villages persist from the seventeenth century.” ’

I In analyzing places and patterns of continui
. §myrh 1s clearly aware of the limitati

imposed by the kind of data he has. Using 2 “#i ’

contrast is not the best way to & change.

that the dearth of data limits his

at ability to address the “local 1 17
distinct from more regional ones. Yet Smyth maintains ae::,:re'ﬁﬁ

balance in assessing continuities and discontinuities, thereby illustrat

ing that a dearth of data does enjz
. not have to lead to 2 ho ization
social and cultural structures in t o mon‘o

Moreover, if the documents

using data from the 1gor and 1011 census returns, parochial
ds, land registry records, and interviews. To do this she divides
odel into its “ideal” component parts—how it has been said to
rk ideally. She then compares this to what Ballyduff people have
¢ in relation to premortem property transmission, male primo-
itire and impartible inheritance, marriage patterns, three-genera-
onal residence patterns, and sibling dispersal. She finds what she
lls2 “flexible” condition in Ballyduff—a flexibility linked to a
erarchy of values held by Ballyduff people. With this hierarchy, and
in 'the face of economic and demographic realities, farmers have
anaged the transmission process as best they could—trying to hold
to_ their primary goal of maintaining the family on the farm
Hilé aiming, secondarily, for ensuring father-son inheritance, and
nally, for giving a start to as many of the children as possible.
he range of patterns that Birdwell-Pheasant finds clearly raises
lestions about the use of rural Ireland as an archetype of the so-
calléd stem family. Perhaps most important, it suggests the impor-
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ce for anthropologists, when studying the past, of maintai glized stidies associated with a greater sophistication in the use of
‘categorizations'—all in order to test properly the
clusions derived from historical anthropology, from
nal and regional trends, and from a historiography that
téd in large regions and in the seemingly major political

us- - » 3 :
(inlsr;gerssr)xhlstoncal ?aflenahmthat between {outsiders’) model
norms and that between insiders’ i

: . s’ norm
ers’ (real) behavior. Indeed, it ha e and
norms, and behavior that stitutl
Font e chavior t probably has created the archetype i nragons.

- We don't really know what : ! - .
Bt s, "W don' xs g we mean by the so and knowing about, particular contexts in order to use
. L r . . ‘

idea? And w’hose_::, well-Pheasant. “Is it 2 model? A norm np-n_coherer}tly e o mak]ng e and s

@ Andwhose?” ‘ tm-the basis for cross-cultural comparison; and such
. of “whose” that Birdwell-Pheasant raj ' .. : ; .
i e of “whose” I ant raised parallels as an important goal for all conference participants. |

‘ ¢ explores two generalization., <hon ne.that has long been associated with anthropology. How:

becn e by i s plying it to the present. . :

zc ‘l?vere (m)ru;cm'fi‘:;g;f;ﬁr ahzat:iois ;re the following, shopk discussion on Gulliver’s paper, participants were intrigued

wer *om, and had (have) key links to,
famlh.es, az.ld shopkeepers always were (are) key activists andl, d

In nationalist and agrarian politics. i

me’i};esses mgl}xths;’raboallxlt shltl)pkeepers have been put forward

. es. Virtually all of these used data agere

- t =

:1mts (county, province, and/or state); they usedggatf i‘rf}cinfosjl

aogrcgs {e.g., police reports of arrests, lists of county councill

nd they used data that pertained to very different time periods

gan to explore possible explanations. It was suggested
cture and reladons in the southeast were different from

son-—that the key factors were not rooted in the east-
that has permeated the comparatve method in Irish
nstead, it was suggested that the key factors were located in
“histories of particular localities—that is, in precisely

o'create the peculiar histories within which variations

:might have occurred. These included the presence or

Plex—dependine-on <. ton entry class and of local industry (milling, tanning, and

text, 13¢ IfP Trili g on S{_tﬁ'aaon,' personal histories, and historical re of the agricultural hinterland (farm sizes, extent of
- omastown 1s'typ1ca1 mn this respect . S

ini . proportion of shopkeeers to other occupational groups

combining such diverse terms as merchant, publican, trader shopi tiori: for recruitmlént, and so on. ? o

j ariables have changed over time in their relatdon to

clearly the potential complexity of local histories is

he resulting varability clearly constituted, for partici-

typical or atypical. Instead. b : rgument in favorlo'f more contextualized, local studi.es. On
» hie argues for more local-level or ¢onit hand, . some participants became uncomfortable with the
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with particular localities. Some suggested uane,1f h':is'con'c:jtl anthropologists were to use their comparatve
clently large, quantitative data base with ok hod and materials, they hfad to decide 1fj the Irish past had parallels
: ' e non-Western, colonized contexts in which they have tended
most of their work.
However, after exploring in his essay how the colonial model has
enused to study the Irish past by practitioners in several disciplines,
qualitative approaches, nor was it the isste of s - ane concludes tl_1at We cannot yet assess -the relevance and .ap.plica—
was how the comparative method could b : ) > c?f_ the colonial model to Ir%s_h hlstoncal_ processes. This is be-
Should it be based on the comparison of -y . : e, it has been used too uncritically an‘d inconsistently by both
on the comparison of Variablews The o cong : ies or "thrppol_ogists and others. At the same time, though,_Ruane’s re-
Birdwell-Pheasant provide 3 coxr;binati Ss;;gs by b.Oth Gulliver and outlines the elements of an approach-—which combines theoret-
have been examples in historical 311:1'1:: olstrategms, but th.ere also .a_p__alysis, ideological critique, sfnd a style o.f empirical research
comparison using multiple contextua]izi‘zi Ogly thal!;?haw; aimed 4 (holistic, cont.ex_tua],' and conflparatwe)——that might allow the ques-
o Places of colonialism in the Irish past to be addressed and resolved.
loreover, such elements apply to any effort to characterize and
lyze the wider context, however defined. On a more general level,
urse, Ruane’s essay addresses the debate between historians and
clal scientists over the use of theoretical models to interpret histori-
processes. Given the reluctance of historians to import concepts
models, Ruane’s essay—and his concerns—illustrate that anthro-
ogists are not only sensitive to the reasons underlying such reti-
ce by historians but they also are acutely conscious of the prob-
ms that ensue when concepts and models are, in turn, imported into
storical anthropology.
owever, in questioning the relevance of 2 wider context that may
onceptualized as colonial, Ruane raises an important issue in
15torical anthropology. For colonialism, in its fundamental guise, is
about: power. Yet the case studies in this volume, and indeed in
orical anthropology generally, fail to address power in any direct,
licit, or systematic way. For example, the vast majority of mono~
ohs in historical anthropology that we have cited so far in this
€ssay did not list power in their indexes. ! This does not mean that it
as absent from the analyses; rather, it has been hidden under other
rics, which have changed over time as the vocabulary of the
cipline has changed along with its main paradigms. Power, there-

Locality and the Wider Analvei
. ytcal Context: Ti
Power in Cross-Cultural Perspective e Time, Space, and

anthropological litany th, 1 tha

. Yy that the local level is rooted in 2

must be integrated into any analysis. ™ For one model ocfotnhtizﬁvid
‘wide

context, colonialism, is e
a » is explored by Ruane as he revi i Ut
2 - 3 y '
on Ireland’s past and ass&ses the d itoms o 1 hterat}u"c

