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POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY

Edwin A. Winckler ¢ Harvard University

This review discusses materials on political anthropology and related
topics published in the period 1959-68.* An introductory section re-
ports and discusses several programmatic statements on political an-
thropology as a subdiscipline. The main body of the review reports
a few publications of the last ten years, selected to illustrate three
dimensions of the discipline of political anthropology: type of politi-
cal system, phase of the political process, and relevant environmental
system. A concluding section relates the concerns of current political
anthropology to classical formulations and suggests some topics that
may be of interest in the future. In order to sketch a comprehensive
picture of political anthropology, and for reasons of space, I have felt
obliged to concentrate on writings with a comparative or theoretical
aim. This is not intended to disparage more descriptive studies; how-
ever, it is not really feasible to summarize them here.

Appended to the review is a bibliography accompanied by four in-
dexes. The first index groups all entries in the bibliography by geo-
graphical area; the other indexes list entries on the topics illustrated
by each section of the text. These indexes, constructed in a few
months by one person who is not a professional anthropologist, are
entirely preliminary, and are intended only to suggest some of the
principal concerns of political anthropology and facilitate access to
the relevant literature. The reader is warned that many publications
of the first importance are not referred to in the text, and must be

# I am grateful to the Social Science Research Council for the Research Train-
ing Fellowship under which much of this review was written.
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gotten at through the indexes. I would like to thank both the editor
and the readers of the Review for tolerating this innovation in format.
I regret that many significant publications could not be listed in the
already oversized bibliography, and hope to remedy this deficiency
in a later publication.

INTRODUCTION

In a notable contribution to this Review, David Easton remarked,
“Although the title of this essay is ‘political anthropology,” such a
subfield does not yet exist and will not exist until a great many con-
ceptual problems are solved” (Easton 1959: 210). As Easton’s own
work suggests, these problems are primarily those of political science
as a whole, and only secondarily those of respecifying concepts for
application to particular primitive, historical, and contemporary pop-
ulations. Since Easton is the political scientist most often referred to
in anthropological writings on politics, it may be useful to outline his
analytical image of the political system.

Easton has defined a political system as “those interactions through
which values are authoritatively allocated for a society” ( Easton 1965:
21). The political system exists in an environment composed of other
social and nonsocial systems, which may be divided into systems in
the same society as the political system in question and systems out-
side that society. Political science, and by implication political anthro-
pology, derive their intellectual coherence from the effort to formu-
late the systematic characteristics of political systems as such, the po-
litically relevant characteristics of their environments, and the nature
of the linkages between the two. The political process involves the
translation of politically relevant characteristics of the environment
into inputs of support and demand to the political system, the con-
version of these inputs into outcomes through consensus and conflict
at the core of the political system, and the output of values and costs
to the environment.

Several anthropologists have disagreed with the restriction of the
term “politics” to activities oriented toward “authorities” at the top
of a “society.” A counterproposal is that of Swartz, Turner, and Tu-
den, for whom the study of politics is “the study of the processes in-
volved in determining and implementing public goals and in the dif-
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ferential achievement and use of power by the members of the group
concerned with these goals” (Swartz, et al. 1966). In this view, poli-
tics is a process of competition to influence outcomes. It does not nec-
essarily involve superordinate authorities, and it may cut across the
frontiers of societies or occur in groups much smaller than whole so-
cieties. The major requirement is that the outcomes be “public,” in the
sense of affecting the group as a whole and requiring the consent of
the group as a whole. Rather than starting from structure and expect-
ing activities to converge on structure, we should start from the defi-
nition of a particular kind of process and track down the activities
that make up this process, regardless of any structural boundaries
they may cross. By assuming that political systems always coincide
with governments and societies, Easton precludes the exploration of
the differences between political systems that do and do not so coin-
cide. If we start from the concept of a “political field,” defined as just
about everything and everybody involved in a political process, this
bias can be avoided.

In his introduction to a recent volume on local-level politics, Marc
Swartz has gone a step further, arguing that even the notion of “field”
is not inclusive enough, since it omits the “arena” of those indirectly
involved with those who take part in a political process. He then ad-
dresses himself to the delicate problem of how to draw a line between
the two concepts of field and arena as they expand and contract in
relation to each other. As Swartz observes, his suggestions are “not
a theory, but only a way of calling attention to problems and data
which might otherwise be overlooked” (Swartz 1968a: 8). This is a
significant point, given the verve with which these recommendations
have been put forward in the introductions to two useful volumes.
The conceptual reduction of activity to abstract categories is not sci-
entifically useful unless the categories identify elements of empirically
real systems of cause and effect. If the three levels of aspiration of
political anthropology are description, analysis, and explanation, then
one might say that analysis is even less likely than description to be
scientifically fruitful unless it is guided by explanatory hypotheses.
There is little hint in the theoretical vocabulary proposed by Swartz
and his colleagues of how to specify under what circumstances alter-
native behaviors occur.

M. G. Smith has questioned whether “Bushmen, Pygmies, or Eski-
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mos have governments which are functionally homologous with those
of the United States and the Soviet Union” (M. G. Smith 1966: 7).
To impute the same functions to all political systems is “virtually to
abandon the central problem of comparative politics.” Having dem-
onstrated to his satisfaction that approaches based on process, con-
tent, and function cannot be used to compare political systems, Smith
presents a structural approach of his own. The social units on which
he focuses are the corporate groups that comprise the enduring “pub-
lic” of a political system. The task of comparative politics is to analyze
the structural principles on which these corporate groups are orga-
nized and articulated with each other in different political systems,
and to determine “what differences or uniformities of political pro-
cess, content, and function correspond with observable differences or
uniformities of corporate composition and articulation” (p. 126). In
particular, Smith is concerned to analyze the different types and de-
grees of autonomy that these corporate groups display in relation to
each other and in relation to the central government, insofar as there
is one.

A number of typologies have been proposed for primitive political
systems, each implying a distinctive program of analysis. Easton pro-
poses a typology based on the extent of structural differentiation be-
tween political and other social roles, on the extent of differentiation
among political roles, and on the degree of specialization of particu-
lar political roles. Since these three types of differentiation are inter-
dependent, Easton suggests that they will tend to vary together along
one continuum. Different positions on this continuum are likely to be
associated with differences in, for example, criteria of recruitment,
claims to the legitimate use of force, continuity of political processes,
and rate of segmentation of support structures (Easton 1959).

S. N. Eisenstadt (1959) has proposed a classification of primitive
political systems based on the extent of structural differentiation of
the political system and phrased in terms of the types of social units
from which the political system is constructed—age grades, autono-
mous villages, secret societies, etc. He also suggests that political sys-
tems develop in response to problems arising out of differentiation in
other parts of the society (p. 214). He recommends that political sys-
tems be characterized according to the particular Parsonian function
that they emphasize: executive activities, administration of technical
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functions, special articulation of party-political activities, or ritual
affirmation of values. This pattern of emphasis should in turn be re-
lated to the pattern of emphasis among these functions in the social
system at large. Putting all this together, Eisenstadt hypothesizes that
a given aspect of political activity will be embodied in a special orga-
nization according to: “(a) the main goals and value orientations of
a society; (b) the types of resources needed for their maximization;
and (c) the extent to which these resources are not available through
the internal work of various subgroups of the society” (Eisenstadt
1959: 217).

Almond and Powell (1967) have constructed a more elaborate
typology of political systems, and have applied it to the analysis of
a number of primitive and historical systems. Their book may be rec-
ommended to anyone wanting a lucid summary of the creative fer-
ment in comparative politics during the early 1960’s. Almond and
Powell accept structural differentiation as an important typological
dimension, but add an analogous dimension, cultural secularization,
which they define as the development of specialized concepts and
attitudes related to politics. In addition, they discriminate the degree
of autonomy that the political system displays toward the social sys-
tem in which it exists. Finally, in stressing the importance of evalu-
ating the performance capabilities of political systems, they imply a
further discrimination according to type and level of functional ade-
quacy achieved.

It is not hard to see why anthropologists should eschew a defini-
tion of politics phrased in terms of the society as a unit. Often, they
study populations whose social boundaries are difficult to define, or
parts of larger societies for which the society-wide political system
defines neither the issues nor the operational units of politics. This
difficulty was emphasized by Fortes and Evans-Pritchard (1941) in
their introduction to African Political Systems. They gave as an ex-
ample the fact that Tallensi lineages overlap like a series of inter-
secting circles, so that it is impossible to state clearly where the lines
of political cleavage run. The difficulty has been given even sharper
point by Stevenson (1968), who argues that Fortes, assuming all of
the Tallensi to be “a society,” did not give appropriate attention to
interregional political and economic relations (Stevenson 1968).

It is also not hard to see why anthropologists resist a definition of
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politics that requires an irreducible minimum of centralized author-
ity. Although Easton has partly gotten away from conceptions of poli-
tics limited by recent Western experience, his notion of “authorita-
tive allocation” in the “most inclusive social system” does closely
resemble the notion of state sovereignty. Yet sovereignty is precisely
what is lacking in the uncentralized and local-level political situa-
tions studied by anthropologists. Mair (1962) has spoken of the “dif-
fuse authority” characteristic of East African political systems; and
Leach (1960b) has argued that the overlapping of areas of authority
in Southeast Asia makes the sovereign state a poor analogue for tribal
political systems there. Bohannan (1963) has suggested that a dis-
tinction between unicentric and multicentric power systems may
handle part of this problem.

In short, a number of anthropologists have defended the view ad-
vanced by Fortes and Evans-Pritchard: that there is a radical distinc-
tion between political systems in which power has been centralized
in an institutional structure for control of which actors are competing
and political systems in which no such preponderance of power has
ever been achieved. As Sahlins (1968) has phrased it, at the uncen-
tralized end of the tribal spectrum “the degree of integration de-
creases as the level of organization increases, and degrees of sociabil-
ity diminish as fields of social relations broaden.” At the centralized
end, essentially the reverse is true. Anthropologists are concerned
with both ends of this spectrum. As Morton Fried (1967: 228) has
commented: “Appreciation of the efforts of modern political scien-
tists to cast broader nets and catch important political processes out-
side the formal institutions of modern government must not lessen
our dismay at the implicit emasculation of the concept of force and
power as the fountainhead of those institutions designated ‘the
state.””

POLITICAL SYSTEMS

The headings under which we shall group political systems are
basically those proposed by Service to describe the “levels of socio-
cultural integration” of whole societies: primates, bands, tribes, chief-
doms, primitive states, empires, and developing states. These head-
ings are employed simply as an indexing convenience, and as a means
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of making rough distinctions at a descriptive level. It should be noted
that Service has recently disowned his categories as evolutionary
stages. He points out that the bands and tribes observed after con-
tact by Westerners are probably smaller and larger, respectively,
than the political units into which aboriginal peoples were organized;
and that many primitive states are the result of contact with techno-
logically more advanced peoples. However, he still regards these cate-
gories as useful in classifying the literature on observed societies.
(Service, in Fried et al. 1968.)

There is some danger in classifying the concerns of political anthro-
pology in this way—political phenomena do not come bundled in
such neat packages. A single political system may exist in complex
relationship with other systems of lower, equal, and higher orders.
These may be external relations, in which lower forms are disrupted
or displaced by higher forms, or internal relations in which lower
forms are nested within higher ones. All of these possibilities are part
of the record, and providing an account of what happens in each case
is part of political anthropology. For some purposes, the operational
unit for research is not an individual political system, but a popula-
tion of systems distributed in a particular way in relation to each
other in space or time, or in relation to their environments. The con-
cerns of political anthropology range from social units as small as a
single individual acting in a political situation up to the worldwide
distribution of human political characteristics at particular points in
time; and from illuminating the interior environment of a split-second
decision to examining ranges of variation that are detectable only
across the entire span of human history. Obviously, different people
using different theoretical equipment must pursue each of these con-
cerns. However, political anthropology as a whole is not limited to
any one of them, and requires, if it is to come into focus before us,
that we change theoretical lenses as the angle or range of our perspec-
tive demands.

Primates. Man is the political animal, and presumably in the long
run political anthropology hopes to establish some general framework
for comparing man with other animals from a political point of view.
One could, for example, analyze animal populations as systems for
processing information about the environment and about interactions
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within the adaptive unit, or as systems for allocating incentives for
behavior. A political system could then be defined as a subcase of
such a system, shading off into other subcases along definable dimen-
sions. Whether animal populations “have” political systems would not
be the question. Rather, one would ask: What sort of coordinative
behavior do animals display? To what degree, along particular di-
mensions, do their systems of organization approximate political sys-
tems? By treating such organization as an adaptive characteristic of
each species or group, one could provide an evolutionary context in
which to place politics as an adaptive characteristic of man as a spe-
cies. One would be in a position to ask in what respects politics had
“emerged” at various stages in man’s development, how his other
adaptive characteristics are related to politics, and for what aspects
of what environments what sorts of politics are adaptive in what way.

Some suggestions along these lines have been made by writers on
political anthropology (see, for example, Sahlins 1959, and Fried
1967: 38-49). As for the literature on primates, it may be said that
the major conclusion reached so far is that field studies are possible,
and richly complement experimental ones. Work published so far
stresses that primate social arganization dilfers significantly from spe-
cies to species and within the same species according to environ-
mental conditions (P. Jay 1968). Together with the exciting possi-
bilities that have been opened up in the tracing of human evolution,
the general effect of primate studies is to widen one’s appreciation of
the adaptability and variability of primates in general, and to alert
one to the specificity and not so infinitely variable adaptation of man
in particular. Summarizing recent work on man’s social development,
Ralph Holloway, Jr., has put forth the following hypothesis (in Fried
et al. 1968):

Human evolution has been the evolution of a paradox. The evolution of
the brain, social structure, and symbol systems has also meant an increase
in frustration and aggression. The meaning of symbols in the adaptive evo-
lutionary sense is at least two-fold: they aid in cognitive optimization, and
also, they mediate the social controls necessary to stem what arises out of
the human condition, frustration and aggression. The same symbolically
defined groups outside of biological relationships (clan, tribe, state, nation,
ideology), bring in their wake its antithesis: extra-group aggressional ten-



POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 309

dencies. Role differentiation and intra-group commitments generate frus-
tration and power allocation. . . . The structures, social and symbolic, which
permit [man’s] adaptations, also insure frustration, pain and conflict.

Even in such general conclusions there are implications for politi-
cal anthropology. For example, insofar as primates cooperate as spon-
taneously as some of them appear to, and insofar as human evolution
has selected for cooperativeness within the adaptive unit, perhaps
human political systems do not carry quite the internal load of order-
ing and coordinating the naturally unruly that one might assume.
One is tempted, in projecting backward onto simpler societies the
models that have been constructed to study the politics of complex
societies, to project also the need for authoritative coordination and
for explaining how social order is maintained in the absence of bu-
reaucracy. To the extent that orderliness is an evolutionary heritage,
and to the extent that internal disorder and external hostility are, say,
density-dependent phenomena, we may be trying to explain how the
simplest societies solve a problem that largely does not exist for them.
Similarly, Arthur Stinchcombe has criticized Max Weber’s assump-
tion that one could only have rational organization of production if
one had bureaucracy. In fact, organizing tasks by leaving their coordi-
nation to those with relevant skills is sometimes a rational adaptation.
In environments characterized by short-run or seasonal variability in
the volume, type, and location of tasks, it is not economical to main-
tain a centralized communication network. Perhaps such models will
help to explain variability among primate social systems. In any case,
the basic lesson for political anthropology in evolutionary theory is
not that culture evolved, but that organizations of behavior should
be studied in relation to the environments to which they are more or
less successful adaptations (Stinchcombe 1959, Alland 1967).

Bands. Perhaps the basic question raised for political anthropology
by the literature on bands is the extent of variation among bands—
and more particularly, the extent of variation in their political sys-
tems. The generic descriptions by Service and others suggest that
bands show no stratification of class, status, or power, and little insti-
tutionalization of formal leadership roles (Service 1966). At the same
time, it is clear from monographs, particularly those on the Australian
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aborigines, that a lively politics with significantly differential out-
comes for the participants occurred. Hart and Pilling (1960) have
described the trading in claims to women that makes up a political
career among the Tiwi. The reward of a successful career is not ac-
cession to political office, but the organization of wives of various
ages into an efficient team for collecting food, providing a higher stan-
dard of living for the political entrepreneur and attracting younger
or less successful men to his camp. The maturation of such a politi-
cal career over the life cycle of individuals is an important determi-
nant of the distribution of people and resources at particular points
in time, and conveys a sense of organized political process that a focus
on episodes of “conflict resolution” would not. This process is not,
however, focused on formal political structures, though one gains the
impression that on issues threatening their privileges politically suc-
cessful older men support each other in enforcing the status quo.
Meggitt (1962) and Hiatt (1965) have concluded that for the Wal-
biri and Gidjingali the local band, which is not recruited from a single
patriline, is the largest group with political and administrative func-
tions; and that the tribe has no formal apparatus of government, no
enduring hierarchy of authority, and no recognized political leaders.

A fascinating symposium of recent work on hunter-gatherers has
been edited by Lee and DeVore (1968). Their introduction sum-
marizes some politically relevant ideas about these populations. Ow-
ing to demographic fluctuations within local groups and unpredict-
able variations in food supply, population must be continually redis-
tributed among local groups. This is facilitated by the absence of
immovable personal or collective property, the granting of reciprocal
access to food resources, and the exchange of women at marriage.
People and resources are not allocated by inflexible jural rules of
residence, marriage, or descent, but by adaptive and opportunistic
affiliation across an essentially bilateral kinship grid. Serious conflicts
within a band are likely to be resolved by fission rather than by vio-
lence, which contributes to the circulation of population and the limi-
tation of group size. Conflicts between individuals from different
bands, however, may lead to violent confrontations between them
and their respective allies, and sometimes to intermittent raiding be-
tween groups.
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Tribes. Sahlins (1961: 325) has argued that the basic building
block of the tribe is the “primary tribal segment,” which he defines
as “the smallest multifamily group that collectively exploits an area
of tribal resources and forms a residential entity all or most of the
year.” Primary segments ally up to whatever structural level exter-
nal pressures require, and fall to quarreling among themselves down
to whatever level external pressures permit. Scheffler has argued,
contra Gluckman, that the forces maintaining such systems reside not
in the definition or dynamics of the conflict itself, but in the ecological
and economic conditions responsible for fragmentation in the first
place (Schefler 1964c). The distinction between “bands” and “tribes”
appears to be that where there are bands, conditions require not only
small size but also spatial separation, and consequently a low rate of
interaction among primary segments. Where there are tribes, produc-
tivity is higher, segments are closer, interaction is much more fre-
quent, shared interests are stronger, and the unit of political integra-
tion is potentially much larger. Accordingly, the loci of politics in
tribal societies are in the relations among the members of the basic
resource-owning and resource-using primary segments, in the rela-
tions among these corporate groups, and in the relations among in-
dividuals who are members of different primary segments. Tribal po-
litical systems are chiefly distinguished by the relative extent to which
choice opens up and political activity intensifies within these three
kinds of relationships.

Classically, anthropologists have analyzed politics in tribal soci-
eties in terms of the cultural principles by which the primary seg-
ments are conceived and related to each other in the minds of the
members of the society. Sahlins (1963a) has suggested that descent
principles are more likely to be important in individual relations
within primary segments when those principles are important in re-
lations between groups. On the other hand, there is no necessity for
this, and no necessity for the important descent principles to be the
same at the two levels. Reservations about the functional significance
of classifying societies in terms of cultural principles have been voiced
by a number of anthropologists. Befu and Plotnicov (1966) have sug-
gested that when describing a descent group as corporate, anthro-
pologists should specify corporate in regard to what functions. They
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suggest that in unilineal descent groups the smallest segments will
tend to emphasize economic activities, the median segments political
activities, and the largest segments religious activities. Obviously, this
affects both the levels in the system at which particular kinds of prob-
lems will arise, and the levels at which they will be resolved.

I. M. Lewis (1965) has also stressed the necessity for adding func-
tional specifications to any cultural description, comparing a number
of societies with unilineal descent to show that its functional signifi-
cance varies both according to the purposes to which it is applied
and according to the alternative cultural principles that are opera-
tive. The simple fact that characteristically within a single society
several alternative cultural principles are employed for the same pur-
pose by itself raises the complexity of comparative analysis based on
cultural principles by several orders of magnitude. For political an-
thropology, this complexity is perhaps at its peak in tribal societies,
where a wide variety of principles is employed for a wide variety of
purposes, and where political functions are only sometimes and only
ambiguously singled out by principles of their own. Our attention is
therefore particularly directed toward studies that have tried to re-
duce this complexity by identifying politically significant clusterings
of behavior.

Beginning with societies in which principles of patrilineal descent
play a role, we find that anthropologists have begun to compare
earlier studies in Africa with more recent studies in Oceania. In an in-
cisive overview, Barnes (1962) has suggested, as a general contrast,
that organizational emphasis in Africa falls on intergroup relations
and is phrased in terms of descent, whereas organizational emphasis
in Highland New Guinea falls on interpersonal relations, including re-
lations with those in other groups, and is phrased in terms of kinship.
Recruitment to groups in New Guinea is usually by cumulative patri-
filiation—in other words, sons consistently choose to remain in their
father’s group. In the classically described African societies, a newly
born child is automatically placed in a group on the grounds of de-
scent, at least in principle. The lines of political cleavage in classi-
cally segmentary African societies are, in principle, preordained by
the segmentation of lines of descent. Since descent lines control and
transmit rights to substantial economic resources, they are likely to
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determine the lines of political cleavage in practice. Descent lines are
not so defined, and significant resources not so transmitted, in most
Highland New Guinea societies; and the lines of political cleavage
are defined by a distribution of interests and alliances achieved by
the initiative of individuals. These differences may be influenced by
the difficulty of monopolizing the type of natural resources available
in New Guinea (Barnes 1962). Meggitt (1965) has argued that de-
scent is important in at least one New Guinea tribe, pointing out that
among the Mae Enga claims to land based on agnatic ties become
more important as pressure on land rises. Barnes has rejoined by
arguing that what Meggitt has demonstrated for the Mae Enga is
really only patrifiliation after all (Barnes 1967).

