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INTRODUCTION 

Robert Redfield's research in the Mexican village of Tepoztlan in the late 1920s 
marks the expansion of field research in social anthropology into complex societies. 
Certainly in the decades which followed this work there was a proliferation of 
research among peasants, pastoralists and fishermen, Anthropologists conducted 
field work not only in Latin America, but in the civilizations of Asia and Africa as 
well. In this general expansion, a few studies were conducted in Europe in the late 
1920s and 1930s, notably by Arensberg in Western Ireland (5, 6), by Chapman in 

Sicily (30), and by Sanders (97) in the Balkans. But the cultures of contemporary 
Europe held little interest for the profession at large.! As a number of writers have 
noted, little social anthropological research was carried out in Europe until the 
1950s (2, pp. 2-3; 5, pp. 9- 13; 56, p. 743). 

This was certainly not because of a lack of familiarity with the continent. The 
study of historical sources on the ancient civilizations of the Mediterranean and on 
the Celtic and Germanic "tribes" of antiquity played a prominent role in the 
formation of nineteenth century anthropological ideas. As John Davis (38, pp. 1-4; 
see also 76) has pointed out, Maine, Fustel de Coulanges, Robertson-Smith, Fraser, 
Durkheim, and Westermark all drew on Mediterranean sources in formulating their 
comparative and theoretical schemes, and Maine especially made much use of 

material on the Irish Celts. Morgan drew on all of these societies in his evolutionary 
formulations, and anchored his work in classic Greece and Rome. Marx and Engels 
used the ancient civilizations as a kind of watershed. Writings which focus on the 
processes that led to the formation of capitalism began with these slave-based 

10f these three studies, only Arensberg's found its way into print with relatively little delay. 
Sanders' work was not published until after World War II, and Chapman's was not published 
until the manuscript was "rediscovered" in 1970, more than 40 years after the original 
research. 
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350 COLE 

societies, while those writings which deal with primitives end there. Thus the 
advancement of nineteenth century European and American understanding of civili
zations elsewhere in the world, and of primitive cultures as well, was in comparison 
to historical materials on ancient Europe. However, this interest in historical Europe 
was not translated into an impulse to gather information in European communities. 

Nor did personal experience on the continent lead to field research in Europe. 
Many, if not most, anthropologists in both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
had personal familiarity with contemporary Europe. Morgan, the founding father 
of American anthropology, spent an extended period traveling in Europe, but left 
his impressions only in private journals ( 1 1 6). British anthropologists regularly 
included the grand tour as a pari. of their education, and many of the leading figures 
in anthropology were of continental origin. Franz Boas, Robert Lowie, Bronislaw 
Malinowski, and Siegfried Nadel, to name a few, were all born and at least partly 
educated on the continent. 

Malinowski even maintained a villa at Oberbozen in the South Tyrol where he 
and his students regularly vacationed. An entire generation of British anthropolo
gists experienced invigorating walks in the mountains and enjoyed what Malinowski 
is said to have regarded as the finest scenery in all of Europe (50, pp. 4, 10; 78, p.34). 
But the discussions on these vacations were of research conducted far afield, and 
while all enjoyed the scenery, their professional gaze was across the seas, among the 
black and brown inhabitants of the dominions and colonies of the British Empire. 

The beginnings of a more concerted effort on contemporary Europe are to be 
found in the enlistment of anthropology in the war effort of World War II and in 
the so-called cold war which followed. In the United States, anthropologists at
tempted to provide characterizations of "cultures of various societies which were 
inaccessible to direct observation" (88, p. xx). This effort resulted in a series of 
studies, both published and unpublished, and included a number on allies and 
enemies in Europe. Anthropologists from Columbia University had been prominent 
in the wartime studies, and it was Columbia University which fielded the largest 
contingent of researchers in Europe during the 1950s.2 Others came from Harvard, 

2The Columbia University group, founded by Ruth Benedict and later led by Margaret 
Mead, was interdisciplinary in nature and had strong psychological leanings. Its intent was 
to formulate statements about national character and its method was the study of "culture at 
a distance." This method was to compensate for the absence of direct field observation by 
interviewing people who originated in an inaccessible society and were living in or visiting in 
the New York area. Additional data were gleaned from movies, published sources, and other 
available cultural materials. The method and some of its results were published by Mead & 
Metraux (89) in 1953. Other findings were published in a series of monographs which appeared 
in the decade following World War II (e.g. 16, 95). Mead suggested that the method would 
continue to be valuable when the inaccessible societies were again opened up, and could be 
combined with direct observation. Except for several studies published by Rodnick over the 
years (57, p. 27), her advice has been ignored by Europeanists, even by those who received 
their introduction to an anthropology of Europe as members of the group. 