ICVC ” in hist t
orical anal : X e . S
from contemporary stugizzs' g }J . ks , issing fore; has often been subsumed as an attribute within particular insti-
it may have set key paramete(;s ' tions or of certain individuals—as evidenced by such terms as polit-

as i s - - . . L

particular localities, power, sym_bahc power, spmfual power, and discursive power. It often
a model might provide z nifyin 150 ar; : ; been implied by_such notions as 1de<?logy, oppression, and con-
' s ol:- Most recently, it has been included in such concepts as domina-

the Irish past while rovidi : .
. ; t the conference, Rogers made a similar observation about an-
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i i ualative, lineal, and
g he case studies comprise a cum )
g;;c}:lt‘:‘r,eto(f:' much of that making; and they do so using an

cit colonial model. Thus:

thropology and power. He said that anthropologists have tended
use the concept, albeit often skilfully, in a “noninstrumental wa
in contrast with political scientists and historians, who have
more likely to see power as instrumental.}*? In other words, an
pologists have embedded their ideas about power in other corcep Conquest (Smyth)
and domains {e.g., in networks, notions of authority, and symbols enth - Expansion of the state (Vincent)
Yet when they did this, Rogers added, they often lost sighto mid-nineteenth EXP sion of private property (Silver-
centrality and were unable to define its role and its boundaries expli ite: nineteceth xte)n
itly. So, for example, some anthropologists have used the concep : Ig::hoﬁc hegemony: contested mean-
class, but its key constituent element, power, has not been ms ings (Taylor) )
clear.'™ As a result, class has often been used as a static cate . ?gcmﬁn of local classes: farmers dis-
rather than as, following Thompson, a “‘coming into being”—4 Nineteerith and rwenticth ﬁ]:guishegl frorn shopkeepers (Gulliver)
dynamic formation in process. ‘ : . values and property trans-
In fact, four of the six cases in this volume are about the drama Ir_nh;?;;hé?fdwen&heasant)
workings of power. Smyth describes a conquest; Vincent descn
the destruction wrought by the state through the imposition ofth . £ course, and what makes this effort different from
Poor Law; Silverman describes the victory of private property in pussing, OF € tha; the cases remain discrete and the hn].ga'ges
arena; and Taylor describes the discourse, and its source, which to aLSOCIOIOgY’.ls- licit, awaiting 2 synthesizer. Also mSSIng
peted with hegemonic religious power. Although these cases fo . of the conécpt of colonialism and its agsociated
cither on the local effects of power or on the narrative behind ¢ use 9
imposition as experienced from below, none focuses on the his
of that power itself. e
This fact constitutes the central theme in Clark’s essay. Fo
how Ireland entered the so-called modern world is the key conte
issue, and the problem that must underlie any historical analysis
argues that anthropologists have failed to study this. Interestingly
the anthropologists at the conference in turn criticized the nio
ization model that centered Clark’s own concerns. Echoing 4
from the anthropological past and present,'* they argued thata lonialism, are
nial interpretation would be more congenial were the anthropolo . 7d system or colopalsm, ar
to approfch the so-called making of cogntemporary (modcm)p[r> o verarching lc°na‘i'°p§§;§dgrfe\2ncerz was with the ways i
Clark then reiterated his more general point: the case stu uc_:;c.l._att‘t Joc g Iater.historics, and historicities, of locahlflcs
failed to Iocate themselve$ in an explicitly wider context (e.g.; ¢ : P ﬁnmo enized or lost within such overarching
nialism, modernizatior, and so on). In response, Taylor argued cople are r;’e tiglc no one denied the relevance of such
the other anthropologists agreed—that so-called models of p t-t,he}fa roblem, was to handle them so that they could
and of Irish history were embedded in the anthropological cast ther, the p the histories and historicities of localities.
ies and could be found if anyone wanted to do so. Said Roge OpriaLe to t to do this. He distinguished four_levels
support: “A local study can be both particular and general Wolfmade a-recent aftetip wer in social interaction, tactical or
building of theoretical paradigms can be implicit.” : e PO;;:ilcsytﬁczural power. He argued that hi;c.,tor}’,
From this perspective, it can be argued that the essays in P ;);gel';ion a1l involve “considerations of power, pr~
volume do address the processes that contributed to, and the S ;:,0 types of power.}*® This focus on power—in 4
underlying, the making of contemporary Ireland. Moreover; _1at1?er P

Essays and Issues

« concept of power. i
e.(Eozm fvoidzi:nce may have advantages. It may preclu

<ocalled wider context as the cause of local hxs::io:isr;ﬁ?i
iient making colonialism or “cap'xtahsm too ”6146 ;

fades “ kind of functionalist reasomng and 2
deed,l ab 1ncfuwn<:1:ionalism’’147 have often been associated
3Cb‘h%:;>t:. Thus, in the same way th:.!.t the anlthroprczlougi'xrs;:cs1

were uncomfortable about conjectural leaps req

e ast forward to the present, they also were wary
' ::aj: gart of the kind of explanation that may ensue
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o reatest difficulty with what he saw as the anthropologm:;l:hpilci;
o jemore the wider context. He found problems w X
Pﬁ*}SIfY . ;'gnale in the anthropological case study approach. He wa
P@?}]ﬂCSS% e r “up-down” metapher—how we saw ogrselves as
Ef_lg.ued:‘ Y”Of.'uom opur local areas to wider levels of analysis and how
i uPseI\rres as moving “‘down” again. Hc_wondered 1*{ ;:Ethro:
;‘_701;:;: ‘::.1]1 assumed that their 1ocal—lcvi studl’t,:shwcrtlt{ :zp{c‘:bécza'iic
sentati i ¢ i area chosen,” he asked, |
"mtauve;loro?lllvz‘::;sc}i?’? ti;:(l:al? How do you gcng:ahzc? By
hc:g;ug 12>cal studies? What else can be done with ti}cm.the way in
? “lark’s questions crystallized, for the anthropologists. yin
Cglir thS ?:h'sci line still was perceived by many ou.tsxders, muc}:1 o
ms of fiiscrcgimd viewpoints. Yet as_anthropoloﬁlsts .apg:gifrom
:t time, they inevitably and often will meet suc op;mhi —from
dzfirr? other disciplines who are working in the same archives, USIng

single context where history, process, and meaning are treated ¢
gether—may provide 2 middle-range conceptualization that integrat
the “local” and “wider” context. For although the distinction be=
tween local and wider has been pronounced untenable, the absence of.
workable, alternative conceptualizations remains a key problem.™®
We agree with Rosenhaft that the “adequate comprehension of social
developments on a larger scale and a higher level of discourse and its
integration with the explication of everyday life . . . represents the
greatest challenge to anthropology.” % Rosenhaft saw the concept of
hegemony as possibly performing this function; others have a st
But as Rosenhaft noted, although the concept “‘directs us more clear
than any other term in current use to examine ‘culture’ as an arena of
class domination and negotiation, . . . it does not instruct us as to
what we will find or even how to go about it.” ¥5* There is also the i rhere
danger that in the context of doing history, the term may become - ur past, we were Off some
desfription, cause, and effect all at the same time and thus of limited -sz_uncl d:‘:;;y?:::dgc)n::ﬁhﬁ;fe;cﬁsd (now) that onlz{l oc;;sxf)rlliz
analytical use. _ c, N 2 JOCAS : other disciplines. As the discipine
From another perspective, the discussion about power and the : with ict:; t;x;zsésoﬁi Library oerub]ic Record Office in
wider context at the conference, illustrated the difference between 1nl jsts may often find themselves on thf? defen-~
social history and historical sociology. Said Rogers, a social historian: ;hgéma;?gsooi’}i rs of “messing around with detail” in places

1 ith
hére nothing much ever happened. Yet, given th; gﬂiﬁlf:u; .