Turning to societies in which matrilineal descent plays a role, we
find a continuing interest in the politics of the “matrilineal problem”
of combining matrilineal descent and virilocal residence. Van Velsen
(1964) has provided an account of ordered anarchy among the Tonga.
In the absence of clear principles and the presence of conflicting ones,
people are caught up in networks of cross-cutting obligations that
effectively constrain them. The situation is similar to that among the
Ndembu of Central Africa, as described by Victor Turner (1967),
except that the Tonga, instead of dramatizing their areas of agree-
ment to themselves in the form of ritual, air their disagreements in
the form of constant quarrels. Turner’s book, regarded by David
Easton as not basically concerned with politics, continues to grow
in stature as lucid accounts of Ndembu ritual flow from Turner’s pen
(Turner 1968a), and to exert a growing influence as others recom-
mend his method of the “social drama” in a “social field” as a format
for political anthropology (Swartz 1968a: Introduction).

A. L. Epstein (1968) has recently compared an African and an
Oceanic society, the Ndembu and the Melanesian Tolai, both em-
ploying matrilineal descent. His approach is similar to that of Barnes
(1962), but more radical in agreeing with Easton that a purely struc-
tural approach encourages the identification of only one kind of criti-
cal variable, namely, the type of segment competing for power. Ep-
stein also contrasts the goals, resources, leadership, and support in
the two societies. The Tolai hamlet is not a ritual, jural, or political
unit, as is the Ndembu village. Tolai “big men” are not the holders
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of an “office,” as are Ndembu headmen; the power of the Tolai big
man stems basically from his command over resources, whereas the
power of the Ndembu headman stems basically from his authority
over people. Finally, the Tolai are not likely to employ witchcraft to
curb the ambitious, as is common in Central Africa, since personal
aggrandizement is central to the whole Tolai ethos.

Analyzing the political significance of double unilineal descent,
Rosemary Harris (1962b) has suggested that a number of societies
in which dispersed matrilineal clans are responsible for avenging
homicides are less prone to feuding between coresident groups than
other societies in which blood compensation groups and residential
groups coincide. Taking this lack of coincidence as a criterion, she
notes that some double-descent systems have more in common with
certain matrilineal and non-unilineal systems than they have in com-
mon with other double-descent systems. However, these systems
heighten conflict within the coresident group, and the area of damp-
ened conflict extends outward only as far as external kinship ties
reach. Among the Mbembe, intervillage matrilineal ties are fostered
by a cult of the earth and the collective dead. Among the Yakd, on
the other hand, weak villages have merged with strong ones, creat-
ing large, endogamous settlements that are strengthened internally
by cross-cutting ties but are relatively hostile to outsiders.

David Schneider (1962) has analyzed the unifying role that dis-
persed matrilineal clans play in the system of double descent on Yap.
Patrilineages and the villages they form hold, respectively, land as
food and land as rank; political activity consists of unstable alliances
among villages in which each village tries to raise its rank while pre-
venting the others from doing the same. The complementary tie of
matrilineal descent expresses not differences in rank, but rather un-
differentiated solidarity. Schneider argues that because of its affective
strength, matriliny is able to provide an integrative mechanism that
contractually phrased reciprocity cannot. He observes that although
double unilineal descent might seem unusual in employing alternative
principles of organization in the same system, probably most systems
incorporate such alternatives.

What is significant for political anthropology is the extent to which
any particular cultural principle places constraints on choice or opens
up new areas of choice that allow some latitude for political manipu-
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lation. Leach (1962) has argued that if one defines descent as auto-
matic recruitment to a group by virtue of birth alone, then, at least
in regard to the property transmitted from generation to generation
within that group, it is satisfactory to treat unilineal descent systems
as structures placing severe constraints on choice. He proposes, how-
ever, that “in all viable systems there must be an area where the indi-
vidual is free to make choices so as to manipulate the system to his
own advantage” (p. 133). These areas of social structure require stra-
tegic rather than structural models, and they are presumably the
areas of critical concern to political anthropology. Scheffler (1965)
sees even less of a role for kinship principles in placing restrictions
on choice, arguing that the vocabulary of patrilineal and cognatic
kinship on Choiseul Island is simply a way of phrasing the restrictive
and inclusive aspects of political alliances, not a jural system with a
moral force in its own right. Claims to rights can be expressed in the
language of kinship, but can only be settled by transactions among
political actors, transactions which in a society without enforceable
law come down to mutual bargaining and coercion. The expansion
and contraction of partially overlapping political factions is accord-
ingly a major aspect of Choiseulese society. Peter Lawrence (1965-
66) has described a somewhat similar system of overlapping “security
circles” of bilateral kindred, affines, and persons in various special re-
lationships for the Garia of New Guinea.

David Schneider and Jan Pouwer have both called for approaches
to structural analysis that will break down sweeping typologies into
smaller components, which can be reassembled into different config-
urations as the problems under investigation and the facts of the case
require. This would leave us not only with structural principles whose
functional significance must be weighed for each case, but also with
fragments of principles that could only be assembled into structural
principles in the light of some common function or functions. This
suggests the need for at least two analytical moves on the part of
political anthropology. First, there may be higher-order concepts that
can regroup the more descriptive structural categories according to
the similarity of their practical consequences in particular societies.
These concepts would be of the order of abstraction of the amount of
information about alternative courses of action coded into a category,
the probability that actors in the society would behave in accordance
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with any practical or preferential ranking of alternatives implied by
a category, and the proportion of significant decisions in the society
that are in fact bound up in these categories. Second, there may be
functional categories related to politics that can group observed be-
haviors into classes with explanatory significance more efficiently
than can be done by an infinitely permutable concatenation of struc-
tural terms. If political anthropology cannot supply some of these, it
will have been a disappointment.

Chiefdoms. Service (1962) and Sahlins (1968) characterize the
chiefdom as a political unit constructed from ranked descent units,
in which a hierarchy of authorities coordinates economic, social, and
religious activities. A chiefdom differs from a tribe in having cen-
tralized authority and a degree of functional interdependence among
its parts; it differs from a state in that the chief has only a majority,
and not a monopoly, of legitimate coercion, so that there are not po-
litical classes of rulers and ruled.

Gluckman (1965), in a general review of politics in tribal societies,
has noted some of the gradations between purely ad hoc personal
leadership on the one hand and an institutionalized and powerful
office of leadership on the other. These range from the diffuse au-
thority accorded elders, through the position of personal influence a
man may build up through hard work and good luck, to the possi-
bility that a personal social position becomes of such crucial signifi-
cance in the organization of the group as a whole that rather than
being dismantled after the death of the holder, it is inherited or other-
wise reassigned in toto to someone else. Gluckman is not very system-
atic in analyzing the social conditions under which these alternatives
are likely to occur. However, he suggests, rather as Leach did for
highland Burma, that political systems in tribal societies are inher-
ently unstable, oscillating back and forth between relatively concen-
trated and relatively dispersed distributions of power. Consequently,
“The difference between tribes organized under chiefs and those
which lack chiefs is not as great as it appears to be” (Gluckman 1965:
85). Insofar as local groups are not systematically ranked, and insofar
as leadership within local groups is not allocated by some automatic
criterion, the strength of local leadership is in part related to the stage
and success of the careers of those competing for local leadership. Or,
as in highland Burma, there may be some longer structural cycle at
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work, in which strains accumulate in some part of the system until
its limits of tolerance are reached and there is a structural change,
probably a reversion to some previous form. Sahlins (1968) has also
spoken of cycles of centralization and decentralization, with the con-
centration of resources eventually being short-circuited by an over-
load on the relation of leaders to people. “Different structures have
different coeflicients of economic productivity and political power, as
well as different limits” (Sahlins 1968:93). Powell (1960) has pro-
vided a particularly clear analysis of oscillation around such limita-
tions in the Trobriand system. He concludes that although the organi-
zation of villages under the political leadership of big men cooperat-
ing in clusters is a basically stable arrangement, the natural relation-
ship among the clusters is one of competition.

In an exemplary monograph, Rosemary Harris (1962a) has ana-
lyzed and compared the political organizations of three tribes of the
Mbembe of Nigeria. All the Mbembe tribes have dispersed matriclans
and coresident patriclans whose relations are mediated with greater
or lesser authority by a village chief or priest, called the Avat or Ovat.
The Avat is the role in which village, lineages, associations, and the
supernatural come together. The first of the three tribes analyzed, the
Osopong, are interesting because, under the pressure of land grabs by
neighboring Ibo, their patriclans also have dispersed among the vil-
lages. The organization of conflict within the village has shifted from
the patrilineages to a cross-cutting system of dual age-grades and
twin wards, weakening the solidarity of the villages and the position
of the Ovat, heightening intervillage ties and cooperation, and trans-
posing the unity of the tribe to the rather limited ritual authority of
a particularly prestigious Ovat. The second tribe, the Okum, are in-
teresting because at the time of Harris’s study the pressure of events
was pushing one of their Avat into becoming a “divine king.” The
Okum illustrate a suggestion of Evans-Pritchard (1962): where there
are strongly organized corporate groups whose relationships are not
firmly structured, politics may take a ritual form to symbolize inter-
group relationships. Among the Okum, these groups are the villages;
and the major rituals, unfortunately for the incumbent, are first the
installation and later the burial of the tribal Avat. The Avat does little
to symbolize tribal unity between these events, encouraging short
tenures and a high turnover in the office. The third tribe, the Adun,
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illustrate a complementary suggestion of Evans-Pritchard; where
crucial political functions have been transferred to the tribal level, a
symbolic politics of this kind will give way in part to centralized ad-
ministration. The basic rules of social structure are essentially the
same in all three Mbembe tribes. The differences in their political
systems are explained by the fact that the unit on which pressure
from the environment falls is the patrilineage among the Osopong,
the village among the Okum, and the tribe among the Adun. Harris
accordingly makes the important observation that if any one of these
tribes had been studied in isolation, a convincing argument might
have been advanced that the nature of the political system, and in par-
ticular the position of the Avat, followed necessarily from the tribe’s
system of double unilineal descent and village associations—an argu-
ment that would have been in basic respects wrong.

Fredrik Barth (1959a) has described the equilibrium achieved in
Swat Pathan political organization between two dispersed but po-
litically corporate blocs of allies. Each bloc results in a complex way
from the choices of individuals manipulating a variety of structural
principles based on birth, residence, and dyadic contract. Each bloc
contains the political followings of two kinds of leaders. Chiefs, who
are members of the landowning patrilineages, build up followings
among peasants, craftsmen, and lesser landlords through their con-
trol of land, wealth, and respect. They compete with each other
in something resembling an acephalous segmentary system. Saints,
through their control of land, their role as mediators, and their repu-
tation for morality and holiness, build up more dispersed followings
of religious pupils, which cross-cut the followings of the chiefs. The
divisive competition among chiefs for territorial dominance is offset
by the integrating role of the saints, who arrange compromises and
reduce tensions. Systematic conflicts of interest in the dominant pat-
rilineages lead to fission of these groups, and to their alignment over
the whole of Swat into two continuously opposed political blocs.

Sahlins’s 1958 monograph on social stratification in Polynesia has
stirred a series of criticisms and comparisons. Sahlins argued that,
other things being equal, greater productivity led to greater stratifi-
cation. Ramage organization tends to develop where complementary
resources are widely scattered, whereas descent-line organization
tends to develop where complementary resources are concentrated.
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Social organization permitting multiple affiliations develops under
conditions of low productivity (Sahlins 1958: 248-53). Possibly the
most radical critique of these arguments is that of Orans (1968 ), who
argues that what Sahlins is really measuring when he discusses pro-
ductivity is not the efficiency of the economy or its capacity to produce
a surplus, but simply the total amount of food each island produces,
which is naturally greater for the larger and richer islands. More food
allows a larger population, which is the immediate cause of steeper
social stratification, since more administrative levels with more power
may be needed to manage a larger population, and since differences
in prestige and privilege are easier to establish and maintain in larger
than face-to-face groups. Also, population and stratification may be
correlated through a third variable, such as conquest or heterogeneity.
One is reminded here of the elegant model constructed by Robin
Marris to predict managerial decisions in large corporations. Marris
(1964) argues that top managers try to maximize the size, not the
profits, of their organizations, since they can only raise their own
salaries by broadening the base of the organizational pyramid on
which they are standing. A broader base means a taller pyramid and,
through a series of intervening variables relating status and income,
higher salaries for those at the top. In other words, it is not necessary
to assume that the taller social pyramid is really performing a social
function if cultural factors can be shown to be holding span of con-
trol constant.

Primitive states. There are approximately as many definitions of
the state as there are writers on political anthropology (Adams 1966,
Fried 1967, Krader 1968, and Vansina 1962b). At least two areas of
fact seem to be at issue. On the one hand, there are the nature of the
organizational structure and the kind of power by which compliance
is obtained. On the other hand, there are the scope and pervasiveness
of the behaviors for which norms are being set and the definition of
the population who must comply. A “strict” definition of the state
would describe it as an administrative staff that has a monopoly of
force and is responsible for maintaining order among all the people in
a given territory. When one is dealing with the total range of political
systems that have existed in human history, some issues are bound to
arise. How minimal can this administrative staff be? How much is a
monopoly, and to what extent can economic and normative power
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substitute for force? Does the order that is maintained involve only
preferential access to and employment of coercion, or does it extend
to preferential access to wealth and prestige? Do the goals of the state
go beyond maintaining order to supervising economic production or
inculcating and practicing an ideology? Finally, are there ways of
defining jurisdiction other than territoriality? What is at stake is not
so much what defines the state as what difference the prevailing char-
acteristics make for purposes of analysis and explanation. Anthro-
pologists are trying to explain the probable previous and future course
of development of such political systems, the consequences of dif-
ferent organizational characteristics for their internal functioning,
and the external adjustment of political systems to their environments.

There has been considerable interest in the process of state for-
mation, particularly with regard to the ancient Middle East, the
Americas, and Africa. Dramatic contributions have been made by field
archaeologists and historians, as well as by those one would ordinarily
think of as political anthropologists. The temporal depth and causal
controls which these contributions bring to classic questions of politi-
cal anthropology simply revolutionize one’s image of the discipline. It
is obviously impossible to review here even such important synthe-
ses as the new Cambridge Ancient History, the Handbook of Middle
American Indians, or the contents of the Journal of African History.
Nevertheless, these and the vast literature they represent have con-
tributed most of the important advances in knowledge about state
formation, partly of course under the inspiration of collaborating
political anthropologists and the points of view they represent.
Among writings by anthropologists, Robert Adams’s important com-
parative analysis of state formation in Mesopotamia and Mexico
(Adams 1966) has been discussed in detail in the 1967 edition of this
Review, and its conclusions will be mentioned only briefly here.
Adams stresses the overall similarity of development in the two cases
—from theocratic polities to militaristic polities to conquest states
with an extended organization of trade and tribute. He summarizes
the differences between the two cases as follows (p. 174):

The foregoing analysis suggests that among the crucially distinctive fea-
tures of early Mesopotamian civilization were its relatively more compact
area and settlement pattern and correspondingly more unified culture; its
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prevailing ability to dissolve the ethnic identifications of immigrants and
to foster urban loyalties instead; the striking continuity of occupation and
tradition in all its major cultural centers; its precocious innovativeness in
the crafts and hence its rapidly, cumulatively advancing technology; and
its emphasis on the development of administrative and redistributive insti-
tutions concerned with economic management. In central Mexico, on the
other hand, smaller, more widely dispersed valley enclaves were the char-
acteristic units of settlement; the basic continuities were found more often
in self-conscious, periodically mobile ethnic groups than in urban centers;
technology remained essentially static over long periods; and there was
more emphasis on market integration than on vertically organized redis-
tributive networks.

In a more typological vein, Morton Fried’s essay (1967) on the evo-
lution of political society outlines the structural changes that might
have been necessary in societies before states could arise independent-
ly within them. He constructs ideal types of egalitarian, ranked, and
stratified societies, suggesting that stratified societies were highly
likely to give rise to pristine states. (See also H. Lewis 1966.)

Among writers on the structure and functioning of primitive states,
Peter Lloyd (1965) has constructed a model of African kingdoms
based on three modes of recruitment to the active political elite and
stressing other variables related to the policy-making process. Re-
cruitment may be through selection as representative of a descent
group, through gradual advancement within a political association
or organization, or through selection from a closed ruling group de-
fined by ethnic differences, ranking of descent groups, or hereditary
aristocracy. Lloyd’s other variables relate to the distribution of power
in the society: the political power of the royal lineage, the definition
of rights to land, the control of physical force, and the preservation of
individual rights. He specifies three factors of change: demography,
conquest and trade, and the decline of descent groups. Finally, he
briefly describes three configurations of these variables and the varia-
tions in political process and political change he would expect in each.
Here, then, is an orderly exploration of dimensions of variation. Never-
theless, after sixty concisely argued pages, one still feels the need for
a more complete specification of many of the variables, and a more
explicit account of the presumed causal relationships among them,
which may be some measure of the sheer number of pages that more



322 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

complete accounts are likely to require. Lloyd himself regards the
paper more as a plea for similar efforts than as a final analysis. Even
so, this is an important paper, and Lloyd is able to make some inter-
esting observations on the basis of it. He notes that the three types of
political systems he constructs resemble those suggested for Polynesia
by Irving Goldman. Goldman had argued that the system with strong-
ly developed lineage organization was likely to be the more “primi-
tive,” whereas that with greater structural differentiation was likely to
be the more “advanced.” Lloyd, however, sees no evidence for such
a progression in Africa, and in fact suggests that in many cases the
political cycle may have run in the opposite direction. (See also
Goody 1966.)

M. G. Smith (1960) has contributed a study of government in the
Hausa chiefdom of Zaria in northern Nigeria from 1800 to 1950. The
study is a tour de force of ethnology, method, and theory. Its ethno-
logical focus is on the changes brought about in indigenous govern-
ment by the Fulani conquest and by later British rule. Its methodolog-
ical focus—how to use historical materials in anthropological analysis
—puts African political anthropology squarely in the middle of the
revolution in African historiography that has occurred in the last dec-
ade. Its theoretical focus, complex but clear, is on the process of struc-
tural change. Smith’s method of analysis is to ignore the specific
process of change, and to try to define the structural conditions of
successive stages of change by comparing them over time (pp. 330
31). He argues that it is essential to work from an abstract theory of
change involving “the logical organization of the system of formal
categories in a necessary and irreversible order” (p. 331). Smith’s
own theory follows from his distinctive and precise definitions of
politics and administration. On the basis of his analysis of the Hausa,
Smith suggests three general laws of structural change: the law of
differential resistance, the law of self-contradiction in change, and the
law of structural drift. These are stated as follows:

Law: Resistance to changes in the form of a system varies directly with
their significance for the persistence of the system in its current form.
Corollary: Changes initiated on the basis of authority and focused on its
reallocation evoke less resistance than changes initiated on the basis of

power and focused on its redistribution.
Law: Resistance to changes in the content of a system varies according
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to their significance for the maintenance of the current structure. Corollary:
Attempts to change the form of a system by changing its content are self-
defeating.

Law: Given stability in its context, the structure of a governmental sys-
tem changes as a function of the political system it generates internally.
Corollary: The rate and type of change in a governmental system corre-
sponds to the type and intensity of the pressure which its operation focuses
on the revision of the formal categories on which its structure is based.

These propositions reflect an important aspect of the transition from
non-state to state-centered political systems: the decreasing promi-
nence of the natural external environment as a determinant of politi-
cal behavior, and the increasing importance of the political system
itself as a mediator of values and costs. (For related discussions, see
Ember 1963, Lenski 1966, and Udy 1965.)

Empires. The term “empire” will be used here to refer broadly to
the literate, large, and frequently multi-ethnic states that from time
to time have ruled the populations of traditional agrarian societies.
Previously, anthropologists concentrated on the rural populations of
these societies. However, with the rise of interest in urban anthropol-
ogy and in the overall integration of “complex societies,” the division
of labor among anthropologists, historical sociologists, and historians
has become rather unclear. Unfortunately, it has not been possible to
review detailed studies of particular traditional agrarian societies
written by historians, studies which will presumably be of increasing
interest to political anthropologists in the future. Rather, we shall con-
trast three important overviews of this enormous tract of history.

The first of these is a pioneering work in comparative historical so-
ciology, S. N. Eisenstadt’s Political Systems of Empire (1963). Eisen-
stadt is concerned with what he calls historical bureaucratic societies,
which he sees as standing halfway between patrimonial-feudal politi-
cal systems and modern bureaucratic political systems. The impor-
tant questions to him are what enables historical bureaucratic
societies to emerge in the first place, and what determines whether
they then perpetuate themselves, slip back into prebureaucratic
forms, or progress on to modern ones. Eisenstadt argues that two in-
dependent variables determine whether a historical bureaucratic poli-
tical system will emerge: limited but pervasive structural differentia-
tion in the society, freeing resources from automatic allocation by
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ascriptive criteria; and the development of autonomous political goals
by the rulers. Differentiation facilitates political development by
making resources potentially available, and also creates regulatory
problems for which bureaucratic supervision is appropriate. Autono-
mous political goals require differentiated political structures; but the
basically traditional values of the society and the partial embedded-
ness of the political system in traditional social units limit autonomy
and give the political systems of the historical bureaucratic societies
their distinctively mixed character. Eisenstadt considers that this ac-
count is basically confirmed by a table in which he scores historical
societies on the relevant variables. In most cases societies with a
greater differentiation of structure and more autonomous political
goals also have a greater differentiation of structure and process in
their political systems.

Eisenstadt then turns to two further questions. First, to what extent
can variations among historical bureaucratic systems be explained by
variations in the independent variables of social differentiation and
autonomous political goals? Further, assuming that the basic require-
ment for the perpetuation of these political systems is a continuation
of the conditions that produced them, to what extent does the pres-
ence of a partly autonomous political system alter these conditions?
To answer these questions, Eisenstadt plunges into a comparative
analysis of the role of the rulers, bureaucracies, and major social
groups in these political systems, and the social and cultural deter-
minants of variation in these roles. Unfortunately, the answers that
emerge are not nearly so precise as the questions that have been
posed. The general impression given is that in less differentiated, more
traditional societies there are fewer conflicts of interest and ideology
between rulers and ruled, and fewer resources and channels for politi-
cal activity. In more differentiated and less tradition-bound societies
both rulers and ruled have more resources at their disposal, and both
are more willing to use them. Competition between rulers and ruled
for the limited resources in a less advanced society was likely to lead
to a withdrawal of support from the bureaucratic polity and a re-
gression to a patrimonial or feudal system. Competition in a more ad-
vanced society was likely to concern how more abundant resources
should be used, and could lead to the development of a more modern
political system.
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Our second overview, William McNeill's A World History (1967),
establishes a certain grandeur of scale on which at least some of the
basic questions of political anthropology must be answered. NcNeill
sees the historical bureaucratic societies in terms of the interaction
among major civilizations, with the locus of initiative and preponder-
ance of power shifting among them from time to time. Historical tim-
ing and geographical location become centrally important. Innova-
tions in military technology and organization, and the problems of
organizing military forces to control domestic populations and cope
with external enemies—factors not stressed by Eisenstadt—assume a
critical causal role. For example, bronze-age empires in Greece, India,
China, and the Middle East had power concentrated in the hands of
a decentralized warrior elite, owing to a decisively superior but ex-
pensive military technology. The wide distribution of cheaper iron
weapons brought about more egalitarian political systems, accom-
panied by extreme political instability. The development of cavalry
warfare and improvements in transport and communication allowed
the full development of the techniques of empire, based on an alliance
of legally supported interregional traders and professional standing
armies that had complete military superiority within their own im-
perial boundaries. McNeill (p. 58) remarks:

In the larger frame of world history the development of such a funda-
mental instrument of power as a standing army, supplemented by a semi-
professional militia for campaigns, certainly marks a major landmark in
political evolution. Both Roman and modern European armies based them-

selves on the administrative principles first worked out by the ancient
Assyrians and Persians.

