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Some anthropologists advocate going back to Boas's anthropology to retrieve his sense of the individual and agency, among other things. Such a "psychological Boas" could only exist in his holistic works. Elsewhere, I argued in a very synthetic way that Boas's ethnography was not holistic. Here, I move a step further ; perusing the very texts that famous commentators have singled out to prove Boas's holism, I discover no holism ; I find history as mere movement in space, and no individual agents ; hence, no real psychology or agency. I only discern cultural fragments randomly assembling to form regional cultures.
Keywords : neo-Boasian anthropology ; Boas ; holism ; history of anthropology

[bookmark: Boas_and_holism_intro]Introduction

Attempting to develop a "neo-Boasian" anthropology (Handler 1990, 2004 ; Hitchens 1994 ; Lewis 2001 ; Bashkow et al. 2004 ; Bunzl 2004 ; Bashkow 2004 ; Rosenblatt 2004 ; Orta 2004), some anthropologists are currently presenting Boas as an anthropologist with a deep sense of historicity, of the individual, of agency (Lewis 2001 ; Bunzl 2004 ; Orta 2004), an anthropologist of theoretical relevance for present anthropological practice. I believe these claims should not go unchallenged.
Current views of historicity presuppose historical agents, and the neo-Boasian "individuals as historical agents" might evoke the historically and psychologically minded Boas. Many anthropologists and historians have indeed described Boas's anthropology as essentially historical and psychological, and related his interest in psychology to his concern with the internal dimensions of societies and cultures ; they have further linked the latter to his holism. The "psychological Boas" would reveal himself through his holistic concerns with art and the artist, with meaning, with the [277] "genius of a people," with texts as modes of entry into the thought-world of the Indian, and even with secondary explanations. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  	In fact, almost every aspect of Boas's anthropology has been drawn upon to portray his holistic approach : that he showed how the "genius of a people," through secondary explanations, assimilated borrowed elements in a cultural totality (Stocking 1974a, 7 ; Bunzl 1996, 69), and that he derived artifacts' meanings by placing them back in the larger picture of the social, cultural, and religious life of the people (Jacknis 1996, 185 ; Darnell 2001, 42) ; that he studied the psychological processes of dissemination and amalgamation (Darnell 2001, 50), and how culture determines the content and form of texts (Spier 1959, 150) ; that he held meaning to mediate the "relations of elements and wholes," that he perceived ethnography's analytical movement as going from whole to elements (Stocking 1974a, 4-5), and showed how cultural traits could only be understood "in connection with the whole culture of a tribe" (Boas [1898] 1974, 130) ; and that all his historical reconstructions were by definition functional reconstructions (Codere 1959, 68).] 

The literature on Boas acknowledges an "elementaristic" bent in his anthropology, a "fragmented view" of culture, but nonetheless presents him as fundamentally holistic. Lowie mentions it (1937, 142), as does Benedict (1943, 29). The idea seems to have reached its clearest formulation in 1959. Tracing the formative influences on Boas's thought, Kluckhohn and Prufer explicitly distinguished the holistic, or "embracive" Boas (quotation marks theirs) from the more "isolative" (i.e., atomistic) one (1959, 11). [footnoteRef:2] [2:  	Codere, possibly the foremost authority on Boas's ethnographic work, declared that historical relationships, in Boas's ethnography, were nothing else than functional relationships (Codere 1959, 68) ; in her argument, functional relationships seem to amount to what I call "commonsensical holism" and presuppose a grasp of reality's internal dimensions.] 

Some have questioned the existence of this holistic Boas (White 1963 ; Harris 1968 ; Voget 1975), but Stocking's counterattack, arguing powerfully the case of a holistic Boas ([1968a] 1982, 142, 156, 157 ; [1968b] 1982, 205, 206-207, 214, 222, 225 ; 1974a, 4-5, 7, 8 ; 1974b, 130), has firmly reaffirmed Boas's dual elementarist and holistic identity ; other historians subsequently reinforced this position (Bunzl 1996, 44, 60, 69 ; Darnell 2001, 36, 42 ; Jacknis 1985, 79 ; Jacknis 1996 ; among many others).
In contemporary exegeses, Boas's holism thus forms part and parcel of his anthropology. The question is therefore central to understanding his ethnographic practice and, as I shall seek to demonstrate, to assessing its contemporary relevance for ethnography. Let us put it differently : if completely stripped of its holism, his ethnographic practice would look very different. It would lose its claim of reaching out to society or culture's internal dimension, and would seriously undermine the neo-Boasian interpretation of a historical Boas sensitive to agency. Unlike the neo-Boasians, we might then discover a significantly ahistorical anthropology devoid of individual agents ; hence this article's concern with Boas's holism.
[278]
I argued this thesis at a very abstract level in a separate article (Verdon n.d.). Looking almost exclusively at Boas's ethnographic practice, [footnoteRef:3] I showed that Boas did not argue in a holistic manner, only in an "atomistic" one (I use "atomism" as the opposite of holism). His atomism could have been social, historical, and focusing on agency. But it was not. Boas's "atoms" were neither acting nor interacting agents, but cultural fragments that move about, combine, and recombine with other fragments to form cultural hazards ; and this movement and combination had extremely little historical about it. When removing the (nonexistent) holism, I then found neither historian nor psychologist, but a Linnaean-type natural historian. [3:  	In the earlier article (Verdon n.d.), as in this one, I explicitly excluded the programmatic statements he made in some of his books, to focus on Boas the ethnographer. Here, however, I will deal with some of his theoretical statements.] 

In my perspective, borrowed from Foucault and Jacob, a Linnaean-type natural historian approaches phenomena through his or her external attributes (Foucault 1966 ; Jacob 1970). According to Foucault and Jacob, biology only surfaced in the nineteenth century with the concept of organization, which implied relating causally the various internal organs of animals, and Linnaean-type natural history completely lacked any notion of life and organization (the two being epistemologically linked) ; eighteenth-century natural historians perceived only living organisms grouped in species to be classified on the basis of their visible structure, or external attributes (Foucault 1966, 144, 149, 156 ; Jacob 1970, 37, 42, 54ff.).
In the same article, I showed that Boas's anthropology did not grasp society's, culture's, or the individual's internal dimension, save at the purely theoretical, or programmatic, level, and totally lacked any sense of organization. In short, his atomism belonged to natural history.
This earlier demonstration was nonetheless incomplete, as it drew on synthetic views of Boas's work, or even secondary sources. To loop the loop and fully rest my case, I need to study Boas in action, so to speak, by closely following his mode of reasoning in the classical texts that some of his most famous commentators—here, Benedict, Codere, and Stocking— have alluded to in order to bolster their case of a holistic Boas. This explains the article's focus on textual analysis.
I begin this scrutiny with two famous theoretical articles of Boas on geography and museum exhibits published in 1887, in which he expressed and explained his holistic creed. These theoretical statements are then followed by two articles that Stocking (1974b) and Codere (1959) singled out to substantiate their theses (for Codere, see note 1), namely, "The Mythology [279] of the Bella Coola" (1898) and "Mythology and Folk-Tales of the North American Indians" (1914). After briefly looking at two other, much shorter pieces, I close with one of Boas's key articles on social organization : "The Social Organization of the Kwakiutl" (1920). Before going any further with the holistic Boas, however, something must be said about holism.