. 2 ¢ 1

Others emphasize texture and empiricism. Social historians usually < entional wis doms that bo th B_u' dwell PgeaSa?}l::mi fer found
begin with an historiographic problem to be tested, with an hypothe- toen the silence of the istorical record on ,-__...._-.-T, e

M
; : : death during
sis. So although some historians are theoretical, most prefer their working -l Jaborers and fishers, on the complexity of life and
paradigms to be implicit. But in any case, they do not work with a

S5 On the competition among religious
fe, the anthiopol €

high level of theory; they work instead with “conceptual clarities.” e
with mgcrs's‘ﬁ'o're'sympafﬁenc and understanding

e
i ree : ®
dmed' > ver, this iterchange s1gn5{lea rwo features: furst, th
>

o ¢ i i olo-
?mm?.mication difficulties that necesarily will ensue as anthrop

e e and
t as other social scientists; an
- comtinue to approach the same past a5 O !
.'an:n;rowmgprapport between historical anthropology and
cond,

tairrkind of history-

Thompson and Tilly for example are explicit about theory building. '

In contrast, Clark said, “sociclogists do not begin with a clear notion
of history. In fact, their notion changes as they work with the data.
And their hypotheses are post facto.” Moreover, said Clark, they
prefer so-called jumbo history—macrobased in both space and time—
because “it juxtaposes different types or varying levels of data for thi
purpose of elucidating general processes and explicit paradigms:
Rogers disagreed with Such an approach. He pointed out how hist
rians choose a group, a location, or a period in order to deal with.th
complexity of the past and to explore the issues that have been raised
from a broader intepretative level. He called these “middling i
sues”—less grand than Tilly’s, he said, but interesting ail the sam
Moreover, Rogers argued that local studies can be used in compara-
tive perspective to control for certain variables that have been desig-
nated by these middling issues. e

More generally, it was Clark, the historical sociologist, who ha

Distinctive Anthropological Tradition

()h matic nature Of UCII Iapport IIOWCUCI bCCOmeS [!13“1{65[
r. 1€ a s 3 3

v .= s , ..
h"é!l arn apparellt conver gen.cc, or a dlUISIOII Of labox anlot‘ig dlsC]»"‘
1M c= S 18 mOOth. I Or exatnp]e, m 1980, IIObSbaWI'n W IOCC, UQ“:}I
IBfCICnCC to LcROS‘ Ladllxle g W ork- Ih.ete IS Ilotimlg new m Ch-oos-
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as we accept that we are studying the same cosmos, the choice
between microcosm and macrocosm is a matter of selecting the ap-
propriate technique.”'®® From the historian’s point of view, insofar
as anthropology often is located in small contexts and frequently
provides “‘a worm’s eve view,” historical anthropology may emerge
as a handmaid to, or a segment of, history.’™ From an anthropo-
logical perspective, it has been suggested that “to juxtapose historians
and anthropologists . . . is simply to reify an artificial boundary and
to negate the ‘blurred genres’ of the contemporary academic scene
(Geertz 1983).71%5

Yet, wrote Tilly, the “discipline of anthropology is far broader
than ethnography” and the kind of work done by Le Roy Ladurie.
Moreover, many historians have been skeptical of rapprochement.>’

In any case, and from the other side, we maintain that sociocultural . -

anthropology contains more than a series of discrete conceptual items
that can be consumed at will by historians, that it is more than a type
of textual or discursive analysis that converges with other like efforts
from other disciplines,**® and that it is more than a “‘genre.” There-
fore, historical anthropology cannot be a small-scale variarion of
history, a useful repository of useful concepts, or just a technique.
Rather, it approaches the past with a coherence that is derived from
its own histories, the persistence of (and rebellions against) its own
traditions, and the long-term conflicts (some old, some new) among
its component parts.

Looked at from the perspective of the historian’s past and present,
fundamental differences between anthropology and history are clear.
For example, there remains today an important division between
narrative history and a history that uses sodial concepts around which
to frame a case study.'™ In anthropology, such a distinction has little
meaning. Any anthropological ethnography, whether historical or
not, has invariably contained coneeptual categories (both insider and
outsider ones) while a conceprually based study always has had some
narrative—to delinedte 2 geneilogy, to describe microevents, to con-
struct a life history, to set the stage in the past about the present, to
explicate developmental cycles, or to deal with sociocultural change
and continuity in the present.

This inevitable overlap between narrative and concept has had
many strands in anthropology, most of which have had a lengthy
history. The use of situational analysis (or social drama) is an ex-
ample, and it is compellingly used by Vincent in her case study
here.’®® Another example is the continuing anthropological struggle
to link the actions of individuals to the formation of groups—an effort

Historical Anthropology ang e ssnmugrupes = = .

. . rd
found in the case studies by both Silverman :;Ed Gul].w's:sr.a:i‘:fl t}}::;;v
i 1d concern with kinship systeim
example is the century-old ¢ T o ex.
: Birdwell-Pheasant pursues.
‘they operate, a theme that | e e Barly
i i thropological concern Wwith cl Ea
‘ample is the ongoing an T g tinc.
X ’ i f developmental cycles, '
efforts were Fortes's notion 0 : e s disine
i i d social organization, an i
3 between social structure and so s
‘:?:ulmre contact and acculturanon in the 1950s. The cotr;cem c;rét;r;
ued, leading to Sahlins’s question in 1981 ( ﬁov:r, %gles diare:pwows
"'tior; of a structure become its transformat?on?. Yot an .toion i
westion in 1990 (“How do we get from v1§w1{1g organmat;sp") 3
groduct or outcome to understanding orgamzaugrg '138(:1;;2;; P-mv.ide
i by Smyth, Vincent. and 1V
In this volume, the essays by nan provies
i f change; Ruane explores 2 g
case studies on the theme o nge; 1 general e
Tetl :thin which historical anthropology mig
retical context wi w e ppen
lap between narrative
ange. A final example of the overlap :
Fh ar%thropology is the endless discussion on the relainon ;;e:vvr;::;
"']c'I:Jlture and social relations. This has found its way mtothsh(;re__
: i i lia, in the two genres no
anthropology, resultng, inter aha, :
- historigal ethnography and the a?[nthrkczpolclgy ?Sf; flzzg.thmugh heic
. istori thropolog :
. More generally, as hlst_onc an jsts work e e
- ls—from archives and from participa \
e e e en peculiar to the anthropological past are
mbined in various wWays, which reflect the distinctiveness o][f1i antl:;;—l
001 and give 2 particular hue, direction, and content to historx
Potlcfz ology. Thus in this volume, Vincent integrates, the narr_a_tt:i:n:;-:1
an . , ' )
ode F;imaﬁonﬂ analysis. and the progluc.non of culture ;t :.ioif: .
juncture. ve. Her effort compltements, but is d1ffercnt frf)m, . :1y lor's v
qof textual and discourse analysis in 2 particular MS:c;r;;N o sociai
imi differently, Silverman move :
Similarly, yet somewhat o e on
i indivi i the one hand, and cla ,
relations and individual actions, on the Of 1 cron, o
: litical anthropology
: ther. She uses concepts from. 2o
illllz ;)dea of culture as a mediating factor m the context of fll ;%r:al::i
:: narrative over a Jong perioa ot fime. Gulliver and Birdwe -ncems n
* address variations in kinship and political patterns, using conce
: ification, values, and interests.
.. 5‘%!?1;13 Vincent pointed out at the conference, and as we go .i::;rzoarlnl-
these ideas, concepts, approaches, techniques, and sodo?(;r z?ha o
“ anthropological work in other places and times an other P
| oses. Moreover, “we do not all do the same :'anthropcf ogy, e
: I\)f‘im:c.nt tellingly. Thus, the elements that cohn:pns;: tl'{ethxs;cir;roﬁde
' ipli istories of anthropologists,
iscipline, and the personal histones
(ciilizct;gcﬁve perspectives on, and approaches to, the past. Yet, although