These imperial regimes could exist, however, only so long as they
could defend themselves against raids by pastoral light cavalrymen.
The most efficient solution to this problem was the organization of a
heavy cavalry carried on stronger horses fed with agricultural alfalfa.
This solution was distasteful to centralized bureaucracies because,
like the expensive military technology of the bronze age, it required
either the central concentration of enormous wealth or the creation
of a class of landed aristocrats. Therefore, heavy cavalry was adopted
only where nomad pressure was strongest, in Central Asia and Iran.
Behind the shield so provided, trade flourished, and Middle Eastern
and Indian civilization reached new heights. However, as barbarian
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pressure rose, China, Rome, Byzantium, and eventually Europe were
forced to choose between a relatively ineffective centralized bureau-
cratic system and the more efficient but decentralized Sassanian “feu-
dal” system. China under the Ch’in and Han built a wall to buffer out
the external environment; under the Sui and T’ang it built the Grand
Canal to facilitate the internal concentration of resources. The Rom-
ans declined to decentralize and declined altogether. The Byzantines
accepted decentralization only gradually and reluctantly. The Euro-
peans adopted a decentralized military technology based on forts and
on a heavy cavalry mounted on big horses and equipped with armor,
stirrups, and a heavy lance. This successful adaptation, supported by
aggressive merchants, and the spread of heavy plow agriculture, en-
abled Western knights to take the initiative against Magyars, Vikings,
and Arabs by 1000 a.p.

Finally, in his concise essay Peasants, Eric Wolf examines tradi-
tional agrarian societies from a more anthropological perspective. He
defines a peasantry as a class of food cultivators who are integrated
into a society having a state which forces them to pay rent to power-
holders above their social stratum. In a suggestive analysis of coali-
tion formation among peasants Wolf delineates the characteristic or-
ganization of power relations between these strata in various parts of
the world. He observes that what he calls “polyadic vertical many-
stranded coalitions”—in other words, coalitions like descent groups,
involving many persons or groups, involving peasants with superior
outsiders, and involving many types of mutual interests—occur in
India, the Middle East, and China. They do not occur in manorial
Europe, post-conquest Middle America and the Andean area, the
Mediterranean, and neotechnic Europe. The Middle East occupies
an intermediate position, since dyadic single-stranded coalitions are
more characteristic there, offset by both dyadic and polyadic many-
stranded coalitions. Wolf notes (p. 91):

This distinction appears to divide societies based on centralized and des-
potic power, exercised largely through the delegation of prebendal do-
mains, from those in which power is more decentralized. The decentralized
systems, however, show two subpatterns. The first, characteristic of the
Mediterranean, is built up largely in dyadic terms through patron-client
relations. The second, found in medieval Europe and in Middle America
and the Andes after the Spanish Conquest, usually subordinated a corpo-
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rate peasant community to a dominant domain owner in the vicinity. This
figure then operated as a patron toward the community as a whole.

A second major distinction divides all the systems from neotechnic Eu-
rope, which in its emphasis on occasional forms has been able to construct
vertical relationships on a single-stranded rather than a many-stranded
basis.

This distribution of agrarian political forms follows approximately
from the historical patterns outlined by McNeill (1967). Among the
areas with centralized systems, China, India, and the Ottoman Mid-
dle East were classical loci of centralized bureaucratic empire.
Among the areas with decentralized systems, the Mediterranean has
been politically fragmented since the fall of the Roman Empire, and
manorial Europe and Spanish America were major patrimonial sys-
tems. Western Europe was separated from all other systems in late
traditional times by yet another revolution in economic and military
technology.

All of which suggests that the operational units for explaining po-
litical configurations in empires lie to a considerable extent at the
level emphasized by McNeill, in the military interactions and adaptive
responses of the major civilizations. To say that a society is more or
less differentiated explains nothing in itself. It merely litters the histo-
rical landscape with skeletons of greater and lesser complexity, while
making no serious attempt to describe either the societies that inhab-
ited them or the environments to which they were adapted. To ex-
plain the rise and fall of empires by focusing attention on the auton-
omy of rulers’ goals without providing an explanation for the au-
tonomy of their power is probably misleading.

Developing states. The reader will no doubt be relieved to hear
that we are not going to attempt a survey of recent anthropological
writings on the politics of the developing areas. Rather, we shall limit
ourselves to delineating some of the characteristic concerns of politi-
cal anthropologists in these societies, taking a monograph by F. G.
Bailey (1960) as an example.

Bailey’s first book was a study of the decline of caste as a political
institution within a single Indian village. In his second book, Tribe,
Caste, and Nation, he treats the village not as an isolated unit, but
“merely as a convenient field of observation, where several political
systems can be seen at work and impinging upon one another. ... I
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have shown that tribe, caste, and nation are three different political
alignments; three forms of allocating scarce resources, and of uniting
to compete for those resources; three different kinds of arenas, in
which are engaged three different kinds of groups” (Bailey 1960:
269). Bailey points out that in trying to analyze the relations among
these three systems, he is not concerned with Nadel’s problem of how
different structures concerning ritual, kinship, and politics are inte-
grated into one grand system (Nadel 1957). Rather, he is trying to
find out how the political actor allocates his actions among three sys-
tems with essentially the same purpose. An approach to political
change that merely hypothesizes a past structure and a future struc-
ture “does not do justice to the complexity of the present or the sub-
tlety with which choice can be made between different systems”
(p- 251).

Bailey’s monograph illustrates an approach to complex societies
that goes not only beyond the village study but also beyond the ap-
proach that asks primarily how a village is “articulated” with the
national society. By focusing part of his analysis on political compe-
tition within the regionally dominant caste, Bailey approaches the
full-scale examination of regional social systems. The best example
of this type of analysis, though not a specifically political one, is the
stunning series of articles by G. William Skinner on rural Chinese so-
cial structures (G. W. Skinner 1964-65). By paying careful attention
to the spatial structure of social interaction, and by capitalizing syste-
matically on the concept of central places as “systems within systems
of systems,” Skinner has revealed the possibilities for systematic analy-
sis of at least one complex society. In the Indian case, relatively prim-
itive regions may be composed of nothing larger than villages,
whereas the more advanced ones may contain kingdoms and chief-
doms. Bailey suggests (p. 264) that the best way to deal with the
complex mixture of tribes and castes involved is to postulate a con-
tinuum

at one end of which is a society whose political system is entirely of the
segmentary egalitarian type, and which contains no dependents whatso-
ever; and at the other end of which is a society in which segmentary po-
litical relations exist only between a very small proportion of the total so-
ciety, and most people act in the system in the role of dependents.
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By dealing with this range of structures, by considering them in
effect as a “system of systems,” and by describing the process of
choice among them, Bailey has indicated the sensitivity and com-
plexity of analysis required to deal adequately with the political sys-
tems of the developing nations, and has set a high standard for politi-
cal anthropology.

THE POLITICAL PROCESS

A significant part of the analytical program of political anthropol-
ogy is to break down a gross aspect of the political process, such as
“Input,” into its major components, such as supports and demands,
or recruitment and socialization. After discussing the major descrip-
tive contributions on these topics for each of the types of political
system we have noted, political anthropology could then essay some
generalizations that emerge from comparing types. A preliminary
sketch along these lines, occupying many pages and dealing with
one or two examples of each type, has been provided by Almond and
Powell (1967). Obviously, such an analysis cannot be carried out
here. This review will simply note some of the major discussions of
particular aspects of the political process, more or less disregarding
the kind of political system to which they refer—but implying that
if this sort of analysis has been found necessary and possible for one
kind of political system, some analogue of it is probably necessary
and possible for others. An index has been included (pp. 390-92) at
the end of the bibliography in order to provide some leads to litera-
ture that describes or analyzes aspects of the political process in de-
tail. This is a very preliminary bibliographic control, a more adequate
version of which would be very useful to political anthropology. For
this reason, it may be worth briefly discussing two difficulties of in-
terpreting the literature of political anthropology in this way.

The first difficulty has been pointed out by Max Gluckman (1965:
174).

Anthropologists have written in general terms, with a few short illustra-
tions, about powers of legislation, without analyzing procedures by which
particular pieces of legislation were effected; about administration without
analyzing the taking and executing of particular decisions; and about law
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without analyzing the attempt to adjust particular disputes. Nor have they
analyzed adequately the effects of particular actions of these types on the
continuing interaction of the persons concerned.

The second difficulty is that in structurally undifferentiated political
systems it is especially hard to sort out politics from administration,
or the process by which decisions are made from the process by which
public opinion is formed; and these are hard to separate even in ap-
parently differentiated societies. If these distinctions help to indicate
the kinds of activities that an explanatory discipline must describe
and analyze, then something will have been gained by focusing on
them, however briefly. Nevertheless, it remains an open question
whether these distinctions are themselves categories with explanatory
significance. Once detailed descriptions of process are available, these
descriptions may have to be reconceptualized on other lines.

The problem is to deal at length with the cultural content and so-
cial organization of the political process in particular societies, while
striving for that radical simplification of these facts without which
comparison and explanation are impossible. Sketching a theory of
innovation in organization, James Q. Wilson (1966) has not only
reduced organizational activity to the classical distinction between
technology and social organization, but further reduced these to the
terms in which they impinge on individual behavior, task structure,
and incentive system. This may provide us with a clue to the axes of
simplification along which we should proceed. For it may be argued
that to represent any political system what we need to know are the
cultural definition of an efficacious action, or in other words the ends-
means relationships in terms of which political tasks are defined, and
the social distribution of incentives for political action. A political sys-
tem may facilitate or hinder cooperation among political actors, and
it may attenuate or exacerbate conflict. In any case, it does so by
interposing chains of technological cause and effect between political
actors, and by setting up conventions of social behavior through
which the actors’ activities can be coordinated and the terms of their
participation defined. The patterning of successive phases of the po-
litical process depends on the culturally available technology, and on
the social functions that have been institutionalized at the core of the
political system.

Input. 1t follows that the patterning of political inputs depends on
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both the task requirements of the political technology and the antici-
pated nature and incidence of the political outputs at stake. The prob-
lem of input is both technical and social: resources must be brought
to bear on the decision-making part of the political system in a tech-
nologically relevant form; and usually coalitions must be formed in
order to amass the necessary resources. Anthropologists have pub-
lished little on the input phase of the political process. Even Gluck-
man, in his list of omissions, does not mention the process of mobi-
lizing support or of articulating and aggregating demands. For in-
dexing purposes we include in this category the processes by which
individuals are recruited and socialized into a variety of political
roles. There is a considerable literature on principles of recruitment.
Less has been written on how they are actually applied, and there is
very little on the specifically political aspects of socialization.
Possibly the greatest amount of attention given to inputs by politi-
cal anthropologists has taken the form of analyses of factions. As ex-
amples, we will discuss a monograph by Alan Beals and Bernard Sie-
gel (1966) and an important series of papers by Ralph Nicholas.
Beals and Siegel approach the subject of factions through the an-
alysis of conflict. They define social conflict as an exchange of oppo-
sitions, which may be either overt or covert. They then present a
typology of conflict based on three factors: the kind of group or re-
lationship involved, the degree to which the conflict is disruptive of
a valued organization, and the extent to which conflict either polar-
izes a group into two opposing groups that are likely to fission, or
proliferates between unorganized and transient groupings without
leading to fission. Conflict situations can be analyzed by character-
izing the external stresses that the environment exerts on the groups
and the pattern of internal strains along which conflict is most likely
to occur. Stress can be described in terms of such dimensions as co-
vertness, randomness, complexity, duration, curtailment, and selec-
tivity. Factionalism is most likely to develop where external pressure
is both covert and selective in its incidence within the group. Strain,
as used by these authors, refers to disagreement over the proper
means of achieving group goals, or over appropriate behavior in gen-
eral. Groups that contain many strains may develop factionalism—
defined as conflict that leads to a decrease in cooperative activity—
because of relatively minor changes in the pattern of external pres-



332 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

sures. Beals and Siegel examined two communities that displayed
pervasive factionalism. Both were characterized by strategies of so-
cial control dependent on threats, reliance on a single, generalized
pattern of authority relations based on the family, and ambiguity in
various social norms and obligations.

Ralph Nicholas approaches the subject of factions through the an-
alysis of their organization. Examining several societies, he suggests
that factions are conflict groups which are not corporate, whose mem-
bers are recruited by a leader on diverse principles. He illustrates this
definition with examples from a West Bengal village and from the
Iroquois Indian culture, and concludes that factions perform a con-
structive function by organizing political conflict (Nicholas 1965). In
a later article (1966), Nicholas defines the formal features of one
kind of factional political system by analogy to the formal features
of segmentary lineage systems, suggesting that in segmentary fac-
tional political systems conflict groups are exhaustive, exclusive, and
functionally undifferentiated. Factional political systems are charac-
teristic of small-scale political arenas undergoing change; but they
are not necessarily the most important organizing feature of all
arenas in which they are found, since real political power may reside
elsewhere. The number and distribution of factions are closely de-
pendent on the nature and distribution of control over resources.
Factional members are usually tied to their leaders by many diverse
transactions, in part because leaders have to employ the variety of
resources at their disposal to obtain a significant number of followers.

Applying these ideas to an analysis of village politics in southern
Asia, Nicholas (1968) distinguishes between vertical cleavages in
political systems, where the conflict groups are structurally equal and
functionally undifferentiated, and horizontal cleavages, where the
conflict groups are stratified and differentiated. Vertical cleavages are
likely to be found in villages where control over resources is evenly
distributed among cultivating families, and where one dominant caste
group includes a majority of the village population; they also appear
where resources are held jointly by a dominant caste group organized
on segmentary lineage principles. Horizontal cleavages are likely
when the dominant caste in the latter situation loses its numerical
advantage to lower-ranking, traditionally dependent castes. Hori-
zontal cleavages are less frequent than vertical ones in Indian villages,
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and occur mostly where resources are concentrated in the hands of
a very few persons. The most usual situation is a combination of hori-
zontal and vertical cleavages.

Finally, in a still more comprehensive article Nicholas has offered
“a scheme for discussing social structure when social process is at
the center of attention.” He attempts to delineate the various rules
and resources that make up the environment of political action. He
suggests that “account must be taken of the conceptions of rules, re-
sources, and restraints held by the actors in the system, as well as of
the analyst’s conception of the system” (Nicholas 1968: 300). Re-
sources are divided into material and human. Rules are divided into
moral principles, jural rules, technical facts, pragmatic rules, and
regularities, each of which contributes to structuring behavior in the
pursuit and use of power. These environmental components enter
into the calculations of rational political actors, who are trying to
attain their goals with the least cost and greatest likelihood of suc-
cess—a calculation whose accuracy depends in part on the stability
or instability of the relation of rules to resources. (For some related
remarks, see the Conclusion to this review.) Nicholas describes two
Indian villages with very similar configurations of rules and resources,
but different configurations of political activities; he attributes the
difference to the dissimilarity of the villagers’ external environments.

The concept of faction is perhaps the most distinctively anthro-
pological approach to the study of inputs to a political system. A fo-
cus on the organizational characteristics of factions themselves has
served to carry anthropology beyond an exclusive concern with the
primary structural parameters of premodern social systems to an in-
terest in the secondary manipulation of those structural principles. It
has also contributed to the analysis of conflict in “parapolitical” sys-
tems with widely differing distributions of power. This emphasis on
the importance of contracts in linking statuses shows signs, like an
earlier emphasis in the opposite direction, of spreading from the In-
dian village communities to which it was first applied to the analysis
of political systems of all types. Accordingly, it is important to in-
quire into its explanatory adequacy. An implication of recent formu-
lations in political science is that rather than focusing only on the
sociological characteristics of political groups, one should consider
the systemic characteristics of the political system and political pro-
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cess as a whole (Lowi 1964, Huntington 1968). A concern for such
systemic analysis is, it may be argued, what Beals and Siegel are
driving at, and what Nicholas has been driving toward. It has been
argued here that the patterning of inputs depends not only on the
incidence of stress from the external environment and the pattern of
strain on the input side, but also on the technology at the core of the
political system and the nature and incidence of the anticipated out-
puts. Nicholas’s partitioning of the ends-means relationships per-
ceived by the political actor is a helpful step toward taking political
technology into account. What seems to be missing is a characteriza-
tion of the political issues at stake that promises to have more explan-
atory force.

Conversion. The technology at the core of a political system con-
sists of those procedures for translating resources into outcomes that
are common enough to play a part in orienting the expectations and
defining the strategies of competing political actors. Just as the pro-
duction functions of every economy reflect the availability and rela-
tive cost of land, labor, and capital, and the efficiency of the process
of organization that brings them together, it may be argued that the
conversion functions in every political system reflect the availability
and relative cost of the resources for exercising normative, coercive,
and remunerative power, and the skillfulness of the management that
converts them into control over behavior (Etzioni 1961). These con-
version functions particularly reflect the factor endowments preva-
lent at the time of their institutionalization, and perform more or less
well as changes in these endowments occur. (For analogous discus-
sions see Stinchcombe 1965 and Orans 1968.)

It is characteristic of highly institutionalized political systems that
resources must be converted into a technically adequate and socially
approved form before they can be cashed in at the core as influence
over outcomes. The definition of these conversion processes strongly
affects the outcomes that can be achieved with given resources,
whether this effect is thought of as fair or unfair, stabilizing or de-
stabilizing. One distinctive contribution of anthropology to the anal-
ysis of the core of the political system is the description of political
systems with a wide range of technologies phrased in a variety of
cultural idioms. One particularly sensitive and systematic analysis of
the transactions in a political system with exotic intervening variables
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and complex conversion paths is Mary Douglas’s monograph on the
Lele of Kasai (Douglas 1963a).

Douglas refers to her monograph as a study in the failure of au-
thority. The Lele live in autonomous villages in which there is a
substantial redistribution of wealth and authority into the hands of
older men, even though the younger men are the most effective eco-
nomic producers. On the other hand, there is a balance of power be-
tween competing pairs of age-grades, each pair containing an older
and a younger grade. Redistribution is effected through a “prestige
economy” based on an artificial commodity that young men pay to
older men to obtain wives, gain admittance to village associations,
and clear themselves in damage suits. Another complex system for
transferring claims is the payment of blood debts in compensation
for deaths caused by sorcery or sex pollution. Altogether, there are
four ranked spheres of exchange: transfer of rights over persons, pres-
tations, barter, and subsistence exchange. In each of these, resources
circulate upward because no one voluntarily converts them down-
ward. Accusations of sorcery, in which the advantage is basically with
the younger men, and poison ordeals for the testing of these accusa-
tions, through which some contestants for political authority can arbi-
trarily be removed from competition, play an important part in the
political system. Douglas observes that so long as the Lele system
involved a distribution of status and authority at variance with the
distribution of basic economic power, indirect techniques of political
control were certain to be used. She also notes that the political con-
flict aroused between older and younger men in the village by the
steeply redistributive allocation of young women is displaced into
the intervillage arena by encouraging the young men to raid other
villages for women, restoring village solidarity and reducing that
among villages.

In a more theoretical essay, Douglas (1967) argues that the artifi-
cial tokens used in restricted spheres of exchange should be regarded
as coupons or licenses in a system of political control. She expects
such primitive rationing systems to emerge “where there is some dan-
ger that the effective demand for scarce resources may so disturb the
pattern of distribution as to threaten a given social order.” Primitive
coupons do not represent generalized purchasing power; rather, their
acquisition and distribution is controlled, creating patron-client rela-
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tionships. Their main function is to provide the necessary condition
for achieving and maintaining high status, or for countering attacks
on status. Essentially, they reduce or eliminate competition.

Output. The output side of the political system is the process by
which values and costs are delivered to or imposed on those in the
population to whom they have been allocated. This process has tech-
nical and social components of its own, reflecting the technology avail-
able for bringing resources to bear at a distance and the social control
that must be exercised over those implementing policy. Max Weber’s
comparative analysis of output structures focused on the alternative
configurations of technical and social relationships through which
administrative objectives could be achieved, and particularly on the
administrative arrangements under which resources were concen-
trated and translated into military power (Weber 1968, Andreski
1968). In regard to any governmental function, however, it may be
argued that a rational system will try to minimize the cost of admin-
istration to the central government without incurring unacceptable
costs of political vulnerability or environmental maladaptation. In
premodern societies, depending on the distribution of resources and
interests, this might mean paying for a specialized administrative
organization; or it might mean displacing as many functions and
costs as possible onto an extragovernmental network of social rela-
tionships.

Ira Lapidus provides a striking study of the complementary na-
ture of bureaucracy and clientage in his analysis of Muslim cities in
the later middle ages (Lapidus 1967). He examines the relationship
between military regimes composed of slave castes and the urban
communities they ruled, exploring the contrast between Asian and
European urban forms. Muslim society was relatively undifferenti-
ated, with one unspecialized stratum of professional, religious, and
commercial notables playing all the crucial political, economic, and
cultural roles. In contrast, European society was relatively segmented,
and the variety of interests and functions divided the urban popula-
tion into culturally and emotionally supported classes. In Muslim
cities public affairs were conducted through a comprehensive and
diffuse system of social relationships and cultural values. In Europe,
“A highly divided society required formal agencies for the defense of
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special interests or the coordination of diverse interests within the
towns” (p. 187). The alien Mamluks, who manned the institutions
of central government in Muslim society, ruled not through bureau-
cracy but by gathering patron-client chains in their hands. The key
to the system was the personal tie between individual Mamluks and
particular circles of ulama, judges, and sheiks. The Mamluks also
maintained direct contacts with the common people. “Having enlisted
the cooperation of the notables, atomized the common people, and
contained lumpenproletariat violence, the Mamluks by the logic of
these relationships prevented the formation of alternative configura-
tions of rule” (p. 190).