[bookmark: Boas_and_holism_1]Holism : A Few Qualifications
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Anthropologists and historians of anthropology appear somewhat muddled about holism (see note 1), and some clarifications seem to be called for. Despite this article's concern with holism, I only wish to introduce a minimum of necessary distinctions—even absent from anthropological writings about anthropological texts—and will avoid reviewing the key philosophical debates surrounding the notion.
According to the Collins’ Dictionary, "holism" designates "the idea that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts" (1984, 699-700). From Kroeber (1917) and Benedict (1934) onward, this seems to have represented the standard cultural anthropological definition of "holism." It may appear straightforward enough, but unfortunately it is not.
Spontaneously, we can easily picture two poles on this matter—a whole greater than the sum of its parts on one hand (holism), and the classical sack of potatoes on the other (extreme individualism, or atomism, as in Marx's representation of the peasantry as a "class in itself," but not "for itself). But some cases do not easily fit in such a simple dichotomy.
Let us consider the emergence of the "New Science" in the seventeenth century, the Scientific Revolution that started with Copernicus (1583) and culminated in Newton's magnum opus, namely, the Principia Mathematica Philosophiae Naturalis (1687). The New Scientists observed and tried to understand a whole, the solar system ; they regarded this whole as "systemic," in that its parts were interconnected in such a way that a change in one would trigger off changes in all the others. In other words, they studied an "integrated whole" but were self-avowed corpuscularists, or atomists. They claimed, and masterfully demonstrated, that this systemic whole was no more than the sum of its parts, as is a clock or the most refined mechanical system.
In his famous history of science, Comte dubbed this an "analytical" procedure, namely, that of moving from parts to wholes. Hobbes took this view over in his political philosophy ; in political philosophy and later in sociology, it led to methodological individualism, or what I prefer to call "methodological atomism." In brief, any procedure whereby one derives wholes from a study of the parts is intrinsically atomistic.
[280]
Comte espied the contrary procedure in "vitalist biology." Starting from the observation that an organism cannot be decomposed into its parts without destroying precisely what biologists then strove to study, namely, life, vitalist biologists could only move analytically from the whole to the parts, argued Comte, a procedure he described as "synthetic." He further contended that sociology could only proceed synthetically, since he held society to be more than the sum of its parts. Comte's organicist analogy marks the beginning of holism in the social sciences, and this holism can be described as a form of transcendentalism : we thus find vital transcendentalism in the case of biology (see Jacob 1970), social transcendentalism in the case of sociology (Comte, but mostly Durkheim), and cultural transcendentalism in the case of culture (Kroeber 1917, and Benedict 1934 ; in social and cultural transcendentalism, society or culture are deemed supraindividual entities).
In looser ways, holism has also been used to denote many different procedures. It designates a stance, classical in Alexander von Humboldt's type of geographical analysis, according to which it is allegedly impossible to understand the parts without relating them to the whole ; they can only be understood when placed back in a totality, the "botanical region" in the case of von Humboldt (Browne 1983). In other contexts, holism denotes vaguely "functional relationships." In an entry in the Dictionnaire de I'ethnologie et de l’anthropologie, for instance, Gerard Lenclud dissociates functional analyses from functionalism proper (Lenclud 1991, 286). In a functional analysis, the ethnographer tries to relate various phenomena synchronically, without necessarily supposing all parts to be integrated, or society to be a supraindividual whole ; in American anthropology, this has also been construed as holism (see Codere 1959, for instance).
Consequently, the fact that an ethnographer studies the relationship of parts to wholes, the relationship of individuals to society, or the interrelationships among parts does not amount to any form of transcendentalism ; various types of sociological or cultural studies denying the existence of supraindividual entities can nonetheless establish some "functional" relationships. Yet, most of these have been designated as holistic.
This leaves us in a quandary : if we seek to avoid purism and accept the strict as well as the loose usages of "holism," how do we dissociate them in social or cultural analysis ? Despite the burdensome vocabulary, I see no alternative to calling "cultural or holistic transcendentalism" the first type (where the whole is more than sum of its parts), "analytical holism" the second (one can only understand the part in the context of the whole), and "analytical functionalism" or "commonsensical holism" the third (I derive "analytical functionalism" from Lenclud's notion of "functional analysis," [281] as opposed to functionalism [Lenclud 1991] ; and "commonsensical" refers to the fact that if some phenomena are functionally interrelated, we might reasonably assume they are mostly found within some kind of relatively bounded totality). The question then becomes one of assessing whether Boas was a cultural transcendentalist, an analytical holist, a commonsensical one, the three in different contexts, or none of the three. To answer the question, we cannot but start with his famous 1887 articles.

[bookmark: Boas_and_holism_2]Boas's Critique of Mason
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In 1887, Boas published two sets of theoretical statements that historians and commentators have repeatedly used to interpret his work as holistic. The first article, namely, "The Study of Geography," was followed by an exchange on museum exhibits with Otis Mason, anthropologist and curator of the National Museum in Washington, and indirectly with John Wesley Powell, head of the Bureau of American Ethnology ; this exchange was published in Science (Mason 1887 ; Powell 1887).
As many have already commented, Boas advocated a Humboldtian "cosmographical," (analytical) holistic approach to geography in the first article (supposedly written in 1885—Bunzl 1996, 55) ; equated this cosmography with "history" ; and contrasted it to physical sciences. Whereas scientists aim "to deduce laws from phenomena" ([1887a] 1940, 642 ; italics added), wrote Boas, the cosmographer "considers every phenomenon as worthy of being studied for its own sake ... without regard to the laws which it corroborates or which may be deduced from it" (642). By way of consequence, "The whole phenomenon, not its elements, is the object of the cosmographer's study" (645), a hint at some kind of transcendentalism.
The exchange with Mason occurred in the same year and reinforced the image of a holistic Boas. In "Resemblances in Arts Widely Separated" (1886), Otis Mason advocated an inductive method in anthropology (250), further stating very analytically holistic views (248-249), and acknowledging that objects take on diverse meanings in different contexts (Buettner-Janusch 1957, 319).
Mason the museographer, however, was faced with different preoccupations, namely, how to organize his exhibits, and he did so mostly in the framework of evolutionism, classifying artifacts according to their degree of complexity, and mostly out of their tribal context. These, however, were not his anthropological views. Boas ignored the latter and honed in on Mason the museographer, choosing to portray him as an atomistic deductivist on the [282] basis of his museum writings. He leaped at Mason's museographic ideas and concluded that ethnographic museum specimens (therefore individual traits of material culture) should be arranged according to their tribal origins, not according to some aprioristic (read : evolutionist) classification (Boas [1887b] 1974, 62), for they could not be understood out of the tribal whole. [footnoteRef:4] [4:  	The previous year (1886), Mason had nonetheless organized an exhibit around the Inuit, a tribal unit (Hinsley 1981, 97), a fact that Boas conveniently ignored.] 