Robert Lowie, working at the University of California, also contributed a volume on 
Germany based on war-time library research and a postwar visit. Although California has 
contributed its share of Europeanists, Lowie's work on Europe has not been influential. 
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COMMUNITY STUDIES IN EUROPE 35 1  

Yale, and the University of California. Since that time the number of anthropologi
cal studies in Europe has increased at a geometric rate, and Europeanists are now 
being trained at many different universities. By 1975 the number of researchers was 
large enough that the American Anthropological Association determined to publish 
a directory of North American Europeanists (57). 

During the same time period, field research in Europe by British anthropologists 
underwent a parallel expansion. Led by students from Oxford, field research in 
Mediterranean Europe got under way (38, pp. 237-46), and students from the 
London School of Economics and Manchester University conducted studies in 
Britain itself (53, 62). Moreover, a number of European scholars, especially on the 
western rim of the continent, have also worked in Europe. Norwegian and Dutch 
social anthropologists have been particularly active. Some of these scholars were 
trained in British or American universities, and they regularly report at least a 
portion of their findings in English-language publications. 

All of these scholars, whether living in North America, Britain, or on the conti
nent, regularly read one another's publications, review one another's books and 
exchange manuscripts and personal communications. They interact at national and 
international professional meetings. Moreover, it is de rigueur for North American 
anthropologists to visit colleagues in Holland or Britain on the way to and from field 
locations in Europe, and British and continental colleagues have lectured or taught 
for varying periods of time at American universities. 

For better or worse, these interactions define an international intellectual commu
nity, an "Anglophone Anthropology" of Europe. It is by no means a closed commu
nity, since its participants are active in other intellectual pursuits as well, and some 
publish in other languages in addition to English. But the social anthropology of 
Europe has come to constitute an academic tradition with shared concerns and a 
distinctive literature. Not only have members of this community themselves pro
duced a respectable volume of published material, but they have also marked out 
writings by demographers, European ethnologists, geographers, historians, political 
scientists, and rural sociologists for incorporation into an "essential literature." At 
this writing the total literature has reached formidable proportions. 

The intention of this article is to discuss the directions that anglophone an
thropology is taking, ,to outline its theoretical thrust, and to discuss some of its more 
important contributions and shortcomings. To do this, I believe it is necessary first 
to understand its relationship to the field of anthropology as a whole. In particular, 
I wish to raise the question of why anthropological interest was not fastened on 
contemporary Europe sooner and why it has become so vigorous in the 1 960s and 
1970s. 

ANTHROPOLOGY: THE STUDY OF OTHERS 

The origins of anthropology as a scholarly discipline in the nineteenth century in 
western Europe and North America revolved around two general sets of problems. 
One was an attempt to come to grips with the biological, linguistic, social, .and 
cultural characteristics of the populations on other continents. Europeans had been 
in direct contact with these people for several centuries and during the nineteenth 
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352 COLE 

century were in the process of consolidating colonial empires. Western European 
anthropologists directed their efforts primarily toward the populations of their 
overseas colonies, while American anthropologists were genen�lly concerned with 
the indigenous populations of the Americas. The second set of problems had to do 
with attempts to understand the European past. The archaeologist's spade had 
proved that man's antiquity in Europe was far greater than recorded in historical 
sources, and intellectuals wished to explicate this long prehistory. If the bones and 
artifacts that the archaeologists found could not speak for themselves, then perhaps 
those populations elsewhere in the world who still used such ancient implements 
might speak for them. The expectation was that what the ethnographer learned 
from his studies of contemporary "savage" and "barbarian" cultures could con
tribute to an understanding of early stages in the evolution of European civil
ization. 