A basic problem of the output side of the political system is secur-

ing compliance with regulations. In an important article, Martin
Orans (1968: 876, 877) suggests that the economic analysis of regu-
lated prices might serve as a model for investigating the relations
among rules, conformity, desires, and sanctions in general.
In such an analysis we anticipate that insofar as the fixed price departs
from the market price, there will be either unsatisied demand or over-
supply, and that these tendencies will exert a pressure toward violation of
the regulation. Insofar as the regulation is followed in spite of such dis-
crepancy between the market and regulated price we infer that the sanc-
tions behind the regulation are sufficient to deter such violation, and/or
that some internal sanction system (internal to the actors) is effective, e.g.,
patriotism. The greater the discrepancy between the regulated price and
the market price, the greater must be the strength of the external and/or
internal sanctions to maintain adherence to the regulated price.

In some instances it will pay the dominant caste to allow the price to
rise, just as in some instances it will pay the dominant caste to allow people
to alter their service relationships.

Orans posits three kinds of sanctions, which are equivalent to Etzi-
oni’s normative, coercive, and remunerative powers, and argues that
concentrated secular political and economic power must underlie any
ritual hierarchy. As an example, he formulates the general character-
istics of the Hindu jajmani system, and states the equilibrium condi-
tions for such a system. His model, which centers on the concentra-
tion of political power needed to prevent shifts in relative wealth,
shows a good fit with data from 54 instances of South Asian caste
relations.



338 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

External processes. Politics occur on a potentially continuous spec-
trum, on which capability and solidarity decrease as technical and
social distance increase. However, social conventions may define clear
boundaries between zones of this continuum in which particular po-
litical means are required or prohibited and particular political goals
are likely or unlikely to be shared. The historical increase in the
spatial and demographic size of political communities basically re-
flects an increase in the range of political technology, together with
an appreciation of the necessity for collective defense and the unac-
ceptability of unregulated violence as a political instrument in areas
of frequent interaction. Where the boundary between internal and
external political process is drawn depends on the cost of delivering
positive and negative sanctions at a given distance, a function that
may not be linear (Boulding 1962; Wohlstetter, in Kaplan 1968).

Despite these technical facts and social conventions, however, the
distinction between the internal and external aspects of the political
system is partially undermined by two considerations. First, a system
may not allocate its resources for external relations with regard to
the effect of its decisions on the external environment. Instead, it
may be most concerned with the domestic implications of the inter-
nal reallocation of resources that the external project requires (Lowi
1967). Second, the full range of means of political alliance and antag-
onism, while they may differ in the relative cost and relative effec-
tiveness with which they can be employed at various distances from
the political center, are nevertheless available for deployment in
either arena.

Taking the positive or cooperative side of external relations first,
let us consider Uberoi’s Politics of the Kula Ring (1962), a careful
statement of the role of exchange in primitive political systems and
an important document in the reorientation of social anthropology
along political lines. Reanalyzing Malinowski’s detailed reports, Ube-
roi sees kula politics as an integrating activity at three levels in Tro-
briand society: within and among local lineages, among independent
but occasionally intermarrying districts of one island, and among un-
related and potentially hostile islands. Rejecting Malinowski’s sug-
gestion that rank allocates resources, Uberoi argues that resources
create rank, and that the competition for and contingent validation
of rank is conducted through kula exchanges. The rank of a local lin-
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eage is the outcome of three factors: physical advantages like fertile
gardens or good fishing; the extent to which the lineage integrates
the economic activities of its neighbors; and the lineage’s position in
the network of overseas alliances. Neither rank nor headmanship im-
plies automatic authority. Such power and influence as a chief exer-
cises he owes to his position as the head of a polygamous household
and to his consequent control of the wealth owned by himself and
his wives. Kula expeditions to other islands, which mobilize the men
of the society into political activity, serve both to establish ties of
cooperation with other groups and to define an arena of competition
among those who are away from home. The kula valuables “repre-
sent to the normally kin-bound individuals of these small stateless
societies the highest point of their legitimate individual interest, and
also the interest of the widest political association of which they all
partake” (Uberoi 1962: 160).

As for the negative or antagonistic side of external relations, An-
drew Vayda (1968) has summarized the hypotheses of various writers
concerning the economic, demographic, political, and psychological
consequences of war in some primitive societies. Horses and camels
may be redistributed among peoples, or peoples redistributed over
the land. Demographic fluctuations in small groups may be counter-
acted by the capture of more people, and pressure on resources may
be reduced by mortality in warfare and by the economic and medical
disturbances caused by war. The number, frequency, or magnitude
of the offenses committed against a group may be reduced by the
threat of reprisal. Anxiety, tension, and hostility in a society may be
kept within certain limits by external warfare. Vayda’s own work has
portrayed primitive warfare as adaptive to particular ecological cir-
cumstances. For example, he constructs two models of warfare among
expanding slash-and-burn agriculturalists (Vayda 1961). The first
model involves a chain reaction of wars among tribes as one tribe
pushes outward from an overcrowded area. The second model, for
areas in which land is less scarce, involves relative intertribal peace,
accompanied by peaceful mechanisms for redistributing population.
Vayda notes that warlike expansion does not presuppose actual
crowding, but only the anticipation of crowding; and that the crowd-
ing may be in relation not to gross territory, but to desirable types
or locations of land. These considerations reflect an important theme
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in some recent publications on primitive war: namely, that it may be
an instrument in a rationally conceived and pursued foreign policy
(Arhin 1967).

Somewhat similarly, N. A. Chagnon (1968a) has provided an ex-
tensive description of the Yanomamo alliance system, in which the
objective is not land, but group autonomy and security. He notes the
similarities between this intergroup system and contemporary inter-
national relations, including such features as nonterritorial motives
for warfare, assertion of autonomy through displays of force, un-
stable but compulsory alliances, and a preoccupation with survival.
Kenneth Boulding would probably say that these similarities exist be-
cause the nuclear area of each group or nation is continually threat-
ened by other groups, so that each group is only “conditionally vi-
able” (Boulding 1962). Boulding’s ideas suggest that comparisons of
primitive and modern war should search out those situations in which
the relationships among distance, technical capacity, and social ar-
rangements are analogous, regardless of the absolute distances, tech-
nological levels, and social forms involved. The comparison of transi-
tions between system states defined in this way should be particularly
instructive; and we may find that analogous processes have occurred
wherever political community has been consolidated on an increasing
scale.

In an interesting series of articles, Keith Otterbein has explored
some of the determinants of primitive war. His articles on the Iroquois
and the Zulu stress the importance of innovations in weapons and
tactics in shifting the advantage among warring groups. The Iroquois
held such an advantage at three separate periods in a constantly
evolving relationship among weapons, armor, and mobility (Otter-
bein 1964b ). During the evolution of Zulu warfare, casualty rates and
levels of political organization varied as the techniques and goals of
warfare progressed from duels between acephalous tribes, through
battles of subjugation and conquest among chiefdoms and primitive
states, to long-distance campaigns conducted by an empire (Otter-
bein 1964a). Considering the effects of feuding and internal war on
social structure, Otterbein concludes that these activities are associ-
ated cross-culturally with the presence of fraternal interest groups.
However, officials in centralized systems appear to be able to prevent
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unauthorized raiding parties against nearby groups, and may inter-
vene to prevent feuding when there is war (Otterbein and Swanson
1965, Otterbein 1968).

ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS

There are many ways of conceptualizing the relationship between
what is happening in politics and what is happening alongside of
politics. For example, an environmental system may be politically
relevant because of its direct effects on the political system, because
of the direct effects of the political system on it, or because it pro-
vides an alternative to politics. However, there are two basic choices
to be made. First, should we think of the environment of the political
system as a series of discrete events, or as a concatenation of systems?
Second, should we think of the political system and the various com-
ponents of its environment as separate systems with implications for
each other, or as a series of collaborative systems that cross-cut the
analytical boundary between politics and its environment? The first
decision is methodological: Are we going to concentrate exclusively
on systemic characteristics internal to politics, considering the rele-
vant transactions with the environment as adequately represented in
the linkage variables of inputs and outputs? Or are we also going to
try to maintain in our analytical image the systemic characteristics of
the myriad systems that impinge on politics? The second decision is
empirical: Have we been correct in implying that “politics” is most
fruitfully regarded as a natural system of variables more related to
each other than an any exogenous variables? Or are the variations in
some exogenous variables so regularly associated with variations in
the political system that the political and nonpolitical variables can
usefully be thought of as forming a system in themselves?

If one chooses the first, and perhaps more prudent, alternative in
both cases, as we did in the previous section, one follows David
Easton in treating the environment as a black box that generates
random shocks and has a feedback loop from output to input. If one
chooses the second, more complicated, alternative in both cases, one
tries to do for the political system and the systems in its environment
what Clifford Geertz (1963a) has done with culture and ecology.
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This mode of analysis is a sort which trains attention on the pervasive prop-
erties of systems qua systems . . . rather than on point-to-point relation-
ships between paired variables of the “culture” and “nature” variety. The
guiding question shifts from: “Do habitat conditions . .. cause culture or
do they merely limit it?” to such incisive questions as “Given an ecosystem
defined through the parallel discrimination of culture core and relevant en-
vironment, how is it organized?”

How the pairing of the political and any particular environmental
system should be formulated, and to what extent it will turn out to
be empirically relevant, cannot be decided here. This is simply the
theoretical context in which a few relevant publications about each
of these possible connections will be reviewed.

Ecology and demography. The relationship of political systems to
the ecological and demographic dynamics of their environments is
a critical problem for both the history and future of political evolu-
tion; it is also a topic on which the societies studied by anthropolo-
gists provide crucial evidence. The adjustment of a social system to
its ecology and demography may or may not be handled by a political
process; but the specific patterning of these environmental challenges
and the specific patterning of the social response to them define some
of the constraints on the political system and some of the opportuni-
ties presented to it. Particularly fundamental is the spatial and tem-
poral distribution of activities and populations—not only activities
and populations of human beings, but also those of animals and those
of human groups, formal organizations, and political systems. These
distributions obviously define to a large extent where, physically, the
points of political cooperation and conflict are likely to be. When the
description and analysis of these distributions reach the level of com-
pleteness and precision that such recent work as that of G. William
Skinner (1964-65) suggests is required, we should be able to visu-
alize the dimensions and dynamics of premodern political systems
with a new clarity.

In his study of the role of ritual in the ecology of the New Guinea
Maring, Roy Rappaport (1967) suggests, in effect, that the Maring
ritual cycle is a structural alternative to a hierarchically ordered po-
litical system. The ritual state of a Maring community records and
summarizes the relationship of the local population to both human
and nonhuman components of their environment. It also assembles
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and codes information, and transmits it between autonomous local
populations who ally for warfare or defense. In terms of the numbers
of people involved and the frequency with which they are mobilized,
the aggregations formed by ritual cycles rival those of some Poly-
nesian chiefdoms. Each has certain advantages. In the Polynesian
system, since the chief can initiate action without consulting others,
the signals from the environment can be weaker, and the variety of
corrective programs can be greater. The advantage of the Maring
system is that responses are defined by convention: there is less room
for human error, and it is possible to regulate relationships between
local groups who do not respect a common authority. The ritual cycle
depends basically on the number of pigs that Maring women can care
for, and on the length of time it takes to acquire them. As population
density increases, the frequency of the occasions when it is permis-
sible to attack neighboring groups rises; warfare both reduces pop-
ulation and redistributes it over the land.

Robert Stevenson begins his book on Population and Political Sys-
tems in Tropical Africa (1968) by citing evidence from North and
South America, Europe, and Asia to show that population density
and state formation are closely correlated in those areas. He wonders
why, according to Fortes and Evans-Pritchard, the same is not true
for Africa. Noting that Bartholomew and Birdsell consider popula-
tion density to be the “most critical single ecological datum,” Steven-
son suggests that the relationship between population and politics is
a crucial juncture, at which “the principles of biological evolution and
those of socio-cultural evolution intersect,” in that the state is an
adaptive institution. He analyzes each of the societies discussed in
African Political Systems, surveys African political and population ge-
ography, and discusses a major deviation from his own hypothesis—
that in Africa, too, population densities are generally higher at state
than at nonstate levels. In the course of this vigorous analysis, the
variety of demographic and social processes and the variety of pos-
sible relationships between them are clearly illustrated. Stevenson’s
argument is essentially divided into two parts: revising Fortes and
Evans-Pritchard’s account of states that appear to have low densities,
and revising their account of what appear to be high-density areas
that have no states.

The low-density Zulu and Ngoni states, which Stevenson regards
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as part of a shock wave generated by the collision between south-
ward-expanding Bantu and northward-penetrating Europeans, were
essentially predatory and probably transitory systems, with a differ-
ent relationship to resources and population than the larger and more
stable states of the Sudan or Lacustrine areas. The low-density Ng-
wato state, as described in African Political Systems, was British-
imposed, not indigenous; and even preliminary conclusions about
the origins and nature of indigenous Tswana political organization
must await the outcome of ongoing historical research by Abraham
and others. The low-density Bemba state, also described in African
Political Systems, has the form of a state without the substance. It was
originally based on a monopoly of trade in slaves and ivory, but this
trade was ended by the British in the 1890’s. When some temporal
controls are put on the relationship between population density and
political organization, it emerges that the Bemba entered a sparsely
populated area with a low level of political organization; that when
they imposed a higher level of political organization on the area,
population densities began to go up; and that the turmoil accom-
panying the decline of the Bemba state caused a decline in popula-
tion density. This sequence of events supports rather than controverts
Stevenson’s correlation between higher political forms and higher
population densities.

Stevenson also considers high-density areas without states. The Tal-
lensi are a fragment of the Mamprusi state, and were partially cut
off from it when they were defeated by the British. They may actu-
ally live in the very area in which the Mamprusi, Mossi, and Da-
gombi states first developed. The high-density but acephalous Logoli
illustrate conditions that cause most of the exceptions in Stevenson’s
wider survey. Some live in small areas adjacent to indigenous states,
areas that were perhaps formerly part of these states or buffer zones
between states. Others live in areas subject to colonial pressures,
which can strikingly raise density. Perhaps most interesting of all is
the Ibo case. Stevenson argues that the ritual, military, and economic
organization of the Aro traders, who succeeded in controlling the
major local resource of trade routes and dispersed markets, approxi-
mates state organization.

Economy and society. Economic, social, and political systems affect
each other because of the specific organizational forms and distribu-
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tion of resources with which they confront each other. Stanley Udy’s
cross-cultural study of the Organization of Work (1959) illustrates
the effects of the specific patterning of economic and political organi-
zation on each other, and provides one example of an organization-
theoretic approach that should be applied to primitive and traditional
political systems. Udy begins by identifying four dimensions of the
technologies that are employed by primitive economies: complexity,
work load, outlay, and uncertainty. He finds that complex technologi-
cal processes tend to have bureaucratic authority structures, whereas
simple processes tend to be associational. However, task complexity
does not necessarily produce rational administration, and technology
predicts only authority structure well. Examining the relationship be-
tween organizational structure and society, Udy defines five forms of
recruitment and asks how they are related to type of organization.
Surprisingly, he finds that in his sample the more bureaucratic or-
ganizations tend to be economically irrational, whereas the non-
bureaucratic ones tend to be rational. He suggests that under cen-
tralized government, custodial forms of organization spread to all
technologies, displacing voluntary forms and coexisting with familial
ones. Control of outlay, in particular of land, may contribute to the
superimposition and generalization of custodial forms; since custodial
forms occur in stratified societies, they may be based on nongovern-
mental power backed by the government. All of this has implications
for the economic potential of those underdeveloped countries that
have traditionally had settled agriculture and centralized govern-
ment, since it suggests that these countries may have particularly
irrational forms of economic administration. Udy suggests that re-
ward systems may provide the incentives to work that are not pro-
vided by institutionalization in itself.

A critical problem for political anthropology is the extent to which,
in different societies, sectors other than the explicitly political allocate
values and manage resources. If crucial allocations of wealth, status,
or power in a society are being made by the economy, mass media,
or educational system, then, whether we want to call these allocations
political or not, we certainly cannot ignore them. The extent to which
economic, social, or political problems are being handled outside the
political system must affect our total picture of how allocations in a
society are made and our evaluation of the performance of its politi-
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cal system. An interesting discussion of the process of allocation in
general and the different role of the political system in different soci-
eties in particular is Gerhard Lenski’'s Power and Privilege (1966).
Lenski starts from the assumption that power will determine the allo-
cation of nearly all the social product that men do not find it neces-
sary to share with those on whom they depend. On this basis, he
attempts to account for both the common and the variable features
of “distributive systems” in types of societies ranging from hunter-
gatherer to modern industrial. Following anthropologists, Lenski sees
hunter-gatherer and simple horticultural societies as relatively egali-
tarian, inequality in material possessions being converted into in-
equality in prestige. In advanced horticultural societies, which have
more efficient technologies, dramatically larger populations, and more
advanced political systems, inequality achieves a new order of mag-
nitude. With the separation of politics and kinship, the most impor-
tant determinant of steepness of stratification is level of political
development, and the most important determinant of stratification
position is access to state power, in particular relationship to an
immediate superior. Politically determined inequality reaches a peak
in traditional agrarian societies, being somewhat moderated in indus-
trial societies by a more equal distribution of power.

Cognition and motivation. Psychological political anthropology is
not a flourishing subject. It would be possible, of course, to take the
some fifteen hundred publications on psychological anthropology
listed in the last five editions of the Biennial Review and argue that
something analogous could be done on a political subject. However,
this reviewer knows of very few articles by psychological anthro-
pologists on explicitly political topics, though that may simply reflect
his ignorance.

An interesting article is Robert Levine’s comparison (1960a) of the
values toward authority and aggression in two East African societies
having segmentary lineage systems. The Nuer and Gusii are similar
in size, organization, and overall colonial situation. They differ in the
adjustment of individuals to leadership roles in the colonial judicial
system and in the persistence of feuding. The Nuer are reluctant to
assume positions of authority and inflict punishments, and feuding
has persisted; the Gusii are eager to judge their fellows and impose
severe penalties on them, and litigation has replaced the blood feud.
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Nuer political values are egalitarian and encourage aggressive be-
havior; Gusii political values are authoritarian and discourage inter-
personal aggression. Levine does not argue that child training prac-
tices are the ultimate cause of these differences, suggesting that the
ultimate explanation may be an ecological one. Rather, he concen-
trates on analyzing the process by which political values are inter-
nalized by individuals in each society. Nuer children have warm,
demonstrative fathers who do not beat them physically; Gusii chil-
dren have remote, frightening fathers who are severely punitive.
Nuer parents encourage their children to be aggressive; Gusii par-
ents forbid fighting and require that disputes be referred to adults
for settlement. Levine concludes that societies with segmentary lin-
eage political systems need not be politically similar in other respects;
and that to understand contemporary political behavior in these soci-
eties it is necessary to take account of traditional political values that
continue to be transmitted from generation to generation.

Psychological political anthropology is presumably concerned with
the process by which individuals internalize politically relevant as-
pects of their culture and externalize them in politically relevant be-
havior. It is also interested in influences on the political process that
result from the distinctive characteristics of individual personality
systems and the distribution of these characteristics in a society. The
teasing out of these influences is likely to prove rather more compli-
cated than asking at what age a child learns the name of the Presi-
dent of the United States, or even than establishing gross contrasts
in modal personality between cultures. In particular, one wants to
know the particular repertoire of behavioral instincts, skills, and stra-
tegies that different psychological types bring to situations of politi-
cal cooperation and conflict. The political system itself may be more
or less obtrusive in defining these patterns of behavior. In some cul-
tures, economic socialization may establish the basic behavioral rep-
ertoire on which political behavior draws; in other cultures, distinc-
tively intrafamilial socialization may do so. In still others, specifically
political socialization may set the pattern for economy and society.
These subjects remain, however, relatively unexplored.

Instrumental and expressive culture. The group characteristics of
collective representations and the highly standardized aspects of col-
lective behavior are among the oldest topics of political analysis. One
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looks forward to remarkable contributions by cultural anthropolo-
gists to the analysis of political ideologies, whether the meticulous
dissections of componential analysts or the sweeping insights of a
Lévi-Strauss. However, to the best of my knowledge, neither formal
nor structural methods have yet been applied in an extended analysis
of specifically political culture. Meanwhile, major contributions to the
analysis of the political aspects of ritual continue to appear.

In a recent monograph on Ndembu ritual, Victor Turner (1968a)
has placed the relationship between politics and ritual squarely in
the foreground. He posits two kinds of social systems: cyclical or
repetitive systems, characterized by adherence to axiomatic values
and the periodic dramatization of these values; and changing sys-
tems, characterized by quarrels, disputes, or factional struggles, but
not by dramas. Social dramas sever the ties of one cycle of develop-
ment in social structure and purify the social group in preparation
for a new one. The unity of a ritual is a dramatic unity whose rules
apparently leave little scope for competition; but ritual nevertheless
plays a crucial political role. Turner’s model of phases in the political
process, and his dramatistic analysis of social disintegration and re-
integration in general, strongly resemble a cultural analysis of themes
in Western literature offered by the literary critic Northrop Frye
(1957). Frye sees the basic elements of all literary plots as having
four phases: anagnorisis, the crystallization of a new social grouping,
usually around a heroic figure; agon, the outbreak of conflict within
the society or between the hero and his enemies; catastrophe, the
defeat of the society or hero at the hands of superior forces; and
sparagmos, the disintegration of society or dismemberment of the
hero and the scattering of social forces. The many intriguing dimen-
sions and explicitly political concerns in this theory of literature
should be suggestive for the cultural analysis of political myth and
ritual by anthropologists.

A complementary approach, both substantively and methodologi-
cally, is Guy Swanson’s The Birth of the Gods (1960). Rather than
exploring the cultural patterning of politics, Swanson explores Philip
Rieff’s suggestion that “all theologies are metaphors of politics.” Elab-
orating the direction of inquiry originated by Durkheim, Swanson
argues: “the belief in a particular kind of spirit springs from experi-
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ence with a type of persisting sovereign group whose area of juris-
diction corresponds to that attributed to the spirit” (p. 175). In Swan-
son’s sample of fifty societies, monotheism, for example, tends to
appear in societies that contain three or more types of autonomous
groups ranked in hierarchical order; a single high god is perhaps
seen as bringing unity to this diversity. In polytheistic societies the
number of superior deities is positively and significantly related to
the number of specialties compatible with the society’s ultimately
sovereign organization. The belief that ancestral spirits are active
in human affairs tends to occur in societies with sovereign kinship
groups other than the nuclear family. A belief in witchcraft tends to
occur where legitimated social controls are absent.