Against Mason, Boas advocated studying "phenomena arising from a common psychical cause among all tribes and as influenced by their surroundings ; i.e., by tracing the full history of the single phenomenon" ([1887b] 1974, 64 ; italics added ; here, everything points to the "single phenomenon" as the "cultural element"), replacing the "individual ethnological phenomenon" within its "surroundings" (to which belong the environment, history, social organization, and "ethnic origins"), [footnoteRef:5] together with "the other inventions of the people to whom it belongs," to understand its meaning (62). This calls for collections "arranged according to tribes, in order to teach the peculiar style of each group. The art and characteristic style of a people can be understood only by studying its products as a whole" (62). [5:  	This was precisely Alexander von Humboldt's method in his early writings on "botanical regions" ; see Browne (1983).] 

The key idea, as I understand it, is that "surroundings" encompass the various causes that have contributed to shape the style of an element. The element must therefore be placed back in as many of its surroundings as possible to "teach" us its style and help us understand its meaning. [footnoteRef:6] [6:  	To "understand its meaning" is an overstatement ; it would reveal a style, not "explain" an element's meaning. Incidentally, Mason (1886) also referred to cultural elements' meaning.] 

Boas's 1887 articles about museum classifications do stand among the very first holistic manifestos in the study of culture but, apart from very few statements, [footnoteRef:7] he advocated what I call "analytical holism." We also find him hinting at culture's internal dimension (through psychical causes, style, and meaning), and stressing sociocultural phenomena's historicity. [7:  	I only know of two, namely, the one already quoted from 'The Study of Geography" and the following, truly astonishing statement :
		From a collection of string instruments, flutes or drums of "savage tribes" and the modern orchestra, we cannot derive any conclusion but that similar means have been applied by all peoples to make music. The character of their music, the only object worth studying, which determines the form of the instruments, cannot be understood from the single instrument, but requires a complete collection of the single tribe. ([1887b] 1974, 486 ; Stocking's italics)
		The statement is truly astounding. Indeed, it amounts to claiming that music precedes the use of musical instruments, exists in and by itself, and has a style that shapes musical instruments, and that regrouping these instruments would intimate something about that musical style. Buettner-Janusch confessed that he could not make sense of it (1957, 319), but I believe it should be understood in the context of Bastian's extremely idealist, if not nominalist, notion that material culture is a reflection of the world of ideas and Bastian's influence on Boas's thinking (Stocking [1968b] 1982, 224). But, I wish to emphasize again, the statement is exceptional.] 

These initial theoretical statements were never implemented, to my knowledge, as he was then already engaged in a type of ethnographic analysis based on their very opposite, namely, the fragmenting or atomization of culture into discrete and disconnected elements traveling in all directions. I argue that this remained the basis of his ethnographic practice until his [283] death, although I agree that Boas never relinquished his analytical holism at the theoretical level. The key question remains : Did he ever build an ethnographic argument in an analytical holistic way ? Some claim that he did —Benedict (1943) and Stocking (1974b), for instance— and Codere (1959) implicitly argues the case of commonsensical holism (analytical functionalism). To answer this question, I will thus turn to the very texts these famous commentators alluded to, and start with Stocking's reference to "The Mythology of the Bella Coola."

[bookmark: Boas_and_holism_3]"The Mythology of the Bella Coola" (1898)
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Boas here wished to explain why the Bella Coola mythology (or "traditions") is remarkably more developed than "the much simpler forms that we find among the Coast Salish [their southern neighbors]" (Boas [1898] 1974, 151). This led him to locate the Bella Coola "historically" with respect to other (American Northwest) coastal tribes.
He first described the Bella Coola as a tribe divided into endogamous villages, each with its own separate tradition (Boas [1898] 1974, 148), and revealing a social organization simpler than that of their northern matrilineal neighbors and of the equally complex but less matrilineal Kwakiutl. [footnoteRef:8] [8:  	The southern Kwakiutl were also subdivided into clans, but "each [was] confined to one village" (Boas [1898] 1974, 149) ; they would also have been much less matrilineal than their northern brethren or, to put it in Boas's terms, "may be considered a transitional stage between maternal and paternal institutions" (149).] 

The Bella Coola and their southern Coast Salish neighbors were linguistically related, and the latter's social organization was "somewhat similar to that of the [presumably southern] Kwakiutl" (Boas [1898] 1974, 149), living in "amalgamated villages" with their own crest (totem). Unlike the Kwakiutl, however, they gave their totems little importance (149), and [284] lacked clans. The Bella Coola shared these Coast Salish features, save two : the importance they gave to crests and traditions (and therefore to a form of totemism), and their village endogamy (150 ; an obvious contradiction, since he had earlier declared the Coast Salish to have endogamous villages—see 149). The Bella Coola, moreover, were ambilineal (not Boas's terminology, but his description more or less amounts to it).
Ultimately, Boas infers that the Bella Coola belonged to the Coast Salish tribes before immigrating to Bella Coola River, a conclusion leading to the chapter's central question : "How did the peculiar endogamic system and the remarkable mythology of the Bella Coola [here, remarkable in its lack of consistency between villages] originate from the much simpler forms that we find among the Coast Salish ?" (Boas [1898] 1974, 150-151). To answer, he turns his attention to the Bella Bella, a more complex group of northern Kwakiutl origins, and the Bella Coola's immediate northern neighbors.
The Bella Bella endowed their clan legends with great significance, and jealously guarded their secrecy, something not found among the Coast Salish. Like the Bella Bella, however, the Bella Coola also gave importance to their "traditions" (legends of origins) ; if so, concludes Boas, the Bella Coola must have borrowed this feature from their northern Bella Bella neighbors, a fact he explains in the following "psychological" and "sociological" manner :

The lack of a well-developed clan tradition must have been felt as a serious drawback. The physical appearance of the Bella Coola proves that at one time they must have intermarried to a great extent with the Bella Bella. Through these marriages the peculiar customs of the Coast tribes were first introduced among them [an inference merely conjectured]. (Boas [1898] 1974, 151)