Anthropology thus secured itself a place and a mission in the division of labor 
in nineteenth century social science. It developed a comparative approach in which 
the institutions of the peoples of other continents were compared to one another and 
to those of the European past. Society in modern Europe and North America was 
the province of a bevy of other social sciences which dissected it into various parts, 
each staking out its own exclusive subject matter. The institutions of Europe were 
regarded as unique, the distinctive product of an evolutionary process which had 
raised them to a stage unmatched anywhere else in the world. Therefore, while 
anthropology could contribute to an understanding of the antecedents of these 
institutions, it was not relevant to an understanding of their present forms. 

During the first half of the twentieth century, anthropologists became skeptical 
of many of the evolutionists' claims, but they continued to focus on the exotic and 
the primitive. They were less interested in studying other cultures as representatives 
of past stages of European civilization, but continued to study primitive and peasant 
cultures in the purest state possible. Ethnographers were bent on describing these 
societies as they were believed to have been before they felt the impact of the 
European presence. 

Even when the intent of research has been deliberately cross-cultural, the cultures 
of Europe were for the most part excluded. While A. L. Kroeber (77) may have 
claimed the peasants of Europe for anthropology in 1948, his claim is not substan
tiated by any body of monographs or comparative works extant at the time. An
thropologists, with the few exceptions mentioned above, did not do field work in 
Europe, and they rarely made use of materials on European society published by 
other scholars. Only those peoples who appeared to be most marginal to the main
stream of European civilization, and thus not fully European at all, were recognized 
as fit subjects for anthropological comparison. As recently as 1962, the culture area 
and ethnic group map of Europe in Spencer & Johnson's ethnographic atlas (108) 
included only non-Indo-European speakers (Basques, Finns, Lapps, Magyars), and 
those Indo-European speakers who were proving the most intractable in the face of 
modernization-the Albanians, Bretons, Irish, Latvians, and Welch. A perusal of 
other comparative compilations and of introductory textbooks in both general and 
social anthropology yields similar results. 
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COMMUNITY STUDIES IN EUROPE 353 

The same separation between the study of Europeans and others also took place 
on the continent. Each of the European countries has a well-developed program for 
the study of their own "folk culture" and rural, social, and economic problems. But, 
as the Hungarian ethnologist Tamas Hofer (70, p. 6) has pointed out, " . . .  ethnogra
phers studying their own peoples form a separate body from those studying other, 
non-European peoples. They have their own chairs at the Universities and their own 
museums." In most instances, professors of European ethnology are in the humani
ties faculty while overseas ethnologists are in the social science faculty. Students in 
the two disciplines have entirely separate training. 

Moreover, the incorporation of an anthropology of Europe into general an
thropology has met with substantial resistance from within the anthropological 
ranks and continues to face accusations of illegitimacy. Consider a letter which 
appeared in the Anthropological Newsletter in 1972 (5 1). Entitled "Peasants' Re
volt," the letter purports to express the gratitude of those European peasants only 
recently discovered by American anthropologists. It has two main themes. One of 
these is the absence of privation experienced by European researchers: "Situated in 
countries where neither cobras, nor poisoned arrows, nor temperatures in the range 
of -400P make daily life miserable, the American discoverers of new frontiers can 
safely engage in skiing, lake swimming and occasional opera visits while studying 
us natives," The second theme is a suggestion of triviality. After mentioning the 
"milliards of volumes" produced by European scholars about their own cultures, 
the letter goes on to ask, "What is that compared with the abysmal insight gained 
by an American undergraduate who, under the paternal supervision of the Peas
antry Guru of his department, finds out how the Swiss plant potatoes and what 
brand of transistor radio is preferred in a Serbian village." 

The letter is signed by five names which pretend to be those of European peasants. 
To my knowledge, this is the only pseudonymous letter ever published in the 
Newsletter: it is accompanied by an editor's statement that "The Newsletter will not 
make a practice of publishing pseudonymous letters." The pUblication of this letter 
in an official organ of the American Anthropological Association is a symptom of 
widespread sub-rosa resistance to European anthropology in the discipline. 