yarious issues that have be
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su.cI}; vanations occur, it is important to recognize that
with a coherence derived from a shared, albeit often

tested, intellectual tradition.

VINCENT: Anthropologists see sources diffe
thy. -
ample;ﬂa debate recorded in Hansard. An mi?pogogiiggogl}:s
not only at the context, as does the histor]
_ . context, torian, but at the
mnteractional and situational dimensions of the contextmivho’;

GULLIVER: . . . and who’s there?

SMYTH: Anthropologists also ask different questions of the

Sources.

ROGERS: ’ i
That’s true. Anthropologists tend to ask how, not

simply why, unlike a good many historians,

GUI:;ISVER d Then there is the interface between archival mate-
ra's and ethnographic data about the present. Historians do

not make this connection,
CLARK: Which do you do first?

VINCENT: We do the “archive in the field”
. —they 20 hoth
together, hand in hand. Taylor and Gulliver did tlfisgsystc;—

atically.

B - : i
IRDWELL-PHEASANT: And if the present doesn’t Jink directly

with the past , . .
SMYTH: . . . stories, songs survive.

VINCENT: There is a layering of the past, and a transformatio
of the past, as in Taylor’s paper; and you can use this to comn
up to the present. In other words, there is a present whic}?
incorporates the past and yet, also, there remains the possibil- |

ity of Isolating the past.

SILVERMAN: Bui o i i i i
t that creates difficulties with the idea that there

are always “different histories,”

RUANE;
E: In the north, for example, there are Protestant and

Catholic histories,

T . » - - 2
AYLOR: Yes. This raises jssues about narrative and knowl-

edge . . .

ROGERS: . .. and whose knowledge? I think an ethnographer

is more likely to respect “oth ”
pore Jik p other knowledge

for itself than is

they do so
internally con-
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“VINCENT: At the same time, today, no anthropologist can or
would ignore the archives. Malinowski’s view that “the past
is in the minds of the informants” is simply no longer tena-

ble.

Toward a Historical Anthropology

In -approaching the past, then, anthropologists bring with them a
‘distinctive tradition rooted in the academic history of the discipline
and in the professional histories of its practitioners. A corollary is that
they also bring their theoretical and intellectual problems, ethical
dilemmas, and interpretative arguments that have both plagued and
intrigued them for decades. As Ortner noted, “Insofar as history is
eing amalgamated with virtually every kind of anthropological work,
it offers a pseudointegration of the ficld that fails to address some of
the deeper problems.” 164

" “That, we would argue, is only part of the issue. For many anthro-
‘pologists who “do history,” the past bas become just another “for-
ign country,” yet another society or culture. Indeed, this place called
Thepast™ has been added to the long list of exotic places in which
ithropologists may do fieldwork. However, it is important to rec-
ofnize that we not only arrive there with our “deeper problems” but
also inevitably encounter new kinds of analytical issues precisely
because “Thepast” is unlike other anthropological fieldwork sites.
This means that historical anthropology cannot be used simply as a
eans of avoiding or, more likely, of intensifying old conflicts.

i For example, what we would call the “misuse” of the past and the
cification of history is apparent from the following exchange. Ortner
Jutioned, in her concern for culture “practice,” that, “History is not
mply something that happens to people, but something they make
ithin, of course, the very powerful constraints of the system within
hich they are operating.”®® Roseberry countered that political
conomists place “anthropological subjects at the intersections of
éal and global histories.” In so doing, “they offer a fundamental
hallenge to those who discuss culture, history, and practice without
ufficient consideration of class, capitalism, and power.” 1% Clearly,
e divisions are intense, but they are not helped by using “history”
an epithet or by opposing gross concepts (e.g., people, system, class,
ower) that may symbolize but not really address, or allow us to
ddress, the complexities, subtleties, and new problems of doing

history and approaching the past.
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e.g., Hughes 19063; Smyth 1975), although they were mainly concerned with
igriculture (e.g., Gillmor 1967, O’Carroll 1978; Ross 1960}, However, it was
the idea of cultural “dualism”—of the south/southeast versus the west of
reland-—that entered into analyses of social and community relations (e.g.,
Hannan 197¢), and it certainly underlay the community studies done by
anthropologists at the time.

4. A review of this approach was provided by Roscberry (1988). For
Silverman it was 2 continuation of her earlier work in agrarian systems and
class formation in Guyana (1979) and Ecuador (1987) and in archival research
(1980). For Gulliver it provided the opportunity to research the past—as
compared with what had been possible in much of his earlier field research in
East Africa (1955b, 1963); to deal more concretely with issues of social change
(19552, 1958, 1969); and to follow up an emerging theoretical interest in
linking the present to the past (1971},

+.'5. This of course typified anthropological analyses at the dme. It began
ith Arensberg (1937) (republished in 1988) and included such works as
Cresswell (1960}, Messenger (1960}, Harris {1972), Symes (1972), Brody
{1973), Bax {x976), Leyton {1975), Kane (1977), Fox (1978), and Scheper-
Hughes (19793, 1979b). An early critique of this community study approach
was made by Gibbon {1973) in reviewing Brody. A later critique, from the
perspective of dependency theory, was made by Ruane (1978).

©: 6. Apart from the Harris and Leyron studies listed in n. 5, the anthropo-
logical community studies at the time had been done almost entirely in the
west of Ireland.

7. The variable and complex meanings of the term Thomastown were
described in Gulliver and Silverman (1990).

::.8. These administrative units (“district electoral divisions,” or DEDS)
did not correspond to the parish, although they were contained within it,
together with other parts of other DEDs. In any case, Thomastown parish
itself did not correspond to any administrative or legal unit, either in the
present or past time. In 1981, the population of the two DEDs was 1,932,
and the parish contained 2,670 people, or 716 households. This population
was about one-third what it had been in 1841 (Silverman and Gulliver 1986:
18-27).

- 9. At the time, the archival sources that we knew about were the parish
records, parliamentary papers, and census materials. As time passed, our
archival arsenal additionally came to include local business and farm records,
minutes and correspondence from local organizations, local school records,
county and national newspapers, poor law union records, land valuation
records, memorialized deeds, encumbered estate court papers, wills and pro-
bate papers, land registry materials, and so on. For more detail, see Guiliver
(x989).