Without adducing any evidence, Boas further claims that the Bella Coola were still divided into exogamous (and ambilineal) villages at the time of their immigration to Bella Coola River (south of the Bella Bella). He is further struck by the Bella Coola's village endogamy and the similarities between their legends and those of the Kwakiutl. This is the only "evidence." But, to reach the conclusion he seeks, he suddenly asserts, "It seems very likely that the jealousy with which the ownership of a clan tradition was guarded by the Coast tribes was very early introduced among the Bella Coola" (Boas [1898] 1974,152). No evidence supports this claim, and Boas "induces" it because such a cultural borrowing is crucial to his argument. If the Bella Coola were also jealous about their legends, he argues, there were only two ways they could avoid sharing them : through either unilineal transmission or village endogamy. And, adds Boas most naturally, it would have [285] been "more natural" (152 ; italics added) to choose endogamy rather than unilineal transmission (153), a conclusion he neither argues nor demonstrates, but simply affirms.
Not only is the inference arbitrary, but it also lacks any social-organizational logic. [footnoteRef:9] The fact is, Boas needed these implausible presuppositions to explain that "the clan traditions of the whole tribe are remarkably inconsistent" (Boas 1898, 153) when compared to the uniform Kwakiutl ones. If every Bella Coola village jealously cherished a unique and different tradition, it would indeed follow that their traditions diverged and lacked overall tribal consistency. [9:  	Like Boas, let us suppose that a group of Coast Salish (the future Bella Coola), with exogamous and ambilineal villages, came and settled close to the Bella Bella. They felt inferior because of their lack of clan traditions and, through intermarriages, adopted the Bella Bella's traditions and developed village endogamy not to share them, since they also borrowed the jealousy that goes with it among the Bella Bella. How could this historically happen ? We are told that the Bella Bella were matrilineal, and this is crucial to the argument since, implicitly, the intermarriages evoked only involve Bella Bella women and Bella Coola men. Coming from a matrilineal society, the Bella Bella women would perhaps inherit their traditions and move to live in the villages of their Bella Coola husbands. If so, what would the consequences have been ? In the initial period of intermarriages, the Bella Coola would have married indiscriminately from all Bella Bella clans ; why should they not ? Thus, Bella Bella women from all clans would have been found in every Bella Coola village, and Bella Bella clan traditions would have uniformly spread through all Bella Coola villages of the tribe—especially since the latter were ambilineal—before the Bella Coola decided to close their villages through endogamy. Every village in the tribe would thus have possessed all the Bella Bella clan traditions, unless one makes yet more improbable suppositions, or adds more epicycles.] 

At this juncture, Boas seeks to explain yet another feature of Bella Coola mythology, namely, the fact that "the conception of the world and the functions of the various deities are so well defined [in Bella Coola legends] that we must consider the mythology of this tribe vastly superior to that of the neighboring tribes" (Boas 1898, 154), who believe in a great number of uncoordinated deities. This would prove [how ?] "that under favorable conditions [which ones ?] the advance from the lower forms of beliefs to higher forms may be a very rapid one" (154). Finding nothing in the neighboring tribes to explain it, he has no choice but to fall back on invention :

After they removed to their new home, a mass of foreign ideas had come into their possession through contact with their new neighbors. While these new ideas were being remodeled and assimilated, they stimulated the minds of the people, or of a few members of the tribe who were thus led to the formation of an elaborate concept of the world. (154)

[286]
Why this did not happen with the Kwakiutl or the Coast Salish remains a mystery.
It may be invention, but with a major qualification inspired from Bastian : [footnoteRef:10] [10:  	Adolf Bastian (1826-1905) was a leading ethnologist in Germany from 1860 onward. Trained in medicine, he traveled widely as a ship's doctor, wrote abundantly, and is acknowledged as one of the founders of ethnology. He created the Berlin Society for Ethnology, founded the Berlin Ethnological Museum (then the largest in the world), and taught at the University of Berlin. He hired Boas for a time, and influenced part of his ethnology, especially through his notion of "elementary ideas" (Elementargedanken), a common stock of key ideas and themes found all over the primitive world, according to Bastian.] 

The concept which they have developed agrees in all its main features with those created by men of other zones and of other races. The mind of the Bella Coola philosopher, operating with the class of knowledge common to the earlier strata of culture, has reached conclusions similar to those that have been formed by man the world over, when operating with the same class of knowledge. On the other hand, the Bella Coola has also adopted ready-made the thoughts of his neighbors, and has adapted them to his environment. (Boas [1898] 1974, 154)

In brief, when the Bella Coola invent, they reproduce Elementargedanken ; when not, they borrow !
From this "demonstration," Boas finally draws a most extraordinary conclusion, which presumably led Stocking to single out this article :
Our inquiry shows that safe conclusions can be derived only by a careful analysis of the whole culture. The growth of the myth of the Bella Coola can be understood only when we consider the culture of the tribe as a whole. And so it is with other phenomena. All traits of culture can be fully understood in connection with the whole culture of a tribe. (Boas [1898] 1974, 155 ; italics and boldface added)