Such resistance is apparently not confined to the United States. Commenting on 
the British scene, John Davis reports that, "It is not uncommon, at any rate in 
England, to meet backwoods anthropologists who clearly convey their sense of 
superiority" (over those who study in the Mediterranean). According to Davis, they 
hold that "Anthropology is only anthropology if it is done very much abroad, in 
unpleasant conditions, in societies very different from the ethnographer's habitat, 
very different indeed from the sort of place where he might go on holiday" (38, 
p. 7). In the United States one hears Europeanists complain of tenure refused, of 
articles rejected, and of grant requests denied because of their area of interest. While 
such complaints may wen be rationalizations for actions which were in reality based 
on relative merit, it is significant that Africanists, Oceanists, and Americanists do 
not rationalize their failures in similar ways. 

On the surface such attitudes apparently refer to the role of field work as a rite 
of passage which is necessary for full acceptance into the anthropological clan. The 
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354 COLE 

suggestion is that the field experience in Europe is not sufficiently traumatic or 
physically demanding to serve this initiation function. Research in Europe is really 
not anthropology at all, but sociology, and that is better left to those with formal 
training as sociologists. Such attitudes may appear trivial, little more than expres
sions of private insecurity, professional jealousy, or barroom and hallway banter. 
However, I believe that they are a surface expression of a more deep-seated and 
significant phenomenon. Focus on the conditions under which anthropology is 
conducted in Europe draws attention away from the content of this research. It is 
a way of attempting to discredit it without considering what it has to say. It masks 
the uneasiness that some anthropologists continue to feel at the application of the 
same methods and theories used in the study of "primitives" to the study of "civi
lized" Europe. 

Resistance within the profession is paralleled by the resentment that many Eu
ropean intellectuals feel when they learn that their countrymen are to be the subjeCt 
of social anthropological enquiry. Anthropologists regularly experience confronta
tions with educated Europeans who, more or less politely, voice their objections to 
the research. I am not referring here to the sophisticated objections which are 
sometimes raised to research in Europe by any North Americans on the grounds 
that it is an aspect of American imperialism. Rather, I am referring to the objections 
to anthropological research by individuals who know anthropology (or ethnology) 
as the study of noncivilized peoples of other races. To be studied by an anthropolo
gist is therefore to be put into the same category as "primitives." It is taken as an 
insult by these individuals, to be put into the same category as people whom they 
regard as fundamentally different from and inferior to themselves and their civiliza
tion. Their resentment is compounded because they assume the same attitudes are 
held by the anthropologist. 

In the words of Del Hymes (73, p. 5), anthropology has developed as "an autono
mous discipline that specializes in the study of others." As such, an anthropology 
of Europe (or America) is a contradiction in terms. Until the post-World War II 
period such a contradiction did not exist. One set of social sciences developed to 
explain human society and behavior in Europe and America, and anthropology 
developed to explain it in the rest of the world. Whether Europeans and Americans 
regarded the social forms of a non-European society as worthy or not, these forms 
were seen as the products of the society's own past. Poverty and misery might even 
be their lot, but that too could be laid to their traditions and customs. Research into 
the traditions and customs of primitives could illuminate the nature of their prob
lems, but it could have little meaning for the citizens of modem Europe or America. 
Organized into modem, industrial nation states, the social forms of Europe and 
America were of a different order from those in the rest of the world. 

Such an intellectual division of labor was congenial to the division of economic 
and political power in the world. It served to mask the nature of the relationships 
which bound all of the societies of the world into a single political-economic system 
where wealth and power in one comer of the globe were gained at a cost of poverty 
and underdevelopment elsewhere (65, 74). To focus on the nature of these relation
ships and their role in producing and maintaining the conditions which had once 
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COMMUNITY STUDIES IN EUROPE 355 

been attributed to the survival of traditional social forms was to attack the ideologi
cal underpinnings of the world system. To scrutinize European communities and 
social institutions with an anthropological lens polished in the villages of Africa 
and Asia and the barrios of South America further threatened this ideology. It held 
out the potential of debunking the myth of the innate uniqueness and superiority 
of European society. 