. 10. Canon Dr. Michael O’Carroll, P.P., was an unstinting supporter of
our work. We owe him 2 great deal—not simply because of the parochial
“'records but because his early and immediate acceptance of our presence in

Thus, we see historical anthro .
s . pology both as a strat £ :
and as an opportunity to expand the way in which wee%{{) :r:tg::zggi—t

NOTEs

. . ;
Most of the time, anthropologists have not described how experiences

of varjous kinds combj
mbined to 1 i
wrote: The oy combine produce their finished product. Comaroff
T con crwcc.:n text and context is largely one of ‘silent
P > and the conventional acknowledgements of authors tells ug

Little about _the actzal formation of any intellectual product” (1985:xi). In

ground—as did Comaroff—about the underlying “material and conceptual

experiences of others.

ﬁrsf o s;deﬁrl’xple, Z”Ihe Bulletin of the Irish Committee of Historical Sciences was
g pod & algg - | 'S purpose was to keep members and associates of the
micat Society and Ulster Society for Irish Historical Studies in

3- The idea of economic dualism
—of 2 “dual economy”—j
::t; <:f the work of economic historians (e.g., Lynch and S{fmz::r;/ I:::Saol;dlfam'e
Nk t;)o? (replac;::d by 2 more complex notion of regionally based cco’noz:ﬁ:
¢-g., Cullen 1972). Geographers were already using the: latter idea
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Thomastown, and of our research, allowed us to approach more easily other
Thomastown people for their help.

11. For example, O Tuathaigh (1072). Although other historians denica y
that it had been a watershed (such as Crotty 1966:46-51), the fact that there

was academic dispute inclined us to think thae, at the very least, it was a “key
event.”” See Daly (1986:117-24) and O Grida (1088) for discussions of its
variable, and debatable, impact.
12. It is curious that we had such difficuities with temporal boundaries as
compared with spatial ones. In fact, neither one was ever drawn to our
complete satisfaction. In relanon to our spatial boundaries, we found—mid-
way through our 198081 sabbatical year—that our two DEDs were heavily
concentrated on “lowland” areas and that this had implications for farming
and settlement patterns. So we began to include other parts (townlands) of
the parish that contained “upland” areas (and two farming villages; see
Smyth, this volume). This meant that we had failed to collect some data for
these (such as newspaper reports). However, in most cases (such as parish
records, probate papers, etc.), we actually went back to the sources to collect
the materials. Similarly, our temporal boundaries were once again pushed
back—to 1800—largely because we found the parochial records for 1798 and
beyond, Tighe’s 1802 publication, newspapers, and 1833 tithe lists. We then
found memorials of deeds and county newspapers for the late eighteenth
century. Essentially, we have never firmly fixed our temporal boundaries,
although, clearly, different kinds of data apply to different periods. Qur
spatial boundaries have remained far firmer, although as we go back in time,
we occasionally have had to take other geographical umts—such as ba-
ronies—that were used in the records; and we did collect surviving estate
papers for areas adjacent to Thomastown parish. This has meant that we have
spent the summers subsequent to 1980—81 reviewing old archives for new
areas and times. “Doing history”—as Price (1990:xix} and others have noted,
is time-consuming and tedious. For more detail see Gulliver (1989).

13. For example, not only did the Land Wars pass by with only two or
three meetings of a land committee in Thomastown, but neither battles nor
skirmishes occurred in the War of Independence (1919~2x) or the Civil War
{1922-23). As a reflection of this, few older people had any personal recollec-
tions at all of anything happening—things they saw or heard, about people
whom they knew orknéw of:=™in connection with those events.

14. Although this seems self-evident, it is a hard fact to accept about the
past when there are so few documents that the researcher wants each one to
be of some use. The historians’ idea of “interrogating the sources” is useful,
but it does not solve the problems of unknown bias and, of course, omission.

15. See n. 5. In fact, by the 1980s, the focus of anthropological research
had shifted somewhat to Northern Ireland, largely because of anthropology
departments there. However, the western bias remained. In a 1989 collection
of seventeen essays by anthropologists on Ireland (edited by Curtin and
Wilson), six were located in the west (including Donegal), five were in the

tiorth, three were in the ea
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st-southeast (including one by Silverman and one
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century documents for both southeastern Ireland and England. Interesungly, ©
the structure was used in nineteenth-century sources to describe the past as

well as the present!

21. We had “made history” in two senses: not only had we created a new

version of the past, but we had also become a part of, and an element in,
Thormastown’s past after 1979.

22. The conference was held April 4-9, 1989, at Seneca College, King *
City Campus, Ontario. It was funded by the Social Science and Humanitdes .
Research Council of Canada (SSHRC); by the Wenner-Gren Foundation for
Anthropological Research, New York; and by contributions from the univer~

sities of the participants. Two other participants, not included in this volume,
were Chris Curtin (University College Galway) and Thomas Wilson (United
Nations International School, New York). :

23. Recently, the cause has been identified differently. “In hindsighe,
anthropologists” previous failure to tackle history seriously was due to their
colomal mentalité’ (Ohnuki-Tierney 1990a:2). We argue, however, that any
single-cause explanation is inadequate.

24. Use of the “ethnographic present™ has been both a symptom and a
partial cause of anthropological failures to consider processes through time,
change, and history. Indeed, its use in ethnographic writings has been amply
criticized. However, the ways in which academic language and discourse
perpetrates the ethnographic present has seldom been discussed. Thus, it is
virtually an unquestioned convention to state: “Dr. X writes that . .. —
even though Dr. X wrote in, say, 1672. This use of the academic, ethno-
graphic present is misplaced, misleading, and indicative of ahistorical bias. It
also has probably been at least as responsible for ill-considered slides into the
easy and convenient ignoring of the dynamics of social life, as have been the
more frequently cited causes—ethnocentrism and paternalism among anthro-
pologists in relation to those they have studied. In this volume, because our
concern is with history, we have made a careful and deliberate effort to
respect temporality. Things that happened in the past are described in the
past tense—whether that was yesterday, last year, or last century and whether
that was in the ethnographic case,studies or in reference to scholarly works.
Therefore, when we write about the present volume, we use the present
tense, but when we refer to past work(s), events, fieldwork, and so on, we
use the past tense. Wé;wfrite,_fo?examplc, that s/he “described,” “explained,”
or “put forward the view.” It is interesting that the conceptual difficultics
that we had, as editors, in expunging the present volume of all misleading
tenses suggested to us how deeply ingrained is the academic, ethnographic
present. It is also interesting, as 2 telling anthropological footote, that our
severest editorial difficulties came in editing tenses with reference to scholarly
works (i.e., not to “the other’”” but to “ourselves”) and to folklore in Taylor’s
essay (i.e., so~called tradition).