Needless to say, nothing in the preceding analysis warrants such a surprising conclusion ; the analysis completely lacks any form of holistic argumentation, transcendental, analytical, or commonsensical, and the conclusions, mostly arbitrary, are hardly "safe" ! Overall, what do we really find ? First, that the "whole culture" evoked is made up of a very limited number of social-organizational fragments, or customs ; and second, that "social organization" denotes a number of external attributes—presence and number of clans, type of settlement, village exogamy or endogamy, presence or absence of crests, a given type of legends, jealousy with respect [287] to these legends, type of transmission (unilineal, ambilineal), and linguistic clues—which are plotted among the neighboring tribes to explain the specificity of Bella Coola legends : their internal coherence when considered as a set of beliefs, and their diversity (or inconsistency) when studied between villages. Nothing holistic explains either, and one finds the most classical Boasian historical reconstruction based on trait distribution ; these distributions, it should be stressed, were but a form of classification, based on the traits' external features, which ultimately delineated regional cultures (Stocking [1968a] 1982, 157). They amounted to a natural-historical reconstruction, a conclusion one can reach from a different angle.
Indeed, these distributions in space tell of history through diffusion, and such history boils down to movement in space. In my opinion, this spatialization of time rules out historicity. Indeed, even the German historical geographers who were working without written documents, and who most influenced Boas —Ritter and Fischer in particular, according to Kluckhohn and Prufer (1959, 13-19)— dealt with people through questions of "migrations ... conquests, colonization ... traffic, [and] transportation" (Ritter, quoted in Kluckhohn and Prufer 1959, 14). Boas did not really. He plotted various "objective" cultural productions and read their relationships in space as relations in time, drawing inferences of contact from static distributions in space. In a word, even in the perspective of nineteenth-century historical geography (which studied societies lacking documents), Boas's historicism lacked any true sense of historicity ; the few historical processes he evoked either were conjectured and convenient (intermarriage), or stemmed from a simplistic theory of habit, imitation, or association (Wax 1956).
Furthermore, unlike Boas, nineteenth-century historical geographers did not shy away from making causal relationships. In this article, what could appear as causal relationships—why the Bella Coola borrowed clan traditions, or why they adopted village endogamy, for instance—are not analytically functional but stem from psychological motivations : feeling a serious drawback, not wishing to share legends because they also borrowed the jealousy surrounding them, and so on ; as with intermarriage, the psychology evoked is a mechanism conveniently imagined, but hardly convincing.
Does this psychology add up to agency ? It cannot, as Boas does not elucidate either historical or psychological processes. Why should the Bella Coola feel a drawback about their lack of legends of origin ? Did some feel it first and then convince the others ? Or did some find it politically convenient to borrow them in the competition for leadership ? We are not told, and are left similarly uninformed about the "psychology" of invention. "Foreign ideas" stimulate the minds of a few, who think up a cosmology, although in so doing they merely repeat what others the world over have done since [288] time immemorial ! Why those ideas, which particular individuals and why them, and for what particular purposes ?
Overall, if it were to be understood within the whole culture, one would expect to find something specifically "Bella Coola" about their mythology, but far from it. Their mythology is no specific "organic growth ;" [footnoteRef:11] it either belongs to the common stock of humankind or to a regional culture reconstructed on the basis of trait distribution. To that extent, their culture is but an assemblage of "accreted" fragments, whose external attributes make it possible to infer connections in space, and therefore a movement in space, which Boas regards as history. And causal relations, whenever evoked, surface as a psychology without psychological processes because, at the end of the road, there are no real psychological agents in this ethnographic piece, only anonymous people who carry culture, borrow, or invent. [11:  	Boas's early expression for "integrated wholes," as opposed to "accreted phenomena" (Boas [1899] 1974, 96). Organic growths would result from inventions, and accreted ones from diffusion.] 
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Although Benedict (1943) perceived holism in "The Ethnological Significance of Esoteric Doctrines" (Boas [1902] 1940), the article reveals no holistic analysis apart from a purely theoretical statement to the effect "that at the bottom of each [esoteric] doctrine there seems to be a certain pattern of thought [... which] depends upon the general character of the culture of the tribe" (314).
In fact, the article revolves entirely around the priority in time of esoteric and exoteric doctrines. Boas claims that esoteric doctrines emerged out of exoteric ones in situations where ceremonies became the exclusive jurisdiction of a small group of priests or tribal leaders, and that they are the expression "of the exceptional mind" and, as such, of secondary interest to the anthropologist since ethnology "does not deal with the exceptional man" ([1902] 1940, 314). In brief, esoteric doctrines are the systematization, by one or very few exceptional minds, of a common lore that already preexisted among the masses. This adumbrates the 1914 thesis.
The 1914 article on the mythology and folk-tales of the North American Indians is one of those synthesizing texts that, according to Codere, show functional relationships, as well as the manner in which a culture "reworks material from outside" (1959, 68).
[289]
The article is divided into six sections. Parts I ("Material") and II ("Myth and Folk-Tale") reiterate oft-repeated methodological warnings about the source material and the evidence of diffusion. Parts III and IV— "Dissemination of Folk-Tales" and "Characteristics of Mythological Areas"—set out to delineate the geographical distribution of various aspects of folktales : themes, tales' actors, their "formal composition," "peculiarities of literary forms" (Boas [1914] 1940, 465-67), and other such features. Boas observes that the geographical distributions of these various aspects sometimes overlap but never coincide, substantiating his earliest views of myths as made up of elements accreted as a result of dissemination ([1891] 1940, [1899] 1974). Myths might be literary collages, but Boas is nonetheless sensitive to their individuality in this article, and seeks to account for it.
First, when considering "tales dealing with human society," he notices as one of their most striking features "their cultural setting, that reflects the principal occupation and interests of the people" ; he further mentions that he has "attempted to give a reconstruction of the life of the Tsimshian, basing [his] data solely on the recorded mythology. As might perhaps be expected',' he writes, "all the essential features of their life—the village, its houses, the sea and land hunt, social relations—appear distinctly mirrored in this picture" (Boas [1914] 1940, 475-476 ; italics added). This would give these particular tales their marked individuality. If a tribe (such as the Kwakiutl) is obsessed by ranks and privileges, this will show up in their myths ; if they are compulsively ritualistic (such as the Blackfoot or Pawnee), this will similarly be reflected. But there is more to their individuality.
At this juncture (sixteen years after the 1898 article), Boas summons back the Bella Coola. Earlier in the text, when looking at the various dimensions according to which myths can be analyzed, he had mentioned the very features studied in the 1898 article, whether myths and tales are anecdotal and disconnected, or whether they are integrated in "systematic cosmogonic cycles." Again he briefly contrasted the disconnected Kwakiutl tales to the systematized Bella Coola ones. As Boas ponders further the sources of tales' individuality in a given tribe, he elaborates again on the Bella Coola case. The argumentation deserving quoting in extenso :

Another condition that may lead to a strong individuality in a certain group develops when the tales are placed in the keeping of a small class of priests or chiefs, as the case may be. The more important the tale becomes on account of its association with the privileges and rituals of certain sections of the tribe, and the greater the emotional and social values of the customs with [290] which it is associated, the more have the keepers of the ritual brooded over it in all its aspects ; and with this we find a systematic development of both tale and ritual. This accounts for the relation between the occurrence of complex rituals in charge of a priestly class or of chiefs, and of long myths that have an esoteric significance. The parallelism of distribution of religious or social groups led by single individuals and of complex mythologies is so striking, that there can be little doubt in regard to their psychological connection [italics added]. The Mexicans, the Pueblo tribes, the Pawnee, the Bella Coola, the Maidu, may be given as examples. The contrast between a disorganized mass of folk-tales and the more systematic mythologies seems to he, therefore, in the introduction of an element of individual creativeness in the latter [italics in text]. The priest or chief as a poet or thinker takes hold of the folk-traditions and of isolated rituals and elaborates them in dramatic and poetic forms. Their systematization is brought about by the centralization of thought in one mind. ([1914] 1940, 482)