CONCLUSION

Let us conclude this overview by asking ourselves where recent
political anthropology fits into earlier theoretical formulations in so-
cial anthropology.* A convenient point of reference is Nadel’s Theory
of Social Structure (1957). It may be argued that Nadel, asking him-
self what tied shreds and patches of only partially interrelated roles
into a single social structure, answered: “politics.” Nadel states ab-
stractly a theme that recurs in this review: political anthropology is
an important subject not only because it tells us about “government”
in premodern societies, but also because a political point of view has
a role to play in rethinking some of the foundations of social anthro-
pology.

Nadel was addressing himself to the following problem. Some so-
cial roles never have any concrete contact with each other; and even
contiguous roles are not directly comparable, owing to qualitative
differences in their aim-contents. What, then, is the greatest extent
to which we can aggregate diverse relationships between roles into
a single order that is both concrete enough to be socially significant
and abstract enough to be transposable from one structure to another
for comparative purposes? Rejecting purely sociometric or interac-

# The argument in this section is abstracted from papers written over the last
five years at the London School of Economics, Cornell University, and Harvard
University. I am grateful to my teachers at those institutions.
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tive approaches, Nadel proposed two criteria. The first, differential
command over one another’s actions, applied to roles “which we know
to involve specific relationships with actors in other roles, and which
are rendered incomparable only by the qualitative diversity of the
relationships” (Nadel 1957: 115). The second criterion, differential
command over existing benefits or resources, applies both to these
roles and to roles in which there is no direct interaction. It reinter-
prets the notion of “roles played relative to one another” in terms of
an extraneous reference point: the total pool of values for which the
actors are competing.

These two types of command are analogous to the legal distinction
between rights in persona and rights in rem, which Max Gluckman,
for example, has discussed in simpler language (Gluckman 1965: 84).
However, Nadel has an additional point to make. The criterion of
differential command over resources and benefits might appear to
describe the momentary distribution of benefits and powers among
categories of people in the society, without reference to the process
of interaction through which this allocation was made.

But this is not so. Since such access always has something to do with com-
mand people exercise over one another, it is also to that extent evidence of
interactive alignments. Let me put it this way: it is because other people
facilitate or hinder my attainment of certain commonly valued benefits that
1 in fact attain them in such-and-such measure. More generally speaking,
it is in consequence of all the possible relationships between actors that
each actor also receives his allocation of benefits: so that the measure of
this allocation also synthesizes numerous, perhaps all, interactive relation-
ships and demonstrates their interlocking. (Nadel 1957: 119.)

Nadel remarks that if others consider the social structure he envisages
to be little more than a “power, authority, or status structure,” he
would reply that this is the only dimension “sufficiently abstract for
our purposes and still sufficiently relevant, in the sense of being im-
portant in human and social existence” (p. 122).

In an important paper, which is perhaps the best example so far
of the sort of analysis Nadel was recommending, F. G. Bailey (1968)
has tried to construct a model of how resources are accumulated by
political actors, what kinds of rules apply to the use of these re-
sources, and how the resources are actually converted into political
power through confrontations and encounters. A political structure
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consists of rules about the prizes that are being sought, the people
who are allowed to participate, and the procedures that may be fol-
lowed. These rules may be either normative or pragmatic: that is,
they may provide public justification for conduct, or they may be
technical prescriptions for success. Bailey applies this model to the
analysis of three kinds of political conflict in Bisipara, India. The
first conflict situation involves recurrent confrontations between fac-
tions, a conflict governed by normative and technical rules by which
both sides abide. The second is a cumulative process, governed by
technical but not by normative rules, through which a political actor
with a low rank in the normatively defined political structure accu-
mulates nonpolitical resources and subversively translates them into
political assets without destroying the overall structure. In the third
process there is no consensus on either normative or technical rules.
(In Bailey’s example, the third situation arose when one party em-
ployed political resources from outside the village that were not rec-
ognized as even pragmatically legitimate by the other party.) The
third situation is likely to terminate in a struggle in which resources
are expended; and in the long run, both the normative and technical
rules defining the political structure are likely to be transformed.
Bailey says that he hopes to elaborate his model to handle all types
of conflict in village India, and eventually to handle politics in all
parapolitical or only partially independent political systems. Here is
certainly something to look forward to.

Nadel himself (1957) notes that in order to apply his program two
things are necessary: first, we must know, however vaguely, the pref-
erence ordering of the actors in our society; second, we must be able
to measure, however approximately, the differentials in command
over the actions of others and command over resources and benefits.
Whatever economists would say about the first requirement, politi-
cal scientists have found the second very complicated (Hawley and
Wirt 1961). A useful formulation, which fits very nicely with the way
some writers on political anthropology have been discussing the mat-
ter, is that of Robert Dahl. Dahl distinguishes four components of po-
litical power: the base of an actor’s power, which consists of all the
resources that he can exploit in order to affect the behavior of others;
the means, or mediating activity, through which A exploits his base
in order to alter B’s behavior; the scope of matters in which B responds
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to A’s power; and the amount of A’s power over B, that is, the proba-
bility that A, using particular means with regard to a particular do-
main, will gain B’s compliance. These four distinctions imply a pro-
gram of analysis for political anthropology that is not usually system-
atically contemplated. I shall spend a few pages in outlining Dahl’s
program because I believe that it relates directly to the theoretical
program suggested by Nadel, as well as to those on which a number
of recent writers on political anthropology have embarked.

First, we need some dimensions of variation in the base, that is, the
type of resources on which power is based. These dimensions might
involve, for example, the cost of the smallest unit into which a re-
source could be disaggregated, or the type and number of different
kinds of transactions in which it was negotiable. When resources can-
not be disaggregated, power will tend to be highly concentrated. This
is often the case with expensive military technologies, relatively ex-
pensive forms of wealth such as cattle, or cultural values whose mono-
polization requires large investments of time and money. Conversely,
where resources can be disaggregated into inexpensive units, power
will tend to be relatively dispersed. As regards negotiability, it might
be argued that physical force prevails regardless of cultural defini-
tions, that the use of money requires a considerable degree of con-
sensus and trust, and that prestige is highly specific to the cultural
definition of given situations.

Second, we need ways of identifying politically significant varia-
tions in means or types of mediating activity. For example, we might
distinguish between extensive and intensive strategies for allocating
incentives. An extensive strategy is one in which a relatively large
number of people are subject to a severe or highly rewarding sanction,
but in which the probability that any particular person will incur the
sanction is relatively low. Such a strategy allows one to guarantee
that a particular kind of behavior will not deviate from a given rate of
occurrence, provided one is willing to accept a random incidence of
that behavior among the population one is controlling. An intensive
strategy is one in which a relatively small group is the object of the
sanction, the scale of sanctions is finely graded to the qualities of the
behavior under control, and the probability that each person will ob-
tain a reward or incur a penalty is relatively high. Such a strategy
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allows one not only to guarantee a certain rate of a certain kind of be-
havior, but also to guarantee that the behavior will be performed by
particular people, at particular times and places, in a particular order,
and with a particular degree of reliability. Obviously, an extensive
strategy is much cheaper in resources but much less effective in guar-
anteeing particular results.

These two strategies can each be applied to coercion, remuneration,
and normative power. The extensive strategy for coercion is to place
as many different kinds of structural units as possible into opposition
with each other in as many ways as possible, to intervene with coer-
cion only to restore the balance between competing segments, and
then to intervene as indirectly and as seldom as possible—in other
words, divide and rule. The intensive strategy is to attempt to monitor
the behavior of all members of society at all times, threatening them
with physical punishment. The extensive strategy for remuneration is
to restrict rewards to the minimal number of winners necessary to
keep a maximal number of players in competition; the intensive stra-
tegy is to guarantee to everyone in the system a reward proportional
to fixed standards of right or performance. The extensive strategy for
normative power is to cut across the ranking system in as few places
as possible, partitioning it into a minimum of two formal status groups
separated by a “status schism” (Caplow 1964); the intensive strategy
is to maintain a finely differentiated hierarchy of status distinctions
between the successive social or bureaucratic ranks. One can make
many predictions from this model once either level of spending or
level of required performance is specified, particularly if one can spe-
cify the functional interdependencies and optimal allocation of re-
sources among the three kinds of power. As regards interdependence,
for example, prestige usually presupposes wealth, and control of prop-
erty usually presupposes access to coercion. Optimal allocation de-
pends on the relative costs of the kinds of resources needed to exercise
the three kinds of power, and on the kinds of goals, tasks, or behaviors
that are at stake ( Etzioni 1961).

Third, we need dimensions of variation for specifying the scope of
politically relevant goals, tasks, or behaviors. There is little hope of
building explanatory models of primitive political systems if the jobs
these systems do for their participants are not specified and analyzed.
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The distinctions of explanatory significance here may be divided into
two kinds: those relating to the requirements for effective perfor-
mance of the tasks involved in achieving particular kinds of goals, and
those relating to the political implications of the resource allocations
required for achieving goals.

Amitai Etzioni has compared the organizational requirements for
achieving order, economic goals, and ideological goals, as for exam-
ple in a prison, a factory, or a church (Etzioni 1961; see also Skinner
and Winckler 1969). Etzioni classifies goals, power, and involve-
ment, and discusses the relative effectiveness of congruent and incon-
gruent combinations of these. Coercive power induces alienation and
is most effective in achieving order goals. Remunerative power in-
duces a calculative involvement and is most appropriate to economic
goals. Normative power induces commitment and is most effective in
achieving ideological goals. A particular series of structural corre-
lates is likely to accompany the institutionalization of any one or any
combination of these modes of operation. This systematic exploration
of a fairly commonsense typology is useful in analyzing the require-
ments for task performance in political systems as a whole.

R. A. Dahl’s pioneering work on the political implications of re-
source allocations has been given a brilliantly promising formulation
by Theodore Lowi (Dahl 1961, Lowi 1964). Broadly speaking, these
authors argue that different kinds of policy issues will activate coali-
tions of different membership, size, and stability, will be decided at
different points in the institutional structure within which politics
occurs, and will result, when decisions are implemented, in a different
pattern of effects on the population involved. Lowi distinguishes dis-
tributive, regulative, and redistributive policies, regarding them as,
in effect, three basic functions of government. Distributive policies
involve passing out a large number of small favors to as many clients
as request them. The result is a conflict-free political arena in which
individual clients approach patrons for a share of the resources. Regu-
lative policies involve granting or withholding benefits and imposing
or withdrawing penalties on individual clients within a framework of
consistent rules that apply to some sector of social activity. Coalitions
of interested parties form within each sector, attempting to alter par-
ticular rules in their favor. Redistributive policies involve actually
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taking something from one group of people and giving it to another.
This action usually mobilizes an elite and a counter-elite in the politi-
cal arena to defend their essentially class interests, which are often
expressed in an ideology.

Lowi’s model, it should be stressed, was designed for American
politics. It focuses on a formal governmental structure, it assumes
rational political actors, and it is phrased mostly in terms of economic
issues. Nevertheless, it does describe the kinds of coalitions that tend
to form under certain configurations of interests; and it does not ap-
pear, in essence, to be limited to allocations by governments, cul-
ture-bound, or unable to handle the politics of coercion and prestige
as well as the politics of wealth. Lowi has applied this model to for-
eign-policy decisions, arguing that policies in relation to the environ-
ment are perceived by political actors not so much in terms of their
probable impact on the environment, but in terms of the domestic re-
allocation of resources that they entail. This is of particular interest in
explaining why, under the appropriate circumstances, an organiza-
tion might virtually ignore the real characteristics of its environment
rather than adjusting to them.

Finally, as the final point in Dahl’s program, we must consider
variation in the probability that particular kinds of resources can be
translated through particular strategies into particular amounts of
control over particular aspects of behavior. This consideration strikes
at a basic aspect of Nadel’s definition of social structure: namely, that
a society is made up of roles in which people’s expectations are mu-
tually stabilized. Such a concept cannot be the point of departure for
a political analysis, since it takes as given what politics is all about,
namely, the attempt to secure regularity in and reduce uncertainty
about other people’s behavior. The uncertainty of political outcomes
is fundamental to the models of strategic choice through which a
number of anthropologists have recently approached the subjects of
social structure and social change (Barth 1966, 1967; Buchler and
Selby 1968) because it adds to a decision-making analysis a considera-
tion of the circumstances under which relatively risk-reducing and
relatively risk-incurring strategies will be entertained.

To illustrate, let us consider three positions along a continuum of
uncertainty in translating resources into power. This continuum ex-
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plains nothing in itself, but, like “structural differentiation” and other
very general notions in social science, it may help to identify in a
clumsy way a range of variation that we would be ill-advised to ig-
nore. Like any other gains and costs, political sanctions should be
treated through formal analytical machinery for discounting future
to present values and dealing with uncertainty. In other words, de-
pending on its uncertainty and distance in time, a sanction will have
to be either more or less drastic in order to produce the same amount
of change in behavior. Moreover, if we are going to fit models of re-
sources and power to real political behavior, it may be necessary to
take into consideration the time horizon, discount rates, and risk-tak-
ing preferences of our political actors.

In highly regularized social situations, actors’ expectations about
each other have “shaken down,” and the translation of resources into
power proceeds on a predictable ratio at a predictable rate. The dis-
tinction between resources and power is not radical here, and both
actors and analysts may take the one as an index of the other. The
social system may be thought of as in a “solid state,” with the move-
ments of its components narrowly restricted. The system of social
action is so highly structured that there are no opportunities for the
creation of new power, and there is very little free-floating power to
compete for because most power is “frozen in” to one part of the
social structure or another. Most power is already invested in rela-
tively low-risk, high-profit political projects; not only is there very
little opportunity for new investment, there is very little incentive for
it. Going concerns are virtually assured of survival and stability, and
are not under pressure to increase the efficiency or effectiveness of
their investments and incentive systems. Compliance is likely to be
habitual, automatic, and even unconscious rather than newly calcu-
lated for each new event. This is the politics of preservation, stabil-
ized by commitment to valued traditions or by the hegemony of domi-
nant actors.

In partially regularized social situations, there is a more than
minimal uncertainty about translating resources into power. Changes
in the internal structure or external environment of the arena of
power, or the innovation by particular actors of new tactics for using
resources, make the distinction between resources and power signifi-



POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 357

cant; but the distinction is not so radical as to preclude estimates of
the probable success of particular exercises of power. The social sys-
tem may be thought of as in a fluid state, with its components having
more degrees of freedom and moving through greater distances. There
are free-floating resources open to competition, and sufficient loose-
ness in the system of social action that there is room for entrepreneur-
ship and innovation in the accumulation and use of resources. Invest-
ors in this fluid situation have converted some of their power into
liquid assets in order to take advantage of new or more favorable
investment opportunities. Going concerns are likely to survive, but
they must cope with instability and are under pressure to increase
efficiency and effectiveness in their use of power. Compliance is con-
ditional, calculated, and conscious on many matters. This is the poli-
tics of profit, of competition and bargaining among approximate
equals for moderate and rationally calculable gains and costs, circum-
scribed by the rules of the game.

In highly irregular social situations, actors” expectations about each
other have been thoroughly shaken up, and neither the intentions nor
the capabilities of other actors are well understood. The distinction
between resources and power is radical here, and neither actors nor
analysts can more than guess at the outcome of particular clashes of
resources. The social system may be thought of as a gas; its compo-
nents have almost unlimited degrees of freedom and move unpredic-
tably through great distances. The power in the system is indetermi-
nate in shape and location, and subject to sudden expansions and
contractions. Almost no power is firmly in the hands of any actors,
and a new base of power must be put together to secure practically
every new instance of compliance. Investors face a high-risk market
with a very short time horizon; though preferring to limit themselves
to short-term, high-profit investments they have no alternative but to
commit themselves to chancy projects in order to survive. Going con-
cerns are actively threatened with extinction, and must maximize
efficiency and effectiveness as far as they can. This is the politics of
survival, a psychological politics of bluff and deception between units
of incommensurable power, with no holds barred.



358 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abrahams, R. G. 1968. The political organization of Unyamwezi. Cam-
bridge monographs on social anthropology, 1. Cambridge, Eng.: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press.

Adams, Robert M. 1966. The evolution of urban society. Chicago: Aldine.

Ajayi, J. F. Ade, and Robert Smith. 1964. Yoruba warfare in the nineteenth
century. London: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Akinjogbin, I. A. 1967. Dahomey and its neighbors, 1708-1818. Cam-
bridge, Eng.: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Alland, Alexander, Jr. 1967. Evolution and human behavior. Garden City,
N.Y.: Natural History Press.

Almond, Gabriel A., and G. Bingham Powell. 1967. Comparative politics:
A developmental approach. Boston: Little, Brown.

Andreski, Stanislav. 1968. Military organization and society. Berkeley:
Univ. Calif. Press.

Apter, David E., ed. 1964. Ideology and discontent. New York: Free Press.

1965. The politics of modernization. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

Arhin, Kwame. 1967. The structure of Greater Ashanti, 1700-1824. J. Afr.
Hist. 8: 65-85.

Ayoub, Victor F. 1965. Conflict resolution and social reorganization in a
Lebanese village. Hum. Organiz. 24: 11-17.

Bailey, Fredrick G. 1960. Tribe, caste and nation. Manchester, Eng.:
Manchester Univ. Press.

1963a. Closed social stratification in India. Eur. J. Soc. 4: 107-24.

1963b. Politics and social change: Orissa in 1959. Berkeley: Univ.

Calif. Press.

1965. Decisions by consensus in councils and committees with spe-

cial reference to village and local government in India. In Banton

1965a: 1-20.

1968. Parapolitical systems. In Swartz 1968: 231-94.

Baker, Hugh D. R. 1968. A Chinese lineage village: Sheung Shui. Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford Univ. Press. '
Balikci, Asen. 1985. Quarrels in a Balkan village. Amer. Anthrop. 67:

1456-69.

Banton, Michael P., ed. 1965a. The relevance of models to social anthro-
pology. ASA Monographs, 1. New York: Praeger.

1965b. Political systems and the distribution of power. ASA Mon-

ographs, 2. New York: Praeger.

1966a. Anthropological approaches to the study of religion. ASA

Monographs, 3. New York: Praeger.

1966b. The social anthropology of complex societies. ASA Mono-

graphs, 4. New York: Praeger.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 359

Barkun, Michael. 1968. Law without sanctions: Order in primitive societies
and the world community. New Haven: Yale Univ. Press.

Barnes, John A. 1959. Politics without parties. Man 59: 13-15.

1960. Indigenous politics and colonial administration with special

reference to Australia. Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 2: 133-49.

1962. African models in the New Guinea Highlands. Man 62: 5-9.

1967. Agnation among the Enga: A review article. Oceania 38:

33-43

1968. Networks and political process. In Swartz 1968a: 107-30.

Barth, Fredrik. 1959a. Political leadership among Swat Pathans. London
School of Economics, Monographs on Social Anthropology, 19. London:
Athlone.

1959b. Segmentary opposition and the theory of games: A study

of Pathan organization. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 89: 5-21.

1981. Nomads of South Persia: The Basseri tribe of the Khamseh

confederacy. Oslo: Oslo Univ. Press.

1966. Models of social organizations. Royal Anthropological In-

stitute. Occasional Papers, 23.

1967. On the study of social change. Amer. Anthrop. 69: 661-69.

Basehart, Harry W., and Tom T. Sashi. 1964. Changing political organiza-
tion in the Jicarilla Apache. Hum. Organiz. 23: 283-88.

Beals, Alan R., and Bernard J. Siegel. 1966. Divisiveness and social con-
flict: An anthropological approach. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univ.
Press.

Beattie, John H. M. 1959a. Checks on the abuse of political power in some
African states. Sociologus 9: 97-115.

1959b. Rituals of Nyoko kingship. Africa 29: 134—45.

1960. Bunyoro: An African kingdom. New York: Holt, Rinehart,

and Winston.

1964. Divination in Bunyoro, Uganda. Sociologus 14: 44-61.

Befu, Harumi. 1965. Village autonomy and articulation with the state: The
case of Tokugawa Japan. J. Asian Stud. 25: 19-32.

1966. Political complexity and village community: Test of an hy-

pothesis. Anthrop. Quart. 39: 43-52.

1967a. The political relations of the village to the state. World

politics 19: 601-20.

1967b. Spare-time specialist. Amer. Anthrop. 65: 140-41,

Befu, Harumi, and Leonard Plotnicov. 1966. Types of corporate unilineal
descent groups. Amer. Anthrop. 64: 312-27.

Beidelman, Thomas O. 1959. A comparative analysis of the jajmani system.
Locust Valley, N.Y.: Association for Asian Studies.

1961. Beer drinking and cattle theft in Ukaguru: Inter-tribal rela-

tions in a Tanganyika chiefdom. Amer. Anthrop. 63: 534—49.




360 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Benda, Harry J. 1965a. Peasant movements in colonial Southeast Asia.
Asian Stud. 3: 420-34.

1965b. Political elites in colonial Southeast Asia: An historical
analysis. Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 7: 233-51.

Berndt, Ronald M. 1962. Excess and restraint: Social control among a New
Guinea mountain people. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

1964. Warfare in the New Guinea highlands. Amer. Anthrop. 66:
183-203.

Beteille, Andre M. 1965. Caste, class and power: Changing patterns of
stratification in a Tanjore village. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.

Binford, Sally R., and Louis R. Binford. 1968. New perspectives in arche-
ology. Chicago: Aldine.

Bloch, Marc. 1961. Feudal society. Tr. by L. A. Manyon. London: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul.

Blum, Jerome. 1961. Lord and peasant in Russia: From the ninth to the

~ nineteenth century. Princeton: Princeton Univ, Press.

Bohannan, Paul J., ed. 1967. Law and warfare: Studies in the anthropology
of conflict. New York: Natural History Press.

Boissevain, Jeremy. 1965. Saints and fireworks: Religion and politics in
rural Malta. London: Athlone Press.

Boudon, Pierre. 19687. Essai sur linterprétation de la notion d’échange.
L’Homme 7: 64-84.