25. Evans-Pritchard (1949).
26. Evans-Pritchard (1962:24ff).
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35- Le Roy Ladurie (1978, r979()-9 7% Desing (r08).
56. Donham (1990:206, his italics).
57. Sharp and Hanks {1978:31).
58 Parmentier (1987:5).
59. Parmentier (1987:7).
Go. Trevor-Roper (1983).
G1. §
ey, ;izza lec;::;:gg;cax;ggizsmh?vesbecn Rappaport (1985), Farriss (1987)
SR ot . 1989), Buckley (1989), Davis (1989), ané
62. See, for a useful review
» K , Hobsh
gs. Hoskins (1987:610). e (1983).
4. It may be added that the envisioned past of a particular people as se
en

by outsiders can also be i
A g re-created, as with Westerners’ views of the past in

65. Sahling (198 5:vii),

66. Sahlins (1985:144, 142). .

67. .In Tecent dmb,?}listgria anthro
thematic analyses over very Broadly defin

=" 68. Whether peasantries should be analyzed within the context of a state
‘as against a city, and whether they should be seen as linked primarily to a
dominant political regime as against a wider culture, became ¢rucial points of
‘difference in the analysis of peasants {e.g., Wolf [1966] as compared with
‘Foster [1067]). More Marxist-oriented approaches added their own opinions
:(e.g., Shanin 1971). Regardless of viewpoint, though, 16 one questioned the
‘centrality of locality for analyzing settled agriculturalists who were incorpo-
‘rated within a complex sociery.

i 60. Certainly this criticism could be made of an earlier anthropology. We
‘ourselves make it in relation to Irish ethnography in the first section of this
‘éssay. We do not feel, however, that such a critique is warranted in relation
“to most contemporary anthropological endeavors. However, the possibility
‘of misunderstanding, criticism, and dismissal remains. For example, Sim-
‘mons wrote that *historically minded anthropologists, like their structural-
‘funcdonal predecessors, run the risk of pursuing theoretical questions in
‘times and places that may seem to be of little or no importance to historians
‘and others. . . . This is to be expected. Historians concern themselves with a
different kind of problem,” with “larger scale orders of data” and with
“different and larger contexts” (Simmons 1985:182).

70. These examples are taken from our own experience in Thomastown.
The document was a copy of the household returns from the 1831 census for
‘the Tighe estate, Inistioge (eight miles from Thomastown). There may be
only three such documents that have survived for the entire Republic; none
‘survives from County Kilkenny. We made a copy of the rerurns, thanks to a
‘local network of local historians that works to keep everyone informed of all
‘pew “‘finds” before they “disappear,” as local people would say, irretriev-
ably, into the hegemonic bowels of the Public Record Office in Dublin.
‘However, as we note later, such documentatjion—from outside one’s inten-
stvely studied locality—-is of limited use to the anthropologist.

71. O'Neill purposefully chose Killashandra parish because the household
‘teturns for the 1841 census survived, thus providing the main source for a
“*unique data base™ (1984:25). Rogers pointed out (in a personal communica-
‘tion, February 1991} that historians generally tend to accept the validity of
using documents from so-called comparable areas. He added, however, that
some historians—such as Hoskins and his students (the Leicester school) and
‘the Annales historians—"have a better sense of place and are more sensitive
to locality than are other historians.”

72. See the essay by Clark, this volume. In political science, historical
analyses have followed a similar tack. For an Irish example, see Walker
(r983).

73. More specifically, this is becanse the data in such documents, however
¢h and scarce, lack a2 socioeconomic and cultural context in both time and
‘space: they are unlinked to other inforrnation, such as births and marriages,
‘property conveyances, and so on. Using such documentation on its own can
lead to a timeless snapshot of structure, which is precisely what most anthro-
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pologists today are trying to avoid. For 2 more detailed discussion of this, see

Gulliver (198g).
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] pomt as well. She argued that
l:; :Z:;l'an?‘f cultural phenomenon as much as an economic one . . . that can
1s affected by clasg struggle and human agency all along” (198 5:225)

capitalism [is}

75. Cole and Wolf (1974): Schneider and Schneider (1976) Stolef
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We would add here not only that the dimensions of class struggle and agency
have local manifestations but that they may be apparent only from a local

84. The extent of theoretical and cross-cultural understanding on this
- issue, which has come largely from the political economy turn in anthropol-
ogy, is apparent from the following examples: Hedley (1979 [Canada)), Kahn
(1980 {Indonesia]), Vincent (1982 [Uganda]), Holmes (1983 [Italy]), Rose-
berry {1983 [Venezuela]), Trouillot (1987 [Dominica]), Gavin Smith (1990
[Peru]); and, of course, the lengthy discussions on domestic commodity
production in the Journal of Peasant Society. For an analytical, critical, and
“historical review of this material, see Roseberry (1988).

85. Akenson (1972:2).
c#+ 86. There are long-standing agendies through which this dominant his-
“‘tory has been transmitted: the schools, the church, the media, and political
organizations. These not only existed at the dme the history was being
formulated but they also contributed to its formulation. Moreover, although
these institutional interpretations often articulated with some local experi-
ence, they also were made to articulate with it—and to interpret it-—by
powerful, local agents who represented these interests—teachers, priests,
intelligentsia, and political leaders. Shanklin presumably came across the
essence of this dominant history when she encountered the “COBQO re-
sponse”—the fact that the notion of “centuries of British oppression” was
used continually by people in Donegal to explain what was disliked, disap-
proved of, or not completely understood (1985:24).
.B7. This distinction between insider and outsider bas been expressed in
numerous ways by anthropologists at different times. The dichotomies of
“emic-etic, other-self, natve-anthropologist are examples. More recently, the
separation of “voices” or the use of “history” as against “historicity” has
eflected this distinction.

88. Yet there have been numerous studies that analyzed the processes of
« Irish agrarian reform using nationally based, aggregated statistics, economic
~-data, and legal frameworks. For examples, see Solow (1971) and Kolbert and
“O’Brien (1975). '
.. 89. For example, Crotty’s excellent, deconstructionist analysis of the his-
ory of Irish agriculture (1966) could tell us lirtle about what might have
happpened in Thomastown; nor could it do more than suggest very broad
“issues that might help us in our efforts to analyze agrarian history as it was
experienced in Thomastown, Mainly it was a study of national trends—using
aggregated (statistical) national patterns—and of official policies and politics
in agriculture. As such, it provided us with the fact of a particular state
- policy, for example, and we could then try to ascertain if it had had any
“impact in the Thomastown area. Beyond that, this “history of Irish agricul-
ture” had little meaning or applicability to our own efforts to do agrarian

: _hiStory, ) ’
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90. Lyons (1973:219).

91. For Irish examples of this approach, see Connell (1962), Gibbon and

Curtin {1978), and Breen (198z2a).

92. For local analyses of marriage patterns in Ireland, see Birdwell-Pheas-

ant (this volume), Symes (1972}, Smyth (1975}, 2nd Breen (1984b).

93. In a 1981 review of Irish historiography, O Tuathaigh noted: “In Irish
political history the most encouraging development of the past decade has
been the shift in emphasis from, in Theo Hoppen’s phrase, ‘national politics
to local realitics.” * He cited Hoppen’s work on electoral history as an excel-
lent example of the genre (1981:88, o). In the preface to his book published
several years later, Hoppen indeed noted that he had been struck by the fact
that the “more the detailed workings of individual political communities in

Ireland were examined, the more striking and important seemed the gap

between local realities and the rhetoric of national politics. Such communi-

ties, whether individual in the geographical or the social sense, often main-
tained a style of politics only intermittently in step with the stated 2ims and
methods of the movement generally held to have dominated Irish history in
the nineteenth century”™ (1984:vii—viit).