In 1898, the Bella Coola appeared unique, since Boas could not find any similarity in neighboring tribes, but their specificity was nonetheless denied in the name of Elementargedanken. By 1914 Boas has had time to uncover a parallelism of distribution (distributions that completely coincide) between systematic cosmogonies and certain forms of political organizations, and this points to a psychological connection. In this case, since the tribes mentioned all live on the same continent but far apart, their similarities cannot result from diffusion ; it stems from the imagination of the "exceptional individual," earlier declared of secondary interest, if not altogether excluded from the purview of ethnology.
The argument is most eloquent. Boas's classical "dissociative" method, as I have called it earlier (Verdon n.d.), consisted in breaking down complex phenomena (myths, ceremonial, art) into various aspects, and mapping out the geographical distribution of these various aspects. These distributions rarely coincided, and thus proved to Boas that these phenomena were not integrated, "organic wholes," but were "accreted" through diffusion ; this is the atomistic Boas.
When the distributions overlap, however, one could have expected a more "functional" Boas to think up functional relationships (as Codere assumed ; Codere 1959). Yet, as this text eloquently testifies, the parallelism intimates a psychological connection. Why ? Why should he read psychology where one would expect some form of correlation ? I personally can find only one answer, namely, that Boas must have implicitly supposed that one of the elements had been invented out of the other. If so, the parallelism raised for him a question of historical precedence. Thus, where political [291] organization is centralized in a priestly class or a tribal leader (a phenomenon he merely observes, and does not attempt to explain), then a priest or a leader (an "exceptional man") invents a systematized corpus of cosmogonic myths because of an emotional association between rituals and myth, and because he has had time to brood over the myth (see extract above).
And why read historical precedence in cases of parallelism, and understand it in terms of psychology ? Because of two interrelated sets of premises. First, because Boas defined sociocultural phenomena as "mental phenomena" (Boas [1904] 1974) ; and, second, because he thought of their occurrence in terms of invention or diffusion. Given this conceptual framework, his options were limited. The "parallelism of distribution" ruled out diffusion, as the probabilities of the same repeated diffusion in widely separated areas would be extremely small. What relationship was left ? Would Boas then assume that the two traits had always been invented together, but independently ? It would have been absurd to suppose so (although Wissler did, in 1917 ! See Wissler [1917] 1922). He was left with one possibility, namely, that one invention "naturally" led to the other. And this was precisely his answer.
Psychology, here, hardly points to agency. People do invent or borrow for psychological reasons, no doubt (but mostly for technological, economic, political, sociological, and many other ones), but the psychology Boas adduces is simplistic and mechanistic : they felt a drawback, they had time to brood over ideas, and so on. In other words, he needs ex post facto to find psychological motivations because a "mental phenomenon" has occurred (invention or diffusion), but he conceives of this occurrence either as a movement in space (diffusion) or as events linked as "before and after" (parallelism of distribution). There are theoretical individuals, although mere petitio principii, who joggle with ideas and come out with myths and legends ; who, how, and why are questions Boas does not raise, because true individual agents elude his anthropology. And, needless to say, the article nowhere reveals how culture "reworks material from outside," as Codere (1959) assumed. After all, except for true cultural transcendentalists, "culture cannot rework" anything ; only individuals can.
"Stylistic Aspects of Primitive Literature" (Boas [1925] 1940) makes yet another strong holistic claim. After some conclusions based on standard distributional studies, Boas suddenly asserts,

However, much more fundamental are the differences which are based on the general difference of cultural outlook. The same story told by different tribes may bear an entirely difference face. Not only is the setting distinct, the motivation and the main points of the tales are emphasized by different tribes in [292] different ways, and take on a local coloring that can be understood only in relation to the whole culture. (335)

This is a thesis he seeks to substantiate with three examples ; two of them do nothing of the kind and merely describe differences in the manner in which plots of similar tales differ in some societies, without relating those differences to anything else in those cultures, and without explaining them in any way.
The only example with at best an indirect bearing on his theoretical pronouncement has to do with syncretic syntheses of Christianity among the natives :

Dr. Benedict and Dr. Parsons have recorded a nativity story of the Zuni in which Jesus appears as a girl, the daughter of the sun. After the child is born the domestic animals lick it, only the mule refuses to do so and is punished with sterility. The whole story has been given a new aspect. It is made to account for the fertility of animals, and tells how fertility may be increased, a thought uppermost in the minds of the Pueblos. (Boas [1925] 1940, 336)

He fails to elaborate any further. This hardly proves his case, as it repeats the self-same tautology : if some themes recur in the tales of the people, they must represent their interests and interpretations (see above). About the syncretism and other relationships to Zuni culture, he remains silent.
Overall, I find no "overt" holism of any kind in Boas's historical reconstructions and in his studies of "artistic" productions (including myth and folktales, conceived as "primitive literature"), because his mode of reasoning, omnipresent in his ethnographic practice, excludes functional relationships (analytical functionalism), or holism of any kind, and always leaves us with the same cultural atomism that rules out historicity and individuals. We could extend this demonstration to his books based on texts, such as Tsimshian Mythology (1916—see Spier 1931) or Kwakiutl Culture as Reflected in Mythology (1935), and find exactly the same ethnographic practice.
In one area, however, Boas could have displayed a more analytically functionalist form of reasoning, and revealed a better sense of historicity, and even agency ; this is the study of social organization, which allegedly became a focus of his research in the 1920s (Berman 1996, 236). He had already dabbled with the topic in the late 1890s (Boas 1897), but I chose a text that he himself included in his 1940 collection. The reasons are simple. Boas was sixty-two years old at the time, he had been dealing with Kwakiutl data for thirty-six years, had been directing PhD students for twenty years, and had written on the topic of social organization twenty-three years earlier. In between, he had collaborated extensively with George Hunt on Kwakiutl [293] social organization (as he acknowledges in the introduction), [footnoteRef:12] and with Lowie on questions of social organization in general (Lowie became his PhD student in 1904 and published Primitive Society in 1920 ; Lowie [1920] 1921). In other words, this should be a most mature piece on social organization, one that should at least give evidence of analytical functionalism if it exists anywhere in Boas's writings on social organization. [12:  	George Hunt was born of a Scottish father and a Tlingit mother, and worked for the Hudson Bay Company ; he knew well the West Coast Indians. Boas formed a very close collaboration with him as early as the mid-1890s ; the collaboration lasted until the 1930s. Hunt collected texts for Boas, and filled in questionnaires about Kwakiutl life that Boas regularly sent him. Much of Boas's ethnography could never have been written without Hunt (see White 1963 ; Briggs and Baumann 1999).] 
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Trying to understand Kwakiutl "tribes," Boas seeks to understand "how they came to be." From mythological traditions he infers that they are subdivided, and that these subdivisions sometimes claim to be descended from related ancestors. In such cases, the "lines" are then dubbed "elder" and "younger" ; in other instances the subdivisions are not related, but he leaves us uninformed about the latter (Boas [1920] 1940, 359).
He further infers that tribal divisions are the fundamental Kwakiutl social organizational units (Boas [1920] 1940, 359). In earlier texts, he confesses, he had described these subdivisions in terms of gentes (singular, gens— matrilineal descent groups) or clans (patrilineal ones), but he now opts for the native term numaym because neither gens nor clan would aptly describe them (since they are ambilineal). These numayms would possess ranked positions with privileges, a term he now prefers to crests because privileges "are quite varied in character" (360). In a word, the Kwakiutl would be ranked in commoners' and nobler numayms.
He then moves on to describe "rules and customs" regarding the transmission of these ranked positions, rules and customs which he refers to as the "ideas" or "concepts" of the Indians. Positions would be transmitted according to primogeniture, regardless of sex, the noblest ranks belonging to firstborns ; furthermore, children would be assigned to either the father's or mother's numaym, according to the respective ranks of the spouses (further evidence of ambilineality).
After mentioning all this evidence of ambilineality, he nonetheless concludes that the numayms displayed a preference for the paternal line, without substantiating his assertion (we shall see why below). Without any [294] transition, he then mentions the Kwakiutl's transmission of names, positions, and privileges "from the woman's father to his son-in-law" (Boas [1920] 1940,362). He describes this custom and a host of other ones related to this type of transmission, and finally sums up, "The positions acquired by marriage are retransmitted in the same way, so that the holders will always be the husbands of a succession of daughters" (364).
He then acknowledges that he rarely finds such transmissions in the genealogies he has collected and, privileging the "ideas of the Indians," he discards the genealogies as unreliable (Boas [1920] 1940, 364). Halfway through the article, and still without the slightest transition, he further mentions, "According to the ideas of the Indians, the two categories of names and privileges, those in the line of primogeniture and those that may be transferred by marriage, are quite distinct" (365). At this juncture Boas can no longer abide by "the ideas of the Indians." Why ? Because "there is an insurmountable contradiction involved [here] because the Indian theory requires that from the very beginning there must have been these two classes of privileges, a condition that does not seem tenable" (365). Why should it be untenable ? Because, in Boas's peculiar type of historicism, this duality would require two separate origins, something absurd to his mind. Indeed, why invent, or borrow twice, and two different practices, to deal with the same phenomenon, namely, the transmission of privileges ?
He then ignores the ideas of the Indians, declares these two sets of properties to be "of the same character" (Boas [1920] 1940, 365), and sets out to demonstrate their unity on the basis of purely arbitrary considerations :