Boulding, Kenneth E. 1962. Conflict and defense. New York: Harper.

Boutruche, Roberte. 1959. Seigneurie et féodalité. I: Le premier ige des
liens d’homme & homme. Paris: Aubier.

Bozeman, Adda B. 1960. Politics and culture in international history.
Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press.

Bradbury, R. E. 1968. Continuties and discontinuities in pre-colonial and
colonial Benin politics (1891-1951). In I. Lewis 1968: 193-252.

Braidwood, Robert J., and Gordon Willey, eds. 1962. Courses toward urban
life. Chicago: Aldine.

Braimah, Joseph A., and Jack R. Goody. 1967. Salaga: The struggle for
power. London: Longmans.

Brookfield, Harold C., and Paul Brown. 1963. Struggle for land: Agricul-
ture and group territories among the Chimbu of the New Guinea High-
lands. London: Oxford Univ. Press.

Brown, Paula. 1960. Chimbu tribes: Political organization in the Eastern
Highlands of New Guinea. Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 16: 22-35.

1961. Chimbu death payments. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 91: 27-92.

1962. Non-agnates among the patrilineal Chimbu. J. Polynes. Soc.

71: 57-69.

1963. From anarchy to satrapy. Amer. Anthrop. 65: 1-15.

1964. Enemies and affines. Ethnology 3: 335-56.

Brundage, Burr C. 1967. Lords of Cuzco: A history and description of the
Inca people in their final days. Norman, Okla.: Univ. Okla. Press.




POLITICAL. ANTHROPOLOGY 361

Buchler, Ira R., and Henry A. Selby. 1968. Kinship and social organization:
An introduction to theory and method. New York: Macmillan.

Bulmer, Ralph N. H. 1960-61. Political aspects of the Oka exchange sys-
tem among the Kyaka people of the Western Highlands of New Guinea.
Oceania 31: 1-13.

Burridge, Kenneth O. L. 1960. Mambu: A Melanesian millennium. Lon-
don: Methuen.

1965-66. Tangu political relations. Anthrop. Forum 1: 393—411.

Buxton, Jean C. 1963. Chiefs and strangers: A study of political assimila-
tion among the Mandari. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Campbell, John K. 1964. Honour, family and patronage: A study of insti-
tutional and moral values in a Greek mountain community. London:
Oxford Univ. Press.

Cancian, Frank A. 1961. The southern Italian peasant: World view and
political behavior. Anthrop. Quart. 34: 1-18.

1965. Economics and prestige in a Maya community. Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford Univ. Press.

Caplow, Theodore. 1964. Principles of organization. New York: Harcourt,
Brace, and World.

Carlston, Kenneth S. 1968. Social theory and African tribal organization.
Urbana, Ill.: Univ. Ill. Press.

Carrasco, Pedro. 1959. Land and polity in Tibet. Seattle: Univ. Wash.
Press.

1961. The civil religious hierarchy in Meso-American communi-
ties: Pre-Spanish background and colonial development. Amer. Anthrop.
63: 483-97.

Caso, Alfonso. 1963. Land tenure among the ancient Mexicans. Amer.
Anthrop. 65: 863-78.

Chagnon, Napoleon A. 1968a. Yanomam$ social organization and warfare.
In Fried et al. 1968: 109-59.

1968b. Yanomamé: The fierce people. New York: Holt, Rinehart,
and Winston.

Chang Kwang-chih. 1962. A typology of settlement and community pat-
terns in some circumpolar societies. Arctic Anthrop. 1: 28—41.

1968. Settlement archeology. Palo Alto, Calif.: National Press.

Cheyette, Fredric L., ed. 1968. Lordship and community in medieval Eu-
rope: selected readings. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Chowning, Ann, and Ward H. Goodenough. 1965-66. Lakalia political or-
ganization. Anthrop. Forum 1: 412-73.

Clastres, Pierre. 1962. Echange et pouvoir: Philosophie de la chefferie in-
dienne. L’Homme 2: 51-65.

1963. Indépendance et exogamie: Structure et dynamique des so-
ciétés indiennes de la forét tropicale. L'Homme 3: 67-87.

Clastres, Pierre, and Lucien Sebag. 1963. Cannibalisme et mort chez les
Guayakis. Revista do museu Paulista (n.s.) 14: 174-81.




362 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Codere, Helen. 1962. Power in Ruanda. Anthropologica 4: 45-85.

Coe, Michael D. 1961. Social typology and tropical forest civilizations.
Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 4: 65-85.

1962. Mexico. New York: Praeger.

1965. A model of ancient community structure in the Maya low-

lands. Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 21: 97-114.

1966. The Maya. New York: Praeger.

Cohen, Abner. 1968. The politics of mysticism in some local communities
in newly independent African states. In Swartz 1968: 361-76.

Cohen, Ronald. 1962. Analysis of conflict in hierarchical systems: An ex-
ample from Kanuri political organization. Anthropologica 4: 87-120.
1965a. The dynamics of feudalism in Bornu. Boston University,

Publications in African History, 2: Boston: Boston Univ. Press.

1965b. Political anthropology: The future of a pioneer. Anthrop.

Quart. 38: 117-31.

1966a. The Kanuri of Bornu. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and

Winston.

1966b. Power, authority and personal success in Islam and Bornu.
In Swartz, et al. 1966: 129-39.

Cohen, Ronald, and John Middleton, eds. 1967. Comparative political sys-
tems: Studies in the politics of pre-industrial societies. Garden City,
N.Y.: Natural History Press.

Cohen, Ronald, and Alice Schlegel. 1968. The tribe as a sociopolitical unit:
A cross-cultural examination. In Helm 1965b: 120-49.

Cohen, Stephen P. 1964. Rulers and priests: A study in cultural control.
Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 6: 199-2186.

Cohen, Yehudi A. 1964. The establishment of identity in a social nexus:
The special case of initiation ceremonies and their relation to value and
legal systems. Amer. Anthrop. 66: 522-29.

Cohn, Bernard S. 1960. The initial British impact on India. J. Asian Stud.
19: 418-32.

1961. The pasts of an Indian village. Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist.

3: 241-49.

1962. Political systems in eighteenth century India: The Banaras
region. J. Amer. Orient. Soc. 82: 312-20.

Colson, Elizabeth F. 1966. The alien diviner and local politics among the
Tongo of Zambia. In Swartz, et al. 1966: 221-28.

Corkran, David H. 1967. The Creek frontier, 1540-1783. Norman, Okla.:
Univ. Okla. Press.

Creel, Herrlee G. 1964. The beginnings of bureaucracy in China: The
origin of the hsien. J. Asian Stud. 23: 155-84.

Crist, Raymond E. 1964. The Indian in Andean America, I and II. Amer. J.
Econ. Social., 23: 131-43, 303~14.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 363

Crocombe, R. G. 1967. From ascendency to dependency: The politics of
Atiu. J. Pac. Hist. 2: 97-111.

Cunnison, Ian G. 1959. The Luapula peoples of northern Rhodesia: Cus-
tom and history in tribal politics. Manchester, Eng.: Manchester Univ.
Press.

1966. The Baggara Arabs: Power and lineage in a Sudanese
nomad tribe. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966.

Dahl, Robert A. 1957. The concept of power. Behav. Sci. 2: 201-15.

1961. Who governs? New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univ. Press.

1963. Modern political analysis. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-

Hall.

De Dampierre, Eric. 1967. Un ancien royaume: Bandia du Haut-Ouban-
gui. Paris: Plon.

de Heusch, Luc. 1964. Structure et praxis sociales chez les Lele du Kasai.
L’Homme 4: 87-109.

1966. Le Rwanda et la civilisation interlacustre. Brussels: Editions
de I'Institute de Sociologie de I'Université Libre de Bruxelles.

Den Hollander, A. N. J. 1960. The great Hungarian plain: A European
frontier area (I). Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 3: 74-88.

DeVore, Irven, ed. 1965. Primate behavior. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston.

Diamond, Stanley, ed. 1960. Culture in history: Essays in honor of Paul
Redin. New York: Columbia Univ. Press.

Diaz, May Nordquist. 1966. Tonala: Conservatism, responsibility and au-
thority in a Mexican town. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.

Dibble, Vernon K. 1965. The organization of traditional authority in En-
glish county government, 1558-1640. In March 1965: 879-909.

Dobyns, Henry F. 1966. The struggle for land in Peru: The hacienda Vicos
case. Ethnohistory 13: 97-122.

Dobyns, Henry F., Paul H. Ezell, and Greta S. Ezell. 1963. Death of a so-
ciety. Ethnohistory 10: 105-61.

Dobzhansky, Theodosius G. 1962. Mankind evolving: The evolution of the
human species. New Haven: Yale Univ. Press.

Doctorow, O. 1963. Group structure and authority. Amer. Anthrop. 65:
312-22.

Dole, Gertrude E. 1964. Shamanism and political control among the Kui-
kuru. Volkerkund. Abhandl. 1: 53-62.

1966. Anarchy without chaos: Alternatives to political authority
among the Kuikuru. In Swartz, et al. 1966: 73-87.

Dole, Gertrude E., and Robert L. Carneiro, eds. 1960. Essays in the science
of culture in honor of Leslie A. White. New York: Crowell.

Dorjahn, Vernon R. 1959. The organization and function of the Ragbenle
society of the Temne. Africa 29: 156-70.




364 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1960. The changing political system of the Temne. Africa 30:
110-40.

Douglas, Mary T. 1963a. The Lele of the Kasai. London: Oxford Univ.
Press.

1963b. Techniques of sorcery control in central Africa. In Middle-

ton and Winter 1963: 123-41.

1966. Purity and danger: An analysis of concepts of pollution and

taboo. New York: Praeger.

1967. Primitive rationing. In Firth 1967: 119-47.

Dozier, Edward P. 1960. The pueblos of the southwestern United States.
J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 90: 146-60.

1966. Factionalism at Santa Clara pueblo. Ethnology 5: 172-85.

Drucker, Philip, and Robert F. Heizer. 1968. To make my name good.
Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.

Dumont, Louis. 1962. The conception of kingship in ancient India. Contr.
Ind. Soc. 6: 46-76.

1966. Homo hierarchicus: Essai sur le systéme des castes. Paris:
Gallimard.

Dunning, R. W. 1960. Differentiation of status in subsistence level socie-
ties. Proc. Trans. Roy. Soc. Canada 54: 23-32.

Dyson-Hudson, Neville. 1966. Karimojong politics. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Easton, David. 1959. Political anthropology. In Bernard J. Siegel, ed., Bi-
ennial review of anthropology, pp. 210-62. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
Univ. Press.

1965. A systems analysis of political life. New York: Wiley.

, ed. 1966. Varieties of political theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Ebel, Roland H. 1964. Political change in Guatemalan Indian communi-
ties. J. Inter-Amer. Stud. 6: 91-104.

Eidheim, Harald. 1968. The Lappish movement: An innovative political
process. In Swartz 1968a: 205-16.

Eisenberg, J. F. 1966. The social organization of mammals. Handbuch Zoo.
10: 1-92.

Eisenstadt, Shmuel N. 1959. Primitive political systems: A preliminary
comparative analysis. Amer. Anthrop. 61: 200-222.

1961. Anthropological studies of complex societies. Curr. Anthrop.

2: 201-22.

1963. The political systems of empires. New York: Free Press.

1964. Sociological analysis of historical societies. Comp. Stud. Soc.
and Hist. 6: 381-89 (1964).

Ekvall, Robert B. 1961. The nomadic pattern of living among the Tibetans
as preparation for war. Amer. Anthrop. 63: 1250-63.

Ekvall, Robert B., and James E. Downs. 1963. Notes on water utilization
and rule in the Sakya domain, Tibet. J. Asian Stud. 22: 293-304.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 365

Ember, Melvin. 1962. Political authority and the structure of kinship in
aboriginal Samoa. Amer. Anthrop. 64: 964-71.

1963. The relationship between economic and political develop-
ment in non-industrialized societies. Ethnology 2: 228-48.

Epstein, A. L. 1964. Variation and social structure: Local organization on
the island of Matupit, New Britain. Oceania 35: 1-25.

1698. Power, politics and leadership: Some central African and
Melanesian contrasts. In Swartz 1968a: 53-58.

Epstein, Scarlett. 1959. A sociological analysis of witch beliefs in a Mysore
village. East. Anthrop. 13: 234-51.

Etkin, William. 1963. Social behavioral factors in the emergence of man.
Hum. Biol. 35: 299-311.

Etzioni, Amitai. 1961. A comparative analysis of complex organizations.
New York: Free Press.

, ed. 1969. A sociological reader on complex organizations. 2d ed.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Evans-Pritchard, Edward E. 1939a. Essays in social anthropology. New
York: Free Press.

1963b. The Zande state. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 93: 134-54.

Fallers, Lloyd A. 1964. The king’s men: Leadership and status in Buganda
on the eve of independence. London: Oxford Univ. Press.

Faron, Louis C. 1960. Effects of conquest on the Araucanian Picunche
during the Spanish colonization of Chile: 1536-1635. Ethnohistory 7:
239-307.

1961. Mapuche social structure: Institutional reintegration in a

patrilineal society of central Chile. Urbana, Ill.: Univ. Ill. Press.

1964. Hawks of the sun: Mapuche morality and its ritual attri-

butes. Pittsburgh: Univ. of Pittsburgh Press.

1966. From encomienda to hacienda in Chancay Valley, Peru:
1533-1600. Ethnohistory 13: 145-81.

Feldman, Lawrence H. 1966. Conflict in historical interpretation of the
Aztec state, society and culture. Estud. de Cult. Nahuatl 6: 167-75.
Fenton, William N. 1965. The Iroquois confederacy in the twentieth cen-
tury: A case study of the theory of Lewis H. Morgan in “Ancient So-

ciety.” Ethnology 4: 251-65.

Fernandes, James W. 1965. Symbolic consensus in a Fang reformative
cult. Amer. Anthrop. 67: 902-29.

Fesler, James W. 1962. French field administration: The beginnings.
Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 5: 76-111.

Finney, Ben R. 1966. Resource distribution and social structure in Tahiti.
Ethnology 5: 80-86.

Firth, Raymond W. 1960. Succession to chiefship in Tikopia. Oceania 30:
161-80.

1967. Themes in economic anthropology. ASA Monographs, 6.

New York: Tavistock.




366 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Flannery, Kent V., et al. 1967. Farming systems and political growth in
ancient Oaxaca. Science 158: 445-54.

Flannery, Kent V., and Michael D. Coe. 1968. Social and economic sys-
tems in formative Mesoamerica. In Binford and Binford 1968: 267-83.

Flint, J. E. 1966. Nigeria and Ghana. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Forbes, Jack D. 1965. Warriors of the Colorado: The Yumas of the Que-
chan Nation and their neighbors. Norman, Okla.: Univ. Okla. Press.

Force, Roland W. 1960. Leadership and cultural change in Palau. Chicago:
Natural History Museum.

1965. Induced political change in the Pacific: A symposium. Hono-
lulu: Bishop Museum Press.

Forde, C. Daryll. 1964. Yako studies. London: Oxford Univ. Press (for the
International African Institute).

Forde, C. Daryll, and Phyllis M. Kaberry. 1967. West African kingdoms
in the nineteenth century. New York: Oxford Univ. Press.

Freedman, Maurice H. 1966. Chinese lineage and society: Fukien and
Kwangtung. London: Athlone Press.

Freeman, J. Derek. 1964. Some observations on kinship and political au-
thority in Samoa. Amer. Anthrop. 66: 553-68.

Fried, Morton H. 1966. Some political aspects of clanship in a modern
Chinese city. In Swartz, et al. 1966: 285-300.

1967. The evolution of political society: An essay in political an-
thropology. New York: Random House.

Fried, Morton H., Marvin Harris, and Robert F. Murphy, eds. 1968. War:
The anthropology of armed conflict and aggression. Garden City, N.Y.:
Natural History Press.

Friedrich, Carl J. 1968. Some thoughts on the relation of political theory
to anthropology. Amer. Pol. Sci. Rev. 62: 536—45.

Friedrich, Paul W. 1965. An agrarian fighter. In Spiro 1965: 117—43.

1966. Revolutionary politics and communal ritual. In Swartz, et al.

191-220.

1968. The legitimacy of a cacique. In Swartz 1968a: 243-69.

Frye, Northrop. 1957. Anatomy of criticism. Princeton: Princeton Univ.
Press.

Frykenberg, Robert E. 1965. Guntur district, 1788-1848: A history of
local influence and central authority in South India. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Gallin, Bernard. 1963. Land reform in Taiwan: Its effect on rural social
organization and leadership. Hum. Organiz. 22: 109-12.

1966. Conflict resolution in changing Chinese society: A Taiwan-

ese study. In Swartz, et al. 1966: 265-74.

1968. Political factionalism and its impact on Chinese village so-
cial organization in Taiwan. In Swartz 1968a: 377-400.

Garbett, G. Kingsley. 1967. Prestige, status and power in a modern valley
Korekore chiefdom, Rhodesia. Africa 37: 307-26.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 367

Gearing, Fred O. 1962. Priests and warriors: social structures for Chero-
kee politics in the 18th century. Mem. Amer. Anthrop. Assoc. 93, Pt. 2.

1964. On “uncentralized” political systems. In 6th International
Congress of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences, 1960, II.

Geertz, Clifford J. 1963a. Agricultural involution. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.
Press.

Geertz, Clifford J., ed. 1963b. Old societies and new states. New York:
Free Press.

1964. Ideology as a cultural system. In Apter 1964: 47-76.

1965. The social history of an Indonesian town. Cambridge,

Mass.: M.I.T. Press.

1966. Religion as a cultural system. In Banton 1966a: 1-46.

Gerhard, Dietrich. 1959. The frontier in comparative view. Comp. Stud.
Soc. and Hist. 1: 205-29.

Gibson, Charles. 1964. The Aztecs under Spanish rule: A history of the
Indians of the Valley of Mexico, 1519-1810. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
Univ. Press.

Gluckman, Max. 1960. Tribalism in modern British Central Africa. Cah.
d’étud. Afric. 1: 55-70.

1963a. Civil war and theories of power in Barotseland: African

and medieval analogies. Yale Law J. 72: 1515-46.

1963b. Order and rebellion in tribal Africa. New York: Free Press.

1965. Politics, law and ritual in tribal society. Chicago: Aldine.

1968. Interhierarchical roles: Professional and party ethics in
tribal areas in South and Central Africa. In Swartz 1968a: 69-93.

Goldberg, Harvey E. 1968. Elite groups in peasant communities: A com-
parison of three Eastern villages. Amer. Anthrop. 70: 718-31.

Goldkind, Victor. 1965. Social stratification in the peasant community:
Redfield’s Chan Kom reinterpreted. Amer. Anthrop. 67: 863-84.

Goody, Jack R. 1961. The classification of double descent systems. Curr.
Anthrop. 2: 3-25.

1962. Death, property and the ancestors. Stanford, Calif.: Stan-

ford Univ. Press.

1963. Feudalism in Africa? J. Afric. Hist. 4: 1-18.

, ed. 1966. Succession to high office. Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge
Univ. Press.

Graham, B. D. 1968. The succession of factional systems in the Uttar
Pradesh Congress Party. In Swartz 1968a: 323-60.

Gravel, Pierre B. 1965. Life on the manor in Gisaka (Rwanda). J. Afric.
Hist. 6: 323-31.

Gray, Robert F., and Philip H. Gulliver. 1964. The family estate in Africa.
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Guiart, Jean. 1963. Structure de la chefferie en Mélanésie du Sud. Paris:
Institut d’Ethnologie, Univ. de Paris.

1966. La chefferie: Structures et modéles. L’Homme 6: 106-17,




368 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Gulliver, Philip H. 1963. Social control in an African society: A study of
the Arusha, agricultural Masai of northern Tanganyika. London: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul.

1965. The family herds. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Gutkind, Peter C. W. 1962. Accommodation and conflict in an African
peri-urban area. Anthropologica 4: 163-73.

1963. The royal capital of Buganda: A study in internal conflict
and external ambiguity. The Hague: Mouton.

Hall, John W. 1962. Feudalism in Japan—a reassessment. Comp. Stud.
Soc. and Hist. 5: 1-14.

1966. Government and local power in Japan, 500-1700. Prince-
ton, N.]J.: Princeton Univ. Press.

Hammel, Eugene A. 1962. Wealth, authority and prestige in the Inca Val-
ley, Peru. Albuquerque: Univ. New Mexico.

Hammond, Peter B. 1966. Yatenga: Technology in the culture of a West
African kingdom. New York: Free Press.

Hanks, Lucien M. 1962. Merit and power in the Thai social order. Amer.
Anthrop. 64: 1247-67.

Harding, Thomas G. 1965. Trade and politics: A comparison of Papuan
and New Guinea traders. In Helm 1965b: 46-53.

1967. A history of cargoism in Sio, North-East New Guinea.
Oceania 38: 1-23.

Harris, Marvin. 1959. The economy has no surplus? Amer. Anthrop. 61:
185-99.

Harris, Rosemary L. 1962a. The influence of ecological factors and exter-
nal relations on the Mbembe tribes of southeast Nigeria. Africa 32: 38—
52.

1962b. The political significance of double unilineal descent. J.

Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 92: 86-101.

1965. The political organization of the Mbembe, Nigeria. London:
H.M. Stationery Office (Ministry of Overseas Development, Overseas
Research Publications, 10).

Hart, Charles W. M., and Arnold R. Pilling, 1960. The Tiwi of north Aus-
tralia. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Hawley, Willis D., and Frederick M. Wirt. 1968. The search for com-
munity power. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Heizer, Robert F. 1960. Agriculture and the theocratic state in lowland
southeastern Mexico. Amer. Antig. 26: 215-22.

Helm, June. 1961. The Lynx point people: The dyamnics of a northern
Athapaskan band. Nat. Mus. Canada Bull. 176. Ottawa: National Mu-
seum of Canada.

1965a. Bilaterality in the socio-territorial organization of the Arc-

tic drainage Déné. Ethnology 4: 361-85.

, ed. 1965b. Essays in economic anthropology. (Annual Proceed-




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 369

ings of the American Ethnological Society, 1965). Seattle: Univ. Wash.

Press. 1965.

1965c. Patterns of allocation among the Arctic drainage Déné. In

Helm 1965b: 33—45.

, ed. 1968. Essays on the problem of tribe (Annual Proceedings of
the American Ethnological Society, 1967). Seattle: Univ. Wash. Press,
1968.

Hiatt, L. R. 1962. Local organization among the Australian aborigines.
Oceania 32: 267-86.