That said, Hoppen’s analysis departed dramatically from what a historical
anthropologist would call a local focus. He used aggregated data for counties
(e.g., pp. 348~49 on agrarian outrages) or the nation (e.g., pp. 412 and 413
on the occupational and ethnic backgrounds of policemen and British sol-
diers; or p. 436 on rates of urbanization). Flis analysis moved over the entire

country, both north and south. His analytical categories aggregated large |

numbers of “landlords,” “laborers,” and “farmers’” from diverse areas and
there was no in-depth analysis of a “localized place.”

These observations are not to detract from Hoppen’s excellent study.
They simply illustrate the very different notion of “‘locality” that has charac-
terized contemnporary Irish historiography (e.g., L. Kennedy 1983; O’Shea
1983; Donnelly 197s; Feingold 1984; Boyle 1988) as compared with historical
anthropology.

94. A telling example of the difficulties that this can raise occurred at an
Irish Studies Conference in 1988. Gulliver presented some of his “‘wnusual”
findings concerning Thomastown’s shopkeepers (see Gulliver’s essay, this
volume). A historian in the audience argued that it was because he had gone
to the “wrong” placewif Gulllver had chosen a larger place or a “better”
place, he would have found what historians had been telling him was therel
A more promising outlock is O Grida’s discussion on the “incidence and
ideology™ of the famine. He stated: “Shattering dangerous myths about the
past is the historian’s social responsibility. In Ireland, where popular history
is an odd brew of myth and reality, there is plenty for him to do™ {1988:79).
For historical anthropologists, of course, “odd brews” themselves constitute
fertile ground for research.

95. Sabean {1990:10).

96. Cohen {1982, 1987).
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97, Parman (1990)-
08. Ennew (1980).
‘9. Parman (1990:1 3).

. Donham (1990:141). ) '
.Ko): : Si?vcrman’s analysis includes, at different times, the Thomastown

i i i ire length (zdal and
dal portion of the Nore River, the entire .

cr?tidt?i‘; :{? :;12 :ivgr? a1l the nontidal regions of the watershed to mm.::;pm:a::cn?1
¥t11;)e rivers Barrow and Suir, and the entire watershed system-—Dboth tidal an:

nontidal xtual strategy from historical ethnography have

- 102. Examples of this te : g A
i 1d d Schneider (1976), Silverman (1980),
iricluded Blok (1974), Schneider an o eve co88),

\Y 1083), Lamphere (1987), Peletz (1988), 2 ‘
Yﬁi?YE(xinizﬂes haﬁe included Comaroff (1985), Bloch (x986), Sider (1986),
d Newbury (1988).

i Q).
104. For example, Inden (1976), Netung (1981), and Sabean {(1990)

. 104, These formed the basis for Silvcrmar{’s 1980 study of Vns;ul'lcaropolit:ics

arween, 1902 and 1970 ina Guyanese Fast Indian, nce-farrrn‘ng ge.-d.i b

106. This was the case in Santa Maria del Monte, 2 village st v
( village-based records.

' 6) using, for the most part, : ‘
Bc};f'ycx%ge)fzsz nuMmerous documents—generated both in the private (.8,

hop zccounts farm records) and the public domair;; (;.g‘éscs;at,rchror;l::,
i " anizati dence)—in the hands o -
minutes of local org tions, COTTEspon i mas-
- inued residence there and our ongolng a
- town people. It was our continue e e o e e would
that we were interested in any and all “old pape:
éallqvfrfys return them!) that often induced people to bring these documents to

to to tell us abouc them. _
- ?c.)so Gulliver {1989) described both the fruitfulness of, and thchmethod;
for hnlung archival research with fieldwork. Rosenberg noted of her wor

in Erance: “This system of moving back and forth bemcmﬂt}li viﬂ:;.gfc and
! : inspirati ts of fancy.
i as both a source of inspiration am‘i a check on flights o
t(}}l:oﬁncg;se?hnography in history and history in ethnograph.y Provxd;dldn;fi
‘with 2 sense of what was plausible and what far-fetched in both fie

.(1932-:“;){0%“ added that there ha‘;c bzenhre;cet?ﬁt e:vzrlilc;c:f :;s;?;ir{ls
i in how (e.g., Davis 1987) and that tis .
E:::::x‘:i Rogers bstlicgved that the general distinction beltcv\.;fcn mvt’?lr;};;):ziz
“and history remained: that the former has tended to as ‘ow,
Jatter has tended to ask why.
© . 110. Behar (1986:12).
111. Behar (1986:13).
112. Behar (1986113, 14)-
113. Some other examples
and Schneider (1976, Kottak
114. Sahlins (1985:144).
115. Lamphere (1087:329)-

have included Cole and Wolf (1974), Schneider
(1980) and Frykman and Lofgren (1987)-
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116. Thompson (1972:43).
Irg. Thompson (r97z:45—46).
T18. The complex relation betw i
1 > een me icabi
1ty 1s apparent in these three examples. Lz‘nz:;;gh’ o peaeness and o

a8 those in China, Japan, Russia, Turkey, and India—also contain data of
xcellent quality. However, apart from Inden (1976) on Bengal, and Robert
mith (1¢972) and Nakane (1972) on Japanese family history, we are unaware
of historical anthropologists who have dug deeply into these. Presumably we
have simply missed them. Ohnuki-Tierney’s (19gob) material on Japan ap-
pears to have been based on secondary sources, although this is not entirely
ear.

. 127. An example was Silverblatt’s (1987) study of the transformations in
Andean culture and women's roles in the light of the Spanish conguest, This
Was an early period and an early conquest. Therefore, there were archival remains,
albeit somewhat sparse and largely from the conquerors. However, using a
road spatial area, Silverblatr was able to move into the realm of social relations
as.well as into the cultural domain to try for an analysis that was located
imultaneously in political economy and culture change.

+-128. For example, Fernandez (1990) used archival materials from nural
Spain for a symbolic analysis of the “contest” over enclosure and change over
two centuries. The available documentation might have allowed him to do
more of a narrative or political economy type of analysis. Presumably he
chose not to do so.

129, Primary documents, held by public bodies in Ireland, are simulta-
neously rich and patchy. Much was destroyed when the archives were burned
during the Civil War in 1922. This has led to the oft-cited rationalization that
“it-was better to have a nation without an archive than an archive without a
nation.” Perhaps as compensation, Irish land records are far superior to any
in- England. Given the popular interest in local history, there have been
¢veral guides to holdings, such as Nolan (198z).

+: 130. Surprisingly perhaps, many nineteenth-century materials are richer
than twentieth-century ones. To take an important example: there were no
government commissions after 1022 that published testimentary evidence
from local witnesses as there were before Independence.

-131. Ecologically, areas of intensive tillage counterposed areas of pastoral
‘conomies. Culturally, areas varied in the extent to which old Gaelic naming
atterns had declined. Settlement patterns also varied—nucleated settlements
had grown up around churches, castles, and mills; agglomerated settlements
were farm based and kin based, usually around a head tepant farmer, his
sartmers, and their laborers; and dispersed scttlements were a third type,
more difficult to find because of a shortage of data.