If, however, we project modern conditions into the past and assume as an early custom, the arbitrary assignment of a child to one place or another according to the wish of the parents, and according to the right which the child holds by reason of his descent, then the present order is quite understandable. We must assume that certain privileges were given away, while others which were considered more valuable were retained in the line of direct descent. In this manner, a division between the two groups of names and privileges may have developed. (365-366 ; italics added)

He is almost convinced that this imagined scenario was a custom of relative antiquity. Failing any historical data, he sets out to substantiate his thesis from arguments reminiscent of the 1898 article. He repeats his thesis that the Bella Coola were initially Coast Salish culturally assimilated to the southern Kwakiutl, and concludes,

It appears to me largely as a psychological question how the highly specialized use of privileges may have been superimposed upon an older simple [295] organization which has a rather wide distribution on the coast. There is nothing to indicate that the simpler form should have been developed from a totemic organization. (367 ; italics added)

This wholly unexpected reference to totemism is most telling, as it reveals that the article is no mere presentation of Kwakiutl social organization, and that Boas had a radically different design in mind : he wished to eliminate "totemic groups" from simpler organizations, and turn the evolutionary sequence upside down (a clear snipe at Durkheim, among many others). [footnoteRef:13] [13:  	In Les formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse, Durkheim held explicitly that totemism was the most primitive form of religious life (Durkheim [1912] 1990).] 

He then repeats parts of the 1898 arguments. Presenting the northern Kwakiutl as strongly matrilineal this time (he presented them as almost ambilineal in 1898), he invokes intermarriage yet again (and, once more, implicitly only marriages involving matrilineal women and patrilineal men—see note 9) to make his case. Northern (matrilineal) women marrying southerners allegedly brought their crests with them and wished to transmit them to their sons, he writes as if it truly happened, but "the Kwakiutl do not permit transfer from a man to his sister's son." Then, as in 1898, Boas finds it "natural [italics added] that the characteristic method found in mythological tales ... should be adopted. This method is the transfer of privileges by gift from the husband's family to the wife's family" (Boas [1920] 1940, 367). Thus,

[W]hen a northern woman marries a Kwakiutl man, her son would be entitled to her crests. Since according to the property rights of the Kwakiutl, he [the son who inherited from his mother] could not [further] transmit [the inherited property rights] to his sister's children, the possibility presented itself [note the use of the imperfect, as it was a "fact"], to transmit them as a present to the family of his daughter's husband and to secure in this way the transmission to her children. (367)

As in 1898 (see note 9), the argument makes strictly no sociological sense. [footnoteRef:14] [14:  	First, why should northern women wish to transmit their crests to their sons when, in matrilineal societies, important property does not pass on to a woman's children, but to her brother's sons ? Furthermore, positions transmitted to daughters' husbands will not pass on to the daughters' sons, as Boas supposes ; there is absolutely nothing matrilineal in a transmission to daughters' husband because, in the end, the property is always given to a series of affines (the daughters' husbands), and the woman's children will not necessarily get anything. Finally, what happens to southern (patrilineal) women marrying northern (matrilineal) men ? Why did intermarriage not affect northern tribes ?] 