1965. Kinship and conflict: A study of an aboriginal community

in Northern Arnhem land. Canberra: Australian Nat. Univ.

1966. The lost horde. Oceania 37: 81-92.

Hickerson, Harold. 1960. The feast of the dead among the seventeenth-
century Algonkians of the upper Great Lakes. Amer. Anthrop. 62: 81—
107.

1962a. Notes on the post-contact origin of the Midewiwin. Ethno-

history 9: 404-23.

1962b. The Southwestern Chippewa, an ethnohistorical study.

Mem. Amer. Anthrop. Assoc. 92.

1963. The sociohistorical significance of two Chippewa ceremon-
ials. Amer. Anthrop. 65: 67-86.

Hinners, David G. 1961. Developments in the political and social systems
of tribal Thai groups in northern Indochina since World War II. Ithaca:
Cornell Univ. Press.

Hobsbawm, E. J. 1959. Primitive rebels. Manchester, Eng.: Manchester
Univ. Press.

Hodgson, Marshall G. W. 1963. The interrelations of societies in history.
Comy. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 5: 227-50.

Hoebel, E. Adamson. 1962. The authority systems of the Pueblos of the
Southwestern United States. In 34th International Congress of Ameri-
canists, 1960, 555-63. Vienna: Berger, Horn.

Holmes, Lowell P. 1964. Leadership and decision-making in American
Samoa. J. Polynes. Soc. 73: 446-49.

Hopkins, Keith. 1968. Structural differentiation in Rome (200-31 =B.C.):
The genesis of an historical bureaucratic society. In I. Lewis 1968:
63-79.

Howard, Alan. 1963. Conservatism and non-traditional leadership in Ro-
tuma. J. Polynes. Soc. 72: 65-77.

1964. Land tenure and social change in Rotuma. J. Polynes. Soc.

73: 26-52.

1966. The Rotuman district chief: A study in changing patterns
of authority. J. Pac. Hist. 1: 63-78.

Hughes, Charles C. 1966. From contest to council: Social control among
the St. Lawrence Island Eskimos. In Swartz et al. 1966: 255-63.




370 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1968. Structure, field and process in Siberian Eskimo political be-
havior. In Swartz 1968a: 163-89.

Hunt, Robert, ed. 1967. Personalities and cultures. Garden City, N.Y.:
Natural History Press.

Huntington, Samuel P. 1968. Political order in changing societies. New
Haven: Yale Univ. Press.

Hurt, Wesley R. 1960. The Yankton Dakota Church: A nationalistic move-
ment of Northern Plains Indians. In Dole and Carneiro 1960: 269-87.

Iliffe, John. 1967. The organization of the Maji Maji rebellion. J. Afric.
Hist. 8: 495-512.

Jay, Phyllis C., ed. 1968. Primates: Studies in adaptation and variability.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Jay, Robert R. 1963. Religion and politics in rural Central Java. New
Haven: Southeast Asian Studies, Yale Univ.

Jones, G. 1. 1961. Ecology and social structure among the north-eastern
Ibo. Africa 31: 117-34.

1962. Ibo age organization with special reference to the Cross

River and north-eastern Ibo. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 92: 191-221.

1963. The trading states of the Oil rivers. London: Oxford Univ.

Press.

Kaberry, Phyllis M. 1959. Traditional government in Nsaw. Africa 29:
366-83.

1962. Retainers and royal household in the Cameroons grassfields.

Cah. d'étud. Afric. 3: 282-98.

1965-66. Political organization among the Northern Abelam.
Anthrop. Forum 1: 334-72.

Kaberry, Phyllis M., and E. M. Chilver. 1960. From tribute to tax in a
Tikar chiefdom. Africa 30: 1-18.

1961. An outline of the traditional political system of Bali-Nyonga.

Africa 32: 355-71.

1963. Traditional government in Bafut, West Cameroon. Nigerian
Field 28: 4-30.

Kabore, Gomkoudougou V. 1962. Caractére “féodal” du systéme politique
Mossi. Cah. d’étud. Afric. 2: 609-23.

1966.0rganisation politique traditionelle et évolution politique
des Mossi de Ouagadougou. Paris: C.N.R.S.

Kagame, Alexis. 1963. Les milices du Rwanda précolonial. Brussels: Aca-
demie Royale des Sciences d’Outre-Mer.

Kaplan, Morton A., ed. 1968. New approaches to international relations.
New York: St. Martin’s.

Kloos, Peter. 1963. Matrilocal residence and local endogamy: Environ-
mental knowledge or leadership? Amer. Anthrop. 65: 854—62.

Knutsson, Karl E. 1967. Authority and change: A study of the Kallu insti-




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 371

tution among the Macha Galla of Ethiopia. Géteborg: Etnografiska
Museet. Etnologiska Studier, 29.

Kébben, Andre J. F. 1960. Prophetic movements as an expression of social
protest. Internat. Arch. Ethnog. 49: 117-64.

Kolenda, Pauline M. 1963. Toward a model of the Hindu jajmani system.
Hum. Organiz. 22: 11-31.

Krader, Lawrence. 1968. Formation of the state. Englewood Cliffs, N.]J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Kraeling, Carl H., and Robert M. Adams, eds. 1960. City invincible: An
Oriental Institute symposium. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

Kuper, Hilda. 1963. The Swazi: A South African kingdom. Holt, Rine-
hart, and Winston.

Lambert, Berndt. 1966. The economic activities of a Gilbertese chief. In
Swartz, et al. 1966: 155-72.

Lambert, William W., Leigh M. Triandis, and Margery Wolf. 1959. Some
correlates of beliefs in the malevolence and benevolence of supernatural
beings—a cross-societal study. J. Abn. Soc. Psych. 58: 162-69.

Landes, Ruth. 1968. The mystic Lake Sioux: Sociology of the Mdewakan-
tonwan Santee. Madison: Univ. Wisc. Press.

Lane, Barbara. 1962. Jural authority and affinal exchange. Sthwest. J.
Anthrop. 18: 184-97.

Lanning, Edward P. 1967. Peru before the Incas. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Lapidus, Ira. 1967. Muslim cities in the later Middle Ages. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press.

Lawrence, Peter. 1964. Rebel belong cargo. Manchester, Eng.: Manchester
Univ. Press.

1965-66. The Garia of the Madang district. Anthrop. Forum 1:
373-92.

Leach, Edmund R., ed. 1960a. Aspects of caste in south India, Ceylon, and
north-west Pakistan (Cambridge Papers in Social Anthropology, 2).
Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge Univ. Press.

1960b. The frontiers of “Burma.” Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 3:

49-68.

1962. On certain unconsidered aspects of double descent systems.

Man 62: 130-34.

, ed. 1967. The structural study of myth and totemism (ASA Mono-
graphs, 5). London: Tavistock.

Lee, Richard B., and Irven DeVore, eds. 1968. Man the hunter. Chicago:
Aldine.

Leeds, Anthony. 1962. Ecological determinants of chieftainships among
the Yaruro Indians of Venezuela. In 34th International Congress of
Americanists, 1960, 597-608.




372 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Leeds, Anthony, and Andrew P. Vayda, eds. 1965. Man, culture, and ani-
mals: Role of animals in human ecological adjustments. Washington,
D.C.: American Association for the Advancement of Science, 78.

Legassick, Martin. 1966. Firearms, horses and Samorian army organization
1870-1898. J. Afric. Hist. 7: 95-115.

Lemarchand, Rene. 1966. Power and stratification in Rwanda, a reconsid-
eration. Cah. d’étud. Afric. 6: 592-610.

Lemieux, Vincent. 1961. L'organisation politique en anthropologie. An-
thropologica 3: 37-54.

Lenski, Gerhard E. 1966. Power and privilege: A theory of social stratifi-
cation. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Leon-Portilla, Miguel. 1962. La institucion cultural del comercio prehis-
panico. Estud. de Cult. Nahuatl 3: 23-54.

Lepervanche, Marie de. 1967-68. Descent, residence and leadership in
the New Guinea Highlands. Oceania 38: 134-58, 163-89.

Lessa, William A. 1962. The decreasing power of myth on Ulithi. J. Amer.
Folkl. 75: 153-59.

Levine, Robert A. 1960a. The internalization of political values in state-
less societies. Hum. Organiz. 19: 51-58.

1960b. The role of the family in authority systems: A cross-cul-

tural application of stimulus-generalization theory. Behav. Sci. 5: 291—

96.

, ed. 1961. The anthropology of conflict. J. Conflict Resolution 5.

1963. Political socialization and culture change. In Geertz 1963:
280-303.

Levine, Robert A., and W. Sangree. 1962. The diffusion of age-group or-
ganization in East Africa: A controlled comparison. Africa 32: 97-
110.

Levtzion, Nehemia. 1968. Muslims and chiefs in West Africa: A study of
Islam in the Middle Volta Basin in the pre-colonial period. Oxford:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1968.

Lewis, Herbert S. 1965. A Galla monarchy. Madison: Univ. Wisc. Press.

1966. The origins of African kingdoms. Cah. d’étud. Afric. 6:

402-7.

I. M. 1959. Clanship and contract in Northern Somaliland. Africa

29: 274-93.

la. A pastoral democracy: A study of pastoralism and politics

among the Northern Somali. London: Oxford Univ. Press.

1961b. Force and fission in Northern Somali lineage structure.

Amer. Anthrop. 63: 94-112.

1963. Dualism in Somali notions of power. J. Roy. Afric. Inst. 93:

109-16.

1965. Problems in the comparative study of unilineal descent.

In Banton 1965a: 87-112.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 373

, ed. 1966. Islam in tropical Africa. London: Oxford Univ. Press.

, ed. 1968. History and social anthropology (ASA Monographs, 7).
London: Tavistock.

Lieban, Richard W. 1962. The dangerous Ingkantos: Illness and social con-
trol in a Philippine community. Amer. Anthrop. 64: 306-12.

Little, Kenneth L. 1965-66. The political function of the poro, parts 1 and
2. Africa 35: 349-65, and 36: 62-72.

Lloyd, Peter C. 1960. Sacred kingship and government among the Yoruba.
Africa 30: 221-37.

1962. Yoruba land law. London: Oxford Univ. Press (for the Ni-

gerian Institute of Social and Economic Research, Ibadan).

1965. The political structure of African kingdoms. In Banton

1965b: 63-112.

1968a. Conflict theory and Yoruba kingdoms. In I. Lewis 1968:

25-61.

1968b. The political development of West Africa kingdoms. J.
Afric. Hist. 9: 319-29.

Lockhart, James M. 1968. Spanish Peru, 1532-1560: A colonial society.
Madison: Univ. of Wisc. Press.

Lombard, Jacques. 1960. La vie politique dans une ancienne société de
type féodal, les Bariba du Dahomey, Cah. d’étud. Afric. 3: 5-54.

1965. Structures de type “féodal” en Afrique noire. The Hague:

Mouton.

1967. Autorités traditionnelles et pouvoirs européens en Afrique
noire. Paris: Arman Cohn.

Lowi, Theodore J. 1964. American business, public policy, case studies
and political theory. World Politics 16: 677-715.

1967. Making democracy safe for the world: National politics and
foreign policy. In Rosenau 1967: 295-331.

McArthur, Harry S. 1961. La estructura politico-religiosa de Aguacatan.
Guatemala Indig. 1: 41-56.

McNeill, William H. 1967. A world history. New York: Oxford Univ. Press.

Madan, Troliki N., and Gopala Sarna, eds. 1962. Indian anthropology.
Bombay: Asia.

Magid, Alvin. 1968. British rule and indigenous organizations in Nigeria:
A case-study in normative-institutional change. J. Afric. Hist. 9: 299—
313.

Mabher, Robert F. 1967. From cannibal raid to Copra Kompani: Changing
patterns of Koriki politics. Ethnology 6: 309-31.

Mair, Lucy P. 1959. Independent religious movements in three continents.
Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 1: 113-36.

1961. Clientship in East Africa. Cah. détud. Afric. 2: 315-25.

1962. Primitive government. Harmondsworth, Eng.: Penguin.




374 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Manners, Robert A., ed. 1964. Process and pattern in culture. Essays in
honor of Julian H. Steward. Chicago: Aldine.

Magquet, Jacques J. 1961a. Une hypothése pour I'études des féodalités afri-
caines. Cah. d’étud. Afric. 2: 292-314.

1961b. The premise of inequality in Ruanda. London: Oxford
Univ. Press (for the International African Institute).

March, James G., ed. 1965. Handbook of organizations. New York: Rand
McNally.

Marriott, McKim. 1960. Caste ranking and community structure in five re-
gions of India (Deccan College Monograph Series, 23). Poona: Deccan
College.

Marris, Robin. 1964. The economic theory of managerial capitalism. New
York: Free Press.

Marshall, Lorna. 1960. !Kung bushmen bands. Africa 30: 325-55.

1961. Sharing, talking, and giving: Relief of social tensions among
IKung bushmen. Africa 31: 231—49.

Marwich, M. G. 1963. The sociology of sorcery in a Central African tribe.
Afric. Stud. 22: 1-21.

Mason, Leonard. 1959. Suprafamilial authority and economic process in
Micronesian Atolls (Cahiers de I'Institut de Science Economique Appli-
quée, 5). Humanités 1: 87-118.

Mason, Philip, ed. 1967. India and Ceylon: Unity and diversity. London:
Oxford Univ. Press.

Maybury-Lewis, David H. P. 1967. Akwe-Shavante society. Oxford: Clar-
endon Press.

Mayer, Adrian C. 1960. Caste and kinship in central India. London: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul.

1961. Peasants in the Pacific: A study of Fiji Indian rural society.

Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.

1962. System and network: An approach to the study of political

process in Dewas. In Madan and Sarna 1962: 266-78.

1963a. Some political implications of community development in

India. Arch. Europ. Sociol. 4: 86-106.

1963b. Municipal elections: A central Indian case study. In Phil-

ips 1962: 115-32.

1966. The significance of quasi-groups in the study of complex

societies. In Banton 1966b: 97-122.

1967. Caste and local politics in India. In P. Mason 1967: 121-41.

Meggars, Betty J., ed. 1968. Anthropological archeology in the Americas.
Washington, D.C.: Anthropological Society of Washington.

Meggars, Betty J., and Clifford Evans, eds. 1963. Aboriginal cultural de-
velopment in Latin America: An interpretative review. Smithson. Misc.
Coll. 146: 27-44.

Meggitt, Mervyn J. 1962. Desert people. Sydney: Angus and Robertson.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 375

1964. Indigenous forms of government among the Australian ab-

origines. Bijdragen tot de taal-, land- en volkenkunde. 120: 163-80.

1965. The lineage system of the Mae Enga of the New Guinea
Highlands. Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd.

Meillassoux, Claude. 1968. Urbanization of an African community: Volun-
tary associations in Bamako. Seattle: Univ. Wash. Press.

Middleton, John F. M. 1960. Lugbara religion: Ritual and authority among
an East African people. London: Oxford Univ. Press.

1965. The Lugbara of Uganda. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and

Winston.

1966. The resolution of conflict among the Lugbara of Uganda.

In Swartz, et al. 1968: 141-54.

1968. Conflict and variation in Lugbaraland. In Swartz 1968a:
151-62.

Middleton, John F. M., and Edward H. Winter, eds. 1963, Witchcraft and
sorcery in East Africa. New York: Praeger.

Miller, Frank C. 1966. Problems of succession in a Chippewa council. In
Swartz, et al. 1966: 173-85.

Moénnig, H. O. 1963. The structure of Lobedu social and political organi-
zation. Afric. Stud. 22: 49-64.

Moore, Barrington, Jr. 1966. Social origins of dictatorship and democracy:
Lord and peasant in the making of the modern world. Boston: Beacon.

Murdock, George P. 1959. Africa: Its peoples and their culture history.
New York: McGraw-Hill.
Murphy, Robert F. 1960. Headhunter’s heritage: Social and economic
change among the Mundurucu Indians. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.
1961. Deviancy and social control, I: What makes Biboi run?
Kroeber Anthrop. Soc. Paps. 24: 55-61.

Murra, John V. 1962. Cloth and its functions in the Inca state. Amer.
Anthrop. 64: 710-28.

Nadel, Siegfried F. 1957. The theory of social structure. London: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul.

Nader, Laura, and Duane Metzger. 1963. Conflict resolution in two Mexi-
can communities. Amer. Anthrop. 65: 584-92.

Nayacakalou, R. R. 1964. Traditional and modern types of leadership and
economic development among the Fijians. Int. Soc. Sci. J. 16: 261-72.

Newbury, Colin. 1967. Aspects of cultural change in French Polynesia:
The decline of the Ari’i. J. Polynes. Soc. 76: 2-26.

Newcombe, W. W. 1960. Toward an understanding of war. In Dole and
Carneiro 1960: 317-36.

Nicholas, Ralph W. 1963. Village factions and political parties in rural
West Bengal. J. Commonwealth Polit. Stud. 2: 17-32.

1965. Factions: A comparative analysis. In Banton 1965b: 21-61.

1966. Segmentary factional political systems. In Swartz, et al.

1966: 49-59.




376 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1968. Rules, resources and political activity. In Swartz 1968a:
295-321.

Nicholas, Ralph W., and Tarasish Mukhopadhyay. 1965. Politics and law
in two West Bengal villages. Bull. Anthrop. Survey of India.

Norbeck, Edward. 1963. African rituals of conflict. Amer. Anthrop. 65:
1254-79.

Oliver, Douglas L. 1961. The Pacific Islands (rev. ed.). New York: Dou-
bleday Anchor Book and American Museum of Natural History.

Oliver, Roland. 1966. The problem of the Bantu expansion. J. Afric. Hist.
7: 361-76.

Oliver, Roland, and J. D. Fage. 1962. A short history of Africa. Harmonds-
worth, Eng.: Penguin.

Oliver, Roland, and Gervase Mathew, eds. 1963. History of East Africa, I.
London: Oxford Univ. Press.

Oppenheim, A. Leo. 1964. Ancient Mesopotamia, portrait of a dead civil-
ization. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

1967. A new look at the structure of Mesopotamian society. J.
Econ. and Soc. Hist. Orient 10: 1-16.

Orans, Martin. 1968. Maximizing in jajmaniland: A model of caste rela-
tions. Amer. Anthrop. 70: 875-97.

Orenstein, Henry. 1962. Exploitation and function in the interpretation of
jajmani. Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 18: 302-15.

1965. Gaon: Conflict and cohesion in an Indian village. Princeton:
Princeton Univ. Press.

Ottenberg, Simon. 1962. The development of local government in a Ni-
gerian township. Anthropologica 4: 121-61.

1968. Double descent in an African society: The Afikpo village-
group. Seattle: Univ. Wash. Press.

Otterbein, Keith F. 1964a. The evolution of Zulu warfare. Kansas J. Soc.
1: 27-35.

1964b. Why the Iroquois won: An analysis of Iroquois military

tactics. Ethnohistory 11: 56-63.

1968. Internal war: A cross-cultural study. Amer. Anthrop. 70:
277-89.

Otterbein, Keith F., and Charlotte Swanson. 1965. An eye for an eye, a
tooth for a tooth: A cross-cultural study of feuding. Amer. Anthrop. 67:
1470-82.

Paddock, John. 1966a. La Idea del imperio aplicada a Mesoamerica. Rev.
Mex. de Estud. Antrop. 20: 83-94.

, ed. 1966b. Ancient Oaxaca: Discoveries in Mexican archeology
and history. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univ. Press.

Palmier, Leslie H. 1960a. Social status and power in Java (London School
of Economics, Monographs in social anthropology, 20). London: Ath-
lone.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 377

1960b. The Javanese nobility under the Dutch. Comp. Stud. Soc.
and Hist. 2: 197-227.

Park, George K. 1963. Divination and its social contexts. J. Roy. Anthrop.
Inst. 93: 195-209.

1966. King priests: The politics of pestilence. In Swartz, et al.
1966: 229-37.

Park, Richard L., and Irene Tinker, eds. 1959. Leadership and political
institutions in India. Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press.

Peters, Emrys L. 1960. The proliferation of segments in the lineage of the
Bedouin in Cyrenaica. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 90: 29-53.

1963. Aspects of status and rank among Muslims in a Lebanese

village. In Pitt-Rivers 1963: 159-200.

1967. Some structural aspects of the feud among the camel-herd-
ing Bedouin of Cyrenaica. Africa 37: 261-82.

Philips, Cyril H., ed. 1962. Politics and society in India. London: Allen
and Unwin.

Piddocke, Stuart. 1965, The potlatch system of the southern Kwakiutl: A
new perspective. Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 21: 244-64.

Pitt-Rivers, Julian A., ed. 1963. Mediterranean countrymen. Paris: Mouton.

Polanyi, Karl. 1966. Dahomey and the slave trade. Seattle: Univ. Wash.
Press.

Pospisil, Leopold. 1965. The Kapauku Papuans of West New Guinea. New
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Pouillon, Jean. 1964. La structure du pouvoir chez les Hadjerai. L’Homme
4: 18-70.

Pouwer, Jan. 1966. Toward a configurational approach to society and cul-
ture in New Guinea. J. Polynes. Soc. 75: 267-86.

Powell, H. A. 1960. Competitive leadership in Trobriand political organi-
zation. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 90: 118—45.

Pradhan, M. C. 1966. The political system of the Jats of Northern India.
London: Oxford Univ. Press.

Ranger, Terence O. 1967. Revolt in Southern Rhodesia, 1896-97. London:
Heinemann.

Rappaport, Roy A. 1967. Pigs for the ancestors: Ritual in the ecology of a
New Guinea people. New Haven: Yale Univ. Press.

Ray, Verne F., ed. 1958. Systems of political control and bureaucracy in
human societies (Annual Proceedings of the American Ethnological So-
ciety). Seattle: Univ. Wash. Press.

Read, Kenneth E. 1959. Leadership and consensus in a New Guinea soci-
ety. Amer. Anthrop. 61: 425-36.

Reader, D. H. 1966. Zulu tribe in transition: The Makhanya of Southern
Natal. Manchester, Eng.: Manchester Univ. Press.

Reay, Marie. 1959a. Individual ownership and transfer of land among the
Kuma. Man 59: 78-82.




378 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1959b. The Kuma: Freedom and conformity in the New Guinea

Highlands. Melbourne: Australian National Univ. Press.

1959c. Two kinds of ritual conflict. Oceania 29: 290-96.

Reina, Ruben E. 1966. The law of the saints: A Pokoman Pueblo and its
community culture. New York: Bobbs-Merrill.