- 132. Birdwell-Phessant elsewhere explained why she, and perhaps other
anthropologists, “got into history. We do it in order to do better anthropol-
v, because many of the socio-cultural-politico-economic processes that we
are so intrigned with describing and explaining are processes that do not
ccur merely within a lifetime or over a generation, or even between two
encrations. They are {often stochastic) processes of multiple generadons, the
collective and collaborative product of long sequences of lifetimes. There are,
indeed, cycles and patterns that can be discerned only within historical time

been Wa!y Of SuCh aPP cations Cohll 1'93 7C.66 but thc Ploble alSO remams
11
( ) m

experiences in their local places. Much d
1 . epended on what
Is;;zlcsi}};mg I;or ‘cxample,' both Birdwell-Pheasant (given Ifcr dc? - bt‘:ﬁn_
p) and Vincent (with her interest in the Poor Law and statréczfx?ldi“;:)l
= 49 was an important marker.
s:: bad not.beel? the case and there was no agreement on ﬂ1er“r‘:1r i FOIIJ Othﬂ’s’:
our earlier discussion on temporality in Thomastow Wi
122. Rosenberg (1688:58-4%). Arpags 376,
123. Netting (1981, chapter 4.
ij;; ;x:;):;;"i‘ilosax_m {Idg8 3:7—originally published 1966) :
. ontinued: “Th 1 . .
b.e un.derstood only through clozz o ea_f}Y il RumY_ad posiilion
historical consciousness” (1980:247).

126. We use EL'IIOPC herc becausc it contains th
: < 3rCh.1Val centers Of thc
Cmp]res ﬁ'om Whlch anthropologlsts hauc maln.ly Comc, m Wthh thcy haUC
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that are just as real as individual life cycles and patterns. . . . Unless we do
history, then, we are like biologists who study Howers and leaves and seeds
and pollen as distinct entities rather than as parts of a complex . . . ecosys-
tem” (personal communication, March 14, 1991).

133. For example, Ohnuki-Tierney (199ob) and Femandez (1990). A
recent example of the controversy that may be engendered can be found
i Current Anthropology (June 1990). It concerned Spencer’s critique of
Kapferer’s analysis of cultural continuity and nationalist ideclogy in Sri
Lanka.

134. The category of so-called shops in Thomastown has faded into
artisanal enterprises in which tradespeople have sold their goods over a
counter {e.g., shoemaker, tailor). The boundary also has been blurred by
persons who have sold their services without a fixed place—for example,
masons, insurance agents, electrical contractors. Thus, the term shopkeeper
has been used in Thomastown, sometimes but not always, for some tailors
and shoemakers; for a particular electrical contractor but not others; and
occasionally, for the insurance agent but never for the mason. The term shop
also has been used, by some people but not all, to cover the premises of so-
called hucksters. Thus, insiders’” usages have been extremely complex. They
have varied according to the particular context and the person speaking.

135. The problems of applying concepts to the past have of course emerged
in the raost statistical of all historical endeavors—f{amily history. For ex-
amnple, distinguishing household from family and from domestic group has proved
difficult, as has distinguishing kin from servant {e.g., Netting et al. 1984;
Steder and Mitterauer 1983). Insider categories have proved as difficult to
apply as ousider ones. Such difficulties have prompted Hammel, for example,
to an extreme position of emphasizing outsider usage alone: “The more
strictly that analyses of different data bases adhere to a particular scheme of
analytic categories, the more likely those analyses are to be comparable with
one another and the less likely they are to adhere closely either to the
appropriate folk categories or to actual behaviour in the soceties concerned”
(1984:30). Many anthropologists would not accept that procedure. However,
it does point to the problems that gertainly have been ignored in Irish histor-
ical studies. -

136. In Irish studies, it is only the stem family concept that has prompted
efforts at concise definftion, What Gulliver’s study shows i that such an
exercise is required in other areas as well.

137. For example, Kottak {1983) and Heiberg (1989).

138. For example, Silverman (1980) and Hansen {1980).

139. For example, Hammel (1978).

140. The term litany is appropriate here, for it is easier said than done.
Yet how or whether to do it constitutes the essential anthropological problem
today. See n. 149.

141. Even Comaroff {1985), for example—with power in her title~did
not list it in her index.
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“language a8 power”"), there has

142. Rogers added that, since Foucault ( PO
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Been a tendency among historians to pull in “nonins

‘well.
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-143. Of course there have been exceptions, particularly among Ma

:aﬁthropologists for whom the nature and cross-cultural applicability of “class

; Smi . How-
‘has been a central theoretical issue (€.8., Dopham 1990; Smith 1990). How:
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. Roseberry (1988:170)- o o
iié The e)dsrrZencc and persistence of noncapitalist features have o

h-
‘been explained in terms of the functions that they performed for an overarc
ing capitalism {Roseberry 1988:170).
" 147. Carol Smith (1985:194)-

. 148. Wolf (1690).

(1) . - - a_]_
149. Roseberry (1988:173). Roscberry stated: A logical and historic

’ Yarger context’ . . . i no longer ter_mble.
alcaﬁiéjiits st%ould be situated at the li)n;elrse?}féxsd o:'
local and global historics.” In saying this, Roscber:hy pr;)1 ahcyadded -

ral feeling in the discipline today. Fortunately, oug ;1 e e
%ﬁf_l'c s 2 statement of a problem rather than a conclu:fxon. Indeed, W wroule
e ]Stl: ; it is the problem. It is an aspect of the “dilemma of levels, layers,
argmf jttl mini” that we discuss earlier in this essay (pp_. 25}, I—Iowwe:.rl,1
" o gr er that Roseberry’s statement about what is untenable w1
'there o 2 any v h which to criticize efforts in historical anthropology. For
become 3 ations & wn have done one thing, it has been to teach

if our tribulations in Thomasto : 1 o reach
-Itfsothat it is far easier to talk about history than to do it. It also has taug

that the previously mentioned dilemma is central.

© 150. Rosenhaft (1987:103).

1s1. For example, Sider (1986).

152. Rosenhaft (1987:108).

153. FHobsbawm (1?80:7).

154. For example, Inn 2 somewh

" World (1990), Hobsbawm contraste .

: i tradi

: hould be written and those fof more tra

to?{) 5'sts" (1990:46). That is, a historian divided anthropz)}llo gy
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155. Ohnuki-Tierny (1990:2).

156. Tilly (1978:213). He added: “The portion of anthropology with
which French and frapcophile historians have worked most effectively is only
a small part of the field, and in some regards a backwater. Furthermore, the
influence of historical work—including that of the Annales—on anthropo-
logical practice has been slight.”

157. Cohn noted that “doubts are raised by eminent historians about the
fruitfulness of closer working relationships with anthropologists.” He cited
Stone, Thompson, and Le Roy Ladurie. “What has been questioned is the
appropriateness for the study of the European past of the theories, models,
and methods which were developed by anthropologists in order to under-
stand and interpret the non-European worlds” (1987¢:66).

158. Indeed, textual analysis, as represented by Clifford and Marcus, for
example (1984}, is ahistorical.

159. For example, sec Worden (1991).

160. As used by Turner (1957) and discussed by Van Velsen (1967).

161. Sahling (1981:3).

162. Wolf (1990:591).

163. That the occasional historian has done fieldwork (Ohnuki-Tierney
1990a:2) is largely irrelevant. Most have not, nor have they been expected to.
In contrast, almost always, anthropologists have been required to do so—
both as a rite of passage and to collect/produce data. The different kinds of
data and “comprehension” that have resulted were examined by Cohn
(1987b:47-49).

164. Ortner (1984:159).

165. Ortner (1984:159).

166. Roseberry (x088:179).

167. Wolf (1990:504).