[296]
After some disingenuous disclaimers regarding earlier statements, and without further ado, Boas moves on to Kwakiutl kinship terminology, stressing the fact that it displays no trace "of clan or gentile relationship" (Boas [1920] 1940, 368). Why should it, since the numayms recruited from both parents, as he stressed at the beginning of the article ? From this, he infers that positions and privileges could not belong to the numayms since the kinship terminology does not hint at the existence of any unilineal descent. If so, he further contends, positions and privileges can only be individual property, "not property of the whole numaym, so that the social divisions are not in any sense properly speaking totemic groups" (368 ; italics added), unaware that this inference compounds the contradictions. It first belies his earlier conjecture, namely, that the positions and privileges deemed most important must have been "retained in the line of direct descent" (366 ; and see above) ; what would this "line of descent" be, if not the slightly patrilineal numayms ?
But the same conjecture further counters his opening lines. Indeed, if the numayms were neither clans nor gentes (opening paragraphs), why should the question of (unilineal) "totemic groups" arise ? It does, because Boas wants to make a more general point, and conclude that names and positions are individual property, in order to deny the existence of totemic groups in the "simpler" organization of the southern Kwakiutl and, more generally, in simpler societies across the world. To make this point, he injects a patrilineal emphasis on what is essentially an ambilineal society, according to his very descriptions.
Read retrospectively, it stands out clearly that the arguments were adduced, most of the time without any connection and almost ad hoc, to explode more evolutionist theories. Indeed, after indicating possible counterevidence to his thesis, he dismisses it and even broadens the argument. Wherever they seem to crop up in such simpler organizations, totemic organizations would be metaphorical in nature (Boas [1920] 1940, 369). In brief, there are no totemic groups linked to simpler organizations, and those simpler organizations are neither broken-down remains of an earlier totemic organization. Dixit Franz Boas, and R.I.P., Emile Durkheim !
This is Boas's sociology at its best : nothing properly analytical, but almost exclusively descriptive material, mostly inferred from distributional studies and mythological data. This material merely enumerates rules or customs as "ideas of the Indians" ; social organization remains what it was twenty-two years earlier (1898), namely, a collage of social fragments, an accreted phenomenon. There is no intuition of either a whole or an internal organization, and the causal relations, when they arise, still refer to origins (invention versus diffusion), the causes of which are considered psychological. The [297] psychology remains superficial, and the whole is peppered with imagined conjectures, most of which do not add up. Plus ça change, plus c'est la même chose !
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These texts were written over twenty-two years (twenty-seven if we include the short 1925 piece), from the time Boas was forty years old (1898) to sixty-two (1920) ; they therefore cover most of his mature years as an anthropologist. Yet, they display a singular unity. From 1898 to 1920 (and 1925), Boas thinks in terms of social or cultural fragments which, once classified spatially by comparing their external attributes, yield distributions from which he reconstructs cultures' "history."
If Boas fails to find any similarities in neighboring populations when trying to account for a feature, he falls back on invention, but often with a rider, for he is suspicious of independent inventions. When he finds similarities without parallelism, they automatically suggest borrowings ("historical events"), and borrowings to Boas spontaneously raise the "psychological" reasons that motivated them, not their functional relationship to anything else. This would hardly matter were the psychology complex and convincing, and useful to understand social actors, their motivations, and their interactions, and if the result was at least a rich and well-documented case study of acculturation. But it unfortunately is not, and Boas resorts to ad hoc and insubstantial psychological motivations (they feel a drawback, they want to imitate, they borrow the jealousy), or invokes arbitrary mechanisms that lack any social-organizational logic.
Whichever text we analyze, we never discover any holistic analysis ; we constantly find the same atomistic Boas with the worldview of a natural historian, [footnoteRef:15] an episteme that precludes probing their internal dimensions, the only place where true historicity and agency could be found ; none of the texts I have consulted, and they are many, reveals the Boas that the neo-Boasians have espied. In the final analysis, this is anthropology without real [298] social or cultural actors ; without actions or interactions ; without true feelings, negotiations, or power relationships ; and without anything that could endogenously produce change and historicity in culture and society. This is an anthropology of floating cultural fragments. [15:  	In the one instance when he seems to relate features more functionally, such as the nonclassificatory Kwakiutl kinship terminology and the absence of unilineal groups, he borrows the intuition from Lowie and others, overlooking their ultimate kinship with Morgan (1877) ! But why does he borrow such an idea ? Because he wants to establish a particular sequence attacking more evolutionist theories : from the supposed absence of unilineal groups, he concludes that Kwakiutl positions and privileges are private property, to argue back that the southern Kwakiutl lack any totemic groups, as do simpler societies more generally.] 

Paradoxically enough, these moving cultural fragments hint at some kind of submerged, latent cultural transcendentalism. There are implicitly people carrying culture in Boas's anthropology but, more often than not, cultural elements seem to move by themselves, to live a life of their own. In both cases, however, the fragments, or elements, exist "outside" and "above" individuals ; we are here dealing with an oxymoron, some kind of "atomistic transcendental culturalism" ! I believe Boas was aware of this, but shied away from any form of transcendentalism ; for instance, he was very wary of Kroeber's "superorganic" (1917) or Benedict's supraindividual cultures and their Kulturgeist (Benedict 1934). This might also explain why he did not systematically place culture "out there," but in individuals' heads, through the very German notion of the "genius of a people" (Volksgeist). This theoretical ambivalence stimulated two diverging responses : first, an explicit form of cultural transcendentalism (Kroeber, Benedict, and those they inspired) ; and, second, it might also have influenced Levi-Strauss, who put patterns back in people's minds. This, however, belongs to the intellectual history of anthropological holism. My present concern is more contemporary.
Ironically, these very cultural elements, and the atomistic Boas, are also of great relevance in the contemporary study of globalization. Here, the matter stands upside down. The neo-Boasians explicitly wish to integrate aspects of Boas's anthropology in their ethnography, aspects I believe are foreign to Boas's ethnographic practice. But some globalization theorists, in the wake of Appadurai (1996), achieve the exact opposite. Appadurai's talk of transnational flows strongly remind me of Boas's anthropology, as I shall elaborate in a separate article. Appadurai's various "flows," as "scapes" or otherwise, do not reveal individual agents with complex agendas and motivations, but "cultural elements" (whether ideational or not) and people, moving in space ; they speak of diffusion and migrations. But Appadurai's elements also flow by themselves, without cultural carriers ; to that extent, Appadurai can do without Boas's arbitrary mechanisms (intermarriage, or dubious psychological motivations), but he invites the form of atomistic cultural transcendentalism that goes with cultural elements moving about and living a life of their own, and the implicit essentialism linked to this.
There are further consequences to this implicit Boasian framework, such as the "cultural hazards" that Boas's floating cultural fragments engender (Orta writes of Boas's "entropic" view of culture ; Orta 2004). After the [299] alleged excesses of transcendental holism, I certainly welcome a good deal of cultural fragmentation in our view of culture ; Boas's cultural hazards, however, might not be the best answer.
Indeed, if there is such a thing as a truly global culture, there can only be one, and by necessity in this neo-diffusionist way of thinking, it must be a random assemblage ; if we already know this, what's left to do but merely describe it ? If there are global cultures (plural), what are they, if not a contradiction in terms—or individual cultures refashioning borrowed elements ? If we accept this plurality of global cultures and wish to go beyond the notion of a random collection of traits, I am afraid it can only take us back to Boas's problems of acculturation, and more than fifty years back. If globalization is worth studying, it calls for more than cultural hazards "theoretically" patterned by some ethereal "principle," or refashioned by already existing cultures ; it calls for a radically non-Boasian episteme. In a word, contemporary anthropology is better left without Boas.
Amusingly enough, Boas's "entropic" view of culture (Orta 2004) correlates with another regular feature of his texts, namely, their disconnected nature. Andrew Zimmerman drew a fascinating parallel between Bastian's refusal to impose a temporal narrative on "primitive societies" and the complete lack of any kind of narrative in his writings (2001). I would be tempted to draw a similar analogy between Boas's view of culture as a collage of accreted fragments, and his own ethnographic writings. Stocking wrote that Boas's method of composition consisted of patching "together chunks of previously published material, restructuring, adding here, cutting there, frequently making only those changes which he felt absolutely necessary to bring an older formulation within the framework of his current thinking" ([1968b] 1982, 196), a theme echoed more harshly, but perhaps more realistically, by Ingold. Boas "would have found the word processor ideal for his scissors-and-paste method of writing," writes Ingold, "in which he would recycle and re-arrange entire passages with little regard for internal consistency" (Ingold 2001, 398). The articles studied seem to validate Ingold's conclusion.
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