Retzlaff, Ralph H. 1962. Village government in India. New York: Asia
Publishing.

Richards, Audrey 1., ed. 1960a. East African chiefs. New York: Praeger.

1960b. Social mechanisms for the transfer of political rights in

some African tribes. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 90: 175-90.

1961. African kings and their royal relatives. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst.
91: 135-50.

Roberts, John M. 1965. Oaths, autonomic ordeals and power. Amer.
Anthrop. 67: 186-212.

Rogers, Edward S. 1965. Leadership among the Indians of eastern sub-
arctic Canada. Anthropologica 7: 263-84.

Rosenau, James N., ed. 1967. Domestic sources of foreign policy. New
York: Free Press.

Rosenfeld, Henry. 1965. The social composition of the military in the pro-
cess of state formation in the Arabian desert. J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 95:
75-86, 174-94.

Rostworowski Tovar de Diez Canseco, Maria. 1960. Succession, cooption
to kingship, and royal incest among the Inca. Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 16:
417-27.

Rotberg, Robert I. 1965. A political history of tropical Africa. New York:
Harcourt, Brace, and World.

Roys, Ralph L. 1966. Native empires in Yucatan: The Maya-Toltec empire.
Rev. Mex. de Estud. Antrop. 20: 153-77.

Ryan, D’Arcy. 1959. Clan formation in the Mendi valley. Oceania 29:
257-81.

Sahlins, Marshall D. 1958. Social stratification in Polynesia. Seattle: Univ.
Wash. Press.

1959. The social life of monkeys, apes, and primtive men. Hum.

Biol. 31: 54-73.

1960a. Political power and the economy in primtive society. In

Dole and Carneiro 1960: 395—415.

1960b. The origin of society. Scient. Amer. 204: 76-87.

1961. The segmentary lineage: An organization of predatory ex-

pansion. Amer. Anthrop. 63: 322-43.

1962. Moala: Culture and nature on a Fijian Island. Ann Arbor:

Univ. Mich. Press.

1963a. Remarks on social structure in Southeast Asia: A review

article. J. Polynes. Soc. 72: 39-50.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 379

1963b. Rich man, poor man, big man, chief. Comp. Stud. Soc.

and Hist. 5: 285-303.

1965a. On the sociology of primitive exchange. In Banton 1965a:

139-236.

1965b. Exchange-value and diplomacy of primitive trade. In Helm

1965b: 95-129.

1965c. On the ideology and composition of descent groups. Man

65: 104-7.

1968. Tribesmen, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Sahlins, Marshall D., and Elman R. Service, eds. 1960. Evolution and
culture. Ann Arbor: Univ. Mich. Press.

Saler, Benson. 1962. Migration and ceremonial ties among the Maya.
Sthwest. J. Anthrop. 18: 336—41.

1964. Nagual, witch and sorcerer in a Quiché village. Ethnology
3: 305-28.

Salisbury, Richard F. 1964a. Ceremonial exchange and political equi-
librium. In 6th International Congress of Anthropological and Ethno-
logical Sciences, II, 255-59.

1964b. Despotism and Australian administration in the New

Guinea Highlands. Amer. Anthrop. 66: 225-39.

19686. Politics and shell money finance in New Britain. In Swartz,
et al. 1966: 113-28.

Sanders, William T. 1968. Hydraulic agriculture, economic symbiosis and
the evolution of states in Central Mexico. In Meggars 1968: 88-107.
Schapera, Isaac. 1963. Kinship and politics in Tswana history. J. Roy.

Anthrop. Inst. 93: 159-73.

Scheffler, Harold W. 1964a. Descent concepts and descent groups: The
Maori case. J. Polynes. Soc. 73: 126-33.

1964b. The genesis and repression of conflict: Choiseul Island.

Amer. Anthrop. 66: 789-804.

1964c. The social consequences of peace on Choiseul Island. Eth-

nology 3: 398—403.

1965. Choiseul Island social structure. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.

Press.
Schneider, David M. 1962. Double descent on Yap. J. Polynes. Soc. 71:
1-24,

1965. Some muddles in the models: Or, how the system really
works. In Banton 1965a: 25-85.

Schneider, David M., and E. Kathleen Gough, eds. 1961. Matrilineal kin-
ship. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press.

Schwartz, Theodore. 1962. The Paliau movement in the Admiralty Islands,
1946-1954 (American Museum of Natural History Anthropological Pa-
pers, Part 2). New York: American Museum of Natural History.



380 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1963. Systems of areal integration: Some considerations based on
the Admiralty Islands of northern Melanesia. Anthrop. Forum 1: 59-97.

Sears, William H. 1962. The state in certain areas and periods of the pre-
historic southeastern United States. Ethnohistory 9: 109-25.

1968. The state and settlement patterns in the New World. In
Chang 1968: 134-53.

Service, Elman R. 1962. Primitive social organization: An evolutionary
perspective. New York: Random House.

1966. The hunters. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Seshaiah, S. 1966. Post-war reforms and changes in the leadership struc-
ture of village Japan: A case study. East. Anthrop. 19: 1-28.

Shah, A. M. 1964. Political systems in eighteenth century Gujarat. En-
quiry 1: 33-95.

Sharp, R. Lauriston. 1962. Cultural continuities and discontinuities in
Southeast Asia. J. Asian Stud. 22: 3-12.

Shepardson, Mary. 1962. Value theory in the prediction of political be-
havior: The Navajo case. Amer. Anthrop. 64: 742-50.

1963. Navaho ways in government: A study in political process.
Mem. Amer. Anthrop. Assoc. 96.

Silberman, Bernard S., ed. 1966. Modern Japanese leadership. Tucson:
Univ. Ariz. Press.

Silverman, Sydel F. 1965. Patronage and community-nation relationships
in Central Italy. Ethnology 4: 172-89.

Singer, Milton B., ed. 1959. Traditional India: Structure and change.
Philadelphia: American Folklore Society.

Singer, Milton B., and Bernard S. Cohn, eds. 1968. Structure and change
in Indian society. Chicago: Aldine.

Singham, A., and L. E. Braithwaite, eds. 1962. Conference on political
sociology in the British Carribean. Soc. and Econ. Stud. 11.

Sinha, Surajit. 1962. State formation and Rajput myth in tribal Central
India. Man in India 42: 75-77.

1965. Tribe-caste and tribe-peasant continua in Central India.
Man in India 45: 57-83.

Sjoberg, Gideon. 1960. The preindustrial city. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

Skinner, Elliot P. 1960. Traditional and modern patterns of succession to
political office among the Mossi of the Voltaic Republic. J. Hum. Rel. 8:
394-408.

1964. The Mossi of the Upper Volta: The political development
of a Sudanese people. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univ. Press.

Skinner, G. William, ed. 1959. Local, ethnic, and national loyalties in vil-
lage Indonesia: A symposium (Yale University Cultural Report Series,
68). New Haven: Yale Univ. Press.

1964-65. Marketing and social structure in rural China. J. Asian

Stud. 24: 343, 195-228, 363-99.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 381

Skinner, G. William, and Edwin A. Winckler. 1969. Compliance succes-
sion in rural Communist China: A cyclical theory. In Etzioni 1969: 410~
38.

Slobodin, Richard. 1960. Eastern Kutchin warfare. Anthropologica 2: 76—
94.

Smelser, Neil J. 1959. A comparative view of exchange systems. Econ.
Dev. Cult. Change. 7: 173-82.

Smelser, Neil J., and Seymour M. Lipset, eds. 1966. Social structure and
mobility in economic development. Chicago: Aldine.

Smith, Marion J. 1959. Towards a classification of cult movements. Man
59: 8-12.

Smith, Michael G. 1960. Government in Zazzau, 1800-1950. London:
Oxford Univ. Press (for the International African Institute).

1964. Historical and cultural conditions of political corruption

among the Hausa. Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 6: 164-94.

1966a. Pre-industrial stratification systems. In Smelser and Lipset

1966: 141-76.

1966b. A structural approach to comparative politics. In Easton
1966: 113-28.

Smith, Robert. 1967. Yoruba armament. J. Afric. Hist. 8: 87-106.

Smock, David R. 1968. Changing political processes among the Abaja Abo.
Africa 38: 281-92.

Solenberger, Robert R. 1964. Continuity of local political institutions in
the Marianas. Hum. Organiz. 23: 53-60.

Southall, Aidan W. 1965. A critique of the typology of states and political
systems. In Banton 1965b: 113—40.

Southwold, Martin. 1961. Bureaucracy and chieftainship in Buganda. Kam-
pala, Uganda: East African Institute of Social Research (East African
Studies, 14).

1966. Succession to the throne in Buganda. Goody 1966: 82-126.

1968. The history of a history: Royal succession in Buganda. In
1. Lewis 1968: 127-51.

Spicer, Edward H., ed. 1961. Perspectives in American Indian cultural
change. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

1962. Cycles of conquest. Tucson: Univ. Ariz. Press.

Spiro, Melford E., ed. 1965. Context and meaning in cultural anthropology.
New York: Free Press.,

1968. Factionalism and politics in village Burma. In Swartz 1968a:
401-21.

Spores, Ronald M. 1967. The Mixtec kings and their people (Civilization
of the American Indian Series, 85). Okla.: Univ. Okla. Press.

Srinivas, Mysore N. 1959. The dominant caste in Rampura. Amer. Anthrop.
61: 1-16.

1962. Caste in modern India. Bombay: Asia.




382 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Stanner, W. E. H. 1963. An aboriginal religion, VI: Cosmos and society
made correlative. Oceania 33: 239-73.

1965. Aboriginal territorial organization: Estate, range, domain,
and regime. Oceania 36: 1-26.

Steenhoven, Geert van den. 1962. Leadership and law among the Eskimos
of the Keewatin district, Northwest Territories. The Hague: Nitgeverij
Excelsior.

Stenning, Derrick J. 1959. Savannah nomads. London: Oxford Univ. Press
(for the International African Institute).

Stevenson, Robert F. 1968. Population and political systems in tropical
Africa. New York: Columbia Univ. Press.

Steward, Julian H., and Louis C. Faron. 1959. Native peoples of South
America. New York: McGraw-Hilll.

Steward, Julian H., et al. 1960. Irrigation civilizations: A comparative
study. Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union.

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. 1959. Bureaucratic and craft administration of
production: A comparative study. Admin. Science Quart. 4: 168-87.

1965. Social structure and organization. In March 1965: 142-93.

Stirling, A. Paul. 1963. The domestic cycle and the distribution of power
in Turkish villages. In Pitt-Rivers 1963: 201-13.

1965. Turkish village. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Strathern, Andrew. 1966. Despots and directors in the New Guinea High-
lands. Man (ns.) 1: 356-67.

Strickon, Arnold. 1965. Hacienda and plantation in Yucatan: An historical
ecological consideration of the folk-urban continuum in Yucatan. Amer.
Indig. 25: 35-63.

Suttles, Wayne. 1961. Subhuman and human fighting. Anthropologica 3:
148-63.

1962. Variation in habitat and culture on the Northwest Coast. In

34th International Congress of Americanists, 522-37. Vienna: Berger,

Horn.

1963. The persistence of intervillage ties among the Coast Salish.
Ethnology 2: 512-26.

Swanson, Guy E. 1960. The birth of the gods: The origin of primitive be-
liefs. Ann Arbor: Univ. Mich. Press.

1967. Religion and regime: A sociological account of the Refor-
mation. Ann Arbor: Univ. Mich. Press.

Swartz, Marc J. 1964. Continuities in the Bena system. Sthwest. J. Anthrop.
20: 241-53.

1968a. Local-level politics. Chicago: Aldine.

1968b. Process in administrative and political action. In Swartz
1968a: 227—-41.

Swartz, Marc J., Victor W. Turner, and Arthur Tuden, eds. 1966. Political
anthropology. Chicago: Aldine.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 383

Sweet, Louise E. 1965. Camel raiding of North Arabian Bedouin: A mech-
anism of ecological adaptation. Amer. Anthrop. 67: 1132-50.

Tapson, Alfred J. 1962. Indian warfare on the Pampa during the colonial
period. Hisp. Amer. Hist. Rev. 42: 1-28.

Tax, Sol, ed. 1960. Evolution after Darwin. Chicago: Univ. Chicago
Press. 3 vols.

Textor, Robert B. 1967. Cross-cultural summary. New Haven: Human Re-
lations Area Files Press.

Thoden van Velzen, H. U. E., and W. van Wetering. 1960. Residence,
power groups and intra-societal aggression. Int. Arch. Ethnogr. 49:
169-200.

Thompson, James D., ed. 1966. Approaches to organizational design.
Pittsburgh: Univ. Pitts. Press.

— 1967. Organizations in action. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Tinker, Hugh. 1968. Local government and politics and political and social
theory in India. In Swartz 1968a: 217-26.

Tordoff, William. 1962. The Ashanti confederacy. J. Afric. Hist. 3: 399—
417,

Treleare, Allen W. 1960. Indian affairs in colonial New York: The seven-
teenth century. Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press.

Trigger, Bruce G. 1962. Trade and tribal warfare on the St. Lawrence in
the sixteenth century. Ethnohistory 9: 240-56.

1968. Beyond history. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Trouwborst, Albert A. 1961. L’organisation politique en tant que systéme
d’échange au Burundi. Anthropologica 3: 65-81.

1962. L’accord de clientéle et Porganisation politique au Burundi.
Anthropologica 4: 9—43.

Tuden, Arthur. 1966. Leadership and decision-making process among the
Ila and the Swat Pathans. In Swartz, et al. 1966: 275-83.

1968. Ila property relations and political processes. In Swartz
1968a: 95-108.

Turnbull, Colin M. 1961. The forest people: A study of the pygmies of
the Congo. New York: Simon and Schuster.

1965. Wayward servants: The two worlds of the African pygmies.
Garden City, N.Y.: Natural History Press.

Turner, Victor W. 1957. Schism and continuity in an African society. Man-
chester, Eng.: Manchester Univ. Press (for Rhodes-Livingston Insti-
tute, Northern Rhodesia).

1966. Ritual aspects of conflict control in African micropolitics.

In Swartz, et al. 1966: 239—46.

1967. The forest of symbols. Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press.

1968a. The drums of affliction: A study of religious processes

among the Ndembu of Zambia. London: Oxford Univ. Press.




384 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

1968b. Mukanda: The politics of a non-political ritual. In Swartz
1968a: 135-50.

Uberoi, J. P. Singh. 1961. Politics of the Kula ring: An analysis of the
findings of Bronislaw Malinowski. New York: Humanities Press.

Udy, Stanley H., Jr. 1959. The organization of work. New Haven: Human
Relations Area Files Press.

1965. The comparative analysis of organizations. In March 1965:
678-709.

Valentine, C. A. 1963. Social status, political power, and native responses
to European influence in Oceania. Anthrop. Forum 1: 3-55.

Vansina, Jan. 1962a. L’évolution du royaume Rwanda des origines 4 1900.
Brussels: Academie Royale des Sciences d’Outre-mer.

1962b. A comparison of African kingdoms. Africa 32: 324-35.

1966. Kingdoms of the savannah. Madison: Univ. Wisc. Press.

Van Velsen, J. 1964. The politics of kinship: A study in social manipula-
tion among the Lakeside Tonga of Nyasaland. Manchester, Eng.: Man-
chester Univ. Press.

Vaughn, James H., Jr. 1964. Culture, history and grass-roots politics in a
Northern Cameroon Kingdom. Amer. Anthrop. 66: 1078-95.

Vayda, Andrew P. 1960. Maori warfare (Polynesian Society Monographs,
2). Wellington: Polynesian Society.

1961. Expansion and warfare among swidden agriculturalists. An-

thropologica 63: 346-58.

1968. Hypotheses about functions of war. Fried, et al. 1968: 85—

91.

Vogt, Evon Z. 1964a. Ancient Maya concepts in contemporary Zinacantan
religion. 6th International Congress of anthropological and ethnological
sciences, 498-502.

1964b. The genetic model and Maya cultural development. In

Vogt and Alberts 1964: 9—48.

1964c. Some implications of Zinacantan social structure for the

study of the ancient Maya. In 35th International Congress of Ameri-

canists, 1, 307-32.

1968. Some aspects of Zinacantan settlement patterns and cere-
monial organizations. In Chang 1968: 158-73.

Vogt, Evon Z., and Ruz L. Alberts, eds. 1964. Desarrollo cultural de los
Mayas. Mexico City: Univ. Nacional Autonoma de Mexico.

Wagner, Roy. 1967. The curse of Souw: Principles of Daribi clan defini-
tion and alliance in New Guinea. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press.

Walker, Deward E., Jr. 1967. Nez Percé sorcery. Ethnology 6: 66-96.

Watson, James B., ed. 1964. New Guinea: The Central Highlands. Amer.
Anthrop. 66.

Washburn, Sherwood L., ed. 1961. Social life of early man. Chicago: Al-
dine.




POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 385

Watt, W. Montgomery. 1961. Islam and the integration of society. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Wauchope, Robert, ed. 1964-67. Handbook of Middle American Indians.
Austin: Univ. Tex. Press. 6 vols.

Weber, Max. 1968. Economy and society. Ed. by Guenther Roth and
Claus Wittich. New York: Bedminster Press. 3 vols.

Weitlaner, Roberto, and S. Hoggshagen. 1960. Grados de edad en Oaxaca.
Rev. Mex. de Estud. Antrop. 16: 183-209.

West, Francis J. 1961. Political advancement in the South Pacific: A com-
parative study of colonial practice in Fiji, Tahiti and American Samoa.
Melbourne: Oxford Univ. Press.

Whitaker, Ian R. 1968. Tribal structure and national politics in Albania,
1910-1950. In I. Lewis 1968: 253-93.

White, Leslie A. 1959. The evolution of culture: The development of civi-
lization to the fall of Rome. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Whitten, Norman E. 1965. Class, kinship and power in an Ecuadorian
town: The Negroes of San Lorenzo. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univ.
Press.

Wijeyewardene, Gehan, ed. 1968. Leadership and authority. Singapore:
Univ. Malaya Press.

Wilbert, Johannes, ed. 1961. The evolution of horticultural systems in na-
tive South America. Anthropologica: Supplement 2.

Willis, W. S., Jr. 1963. Patrilineal institutions in southeastern North Amer-
ica. Ethnohistory 10: 250-69.

Wilson, James Q. 1966. Innovations in organization: Notes toward a the-
ory. In Thompson 1966: 193-218.

Wilson, Monica H. 1959a. Communal rituals of the Nyakusa. Oxford: Ox-
ford Univ. Press.

1959b. Divine kings and the breath of men. Cambridge, Eng.:

Cambridge Univ. Press.

1968. Ritual in local politics. In Swartz 1968a: 191-98.

Winans, Edgar V., and Robert B. Edgerton. 1964. Hehe magical justice.
Amer. Anthrop. 66: T45-64.

Wolf, Eric R. 1959. Sons of the shaking earth. Chicago: Univ. Chicago
Press.

1966a. Kinship, friendship and patron-client relations in complex

societies. In Banton 1966b: 1-22.

1966b. Peasants. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Wolf, Eric R., and Edward C. Hansen. 1967. Caudillo politics: A struc-
tural analysis. Comp. Stud. Soc. and Hist. 9: 168-79.

Wood, A. L. 1964. Political radicalism in changing Sinhalese villages.
Hum. Organiz. 23: 99-107.

Worsely, Peter M. 1961. The analysis of rebellion and revolution in mod-
ern British social anthropology. Science and Society 25: 26-37.




386 EDWIN A. WINCKLER

Yoshida, Teiji. 1964. Social conflict and cohesion in a Japanese rural com-
munity. Ethnology 3: 219-31.

1967. Mystical retribution, spirit possession, and social structure
in a Japanese village. Ethnology 6: 237-62.

Young, Frank W. 1964. Location and reputation in a Mexican intervillage
network. Hum. Organiz. 23: 36—41.

Young, Frank W., and R. C. Young. 1962. The sequence and direction of
community growth: A cross-cultural generalization. Rural Sociol. 27:
374-86.

Young, Roland A., and Henry A. Fosbrooke. 1960. Land and politics
among the Luguru of Tanganyika. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Zamora, Mario D. 1965. A historical summary of Indian village autonomy.
Asian Stud. 3: 262-82,

1966. Political tradition and change: The case of village Asia. Int.
J. Comp. Sociol. 7: 247-56.

Zegwaard, Rev. Gerard A. 1959. Headhunting practices of the Asmat of
Netherlands New Guinea. Amer. Anthrop. 61: 1020-41.

Zuidema, R. T. 1964. The Ceque system of Cuzco: The social organiza-
tion of the capital of the Inca. Leiden: International Archives of Eth-

nography.




	Article Contents
	p. [301]
	p. 302
	p. 303
	p. 304
	p. 305
	p. 306
	p. 307
	p. 308
	p. 309
	p. 310
	p. 311
	p. 312
	p. 313
	p. 314
	p. 315
	p. 316
	p. 317
	p. 318
	p. 319
	p. 320
	p. 321
	p. 322
	p. 323
	p. 324
	p. 325
	p. 326
	p. 327
	p. 328
	p. 329
	p. 330
	p. 331
	p. 332
	p. 333
	p. 334
	p. 335
	p. 336
	p. 337
	p. 338
	p. 339
	p. 340
	p. 341
	p. 342
	p. 343
	p. 344
	p. 345
	p. 346
	p. 347
	p. 348
	p. 349
	p. 350
	p. 351
	p. 352
	p. 353
	p. 354
	p. 355
	p. 356
	p. 357
	p. 358
	p. 359
	p. 360
	p. 361
	p. 362
	p. 363
	p. 364
	p. 365
	p. 366
	p. 367
	p. 368
	p. 369
	p. 370
	p. 371
	p. 372
	p. 373
	p. 374
	p. 375
	p. 376
	p. 377
	p. 378
	p. 379
	p. 380
	p. 381
	p. 382
	p. 383
	p. 384
	p. 385
	p. 386

	Issue Table of Contents
	Biennial Review of Anthropology, Vol. 6 (1969), pp. i-vii+1-404
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Language [pp. 1-40]
	Mathematical Anthropology [pp. 41-79]
	The Anthropology of Complex Societies [pp. 80-131]
	Social Organization [pp. 132-190]
	Trends in Genetics and Biological Anthropology [pp. 191-251]
	Law and Anthropology [pp. 252-300]
	Political Anthropology [pp. 301-386]
	Analytical Indexes to "Political Anthropology" [pp. 387-392]
	General Index [pp. 393+395-404]