BEGINNINGS IN EUROPE 

Since an anthropology of Europe was not a viable possibility in the nineteenth and 
the first half of the twentieth centuries, and since substantial objections to it persist 
in the present, the question remains of why it has become well established now. It 
is not enough to note that there was an expansion of anthropological concern to 
include complex societies, including those in Europe. The question is why this 
expansion took place when it did. I would like to suggest that the rise of an 
anthropology of Europe was related to changes which took place in the world 
political economy in the period following World War II and to the new intellectual 
problems which this raised for social science research. 

One aspect of this altered world situation is that anthropologists are finding it 
more difficult to conduct research in the places where they used to work, either 
because the groups they once studied as isolated tribesmen or rural folk have been 
transformed into something else, or because they are no longer allowed access to 
the areas where they live. Before World War II anthropologists could carry out 
research in European colonies or client states with impunity, and in the euphoria 
of the early days following liberation, when it was assumed that political indepen
dence would automatically be followed by modernization and development, an
thropologists and other scholars were also welcome. Western scholars and 
technicians would contribute to the process of modernization through studies which 
pinpointed problems to be overcome and would help to outline methods to overcome 
them. But when this did not happen, suspicions arose that the development projects 
and the scholarly studies which underlay them might be a part of the problem. As 
Eric Wolf has put it: 

Gone is the halcyon feeling that knowledge alone, including anthropological knowledge, 
will set men free . . . .  the pacific or pacified objects of our investigation, primitives and 
peasants alike, are ever more prone to define our field situation gun in hand. A new 
vocabulary is abroad in the world. It speaks of "imperialism," "colonialism," "neocoloni
alism," and "internal colonialism," rather than just of primitives and peasants, or even 
of developed and underdeveloped. Yet anthropology has in the past operated among 
pacified or pacific natives; when the native "hits back" we are in a very different situation 
from that in which we found ourselves only yesterday ( 1 19, pp. 257-58). 

As the borders were shut in Africa, Asia, and South America, and as even 
reservation Indians in North America became hostile to anthropology, some an
thropologists, needing field research to support their professional careers, turned to 
one of the few areas still open to them, the nations of Europe. 
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356 COLE 

Certainly substantial numbers of anthropologists with experiences in many differ
ent corners of the globe expanded their interest in the 1960s to include research in 
Europe. This involved some ofthe most respected members of the profession. A few 
of this distinguished group, and their areas of former research, are Bailey (India), 
Barth (Middle East), E. Friedl (North America), Hammel (South America), Honig
mann (North America), Meggit (Oceania), Netting (Africa), Peristiany (Africa), 
Pospisil (Oceania), Pelto (Mexico), Reining (Africa), and Wolf (Latin America). 
Without speculating on the particular reasons which motivated any individual 
anthropologist to come to Europe after beginnings elsewhere, it is more than a 
coincidence that so many members of the profession have established a European 
research interest during a single decade which coincides with constricting opportu
nities for research elsewhere. Joining those anthropologists who had made a begin
ning in the fifties, these professors formed a cadre available for the training of 
Europeanist anthropologists. 

While the closing of traditional research areas was providing a push, the establish
ment of resources for European research exercised a pull. The Council for European 
Studies, the Ford Foundation, and the International Research Exchanges Board 
(IREX) all made an effort to increase funds or create new funds for the express 
purpose of supporting European research. At the same time they announced that 
anthropologists were welcome to apply for these grants and in some cases singled 
out anthropology for special encouragement. 3 

Younger students who conducted doctoral research in Europe in the sixties and 
seventies were well aware that European anthropology was an expanding field, but 
their interest in the continent did not involve a shift in commitment as it had for 
their teachers. Rather, with an experienced staff available and foundations willing 
to fund their research, Europe was but one alternative out of a number which were 
available. In spite of the considerable resistance I have noted above, countervailing 
forces carried the day and an anthropology of Europe was established and "normal
ized" in a single intellectual generation. 

JThe reason for the increase in funds available for European research in the 1 960s and 1 970s 
is a matter for further research. The expansion of funds for European research accompanied 
the rapidly changing nature of the international climate in Europe in the 1 960s. Whereas 
throughout the Cold War period Europe appeared to be divided into two well-integrated 
camps, one led by the United States and the other by the Soviet Union, dissensions appeared 
in the late fiftIes and sixties, and some states within both camps began to assume more 
independent international stances. As long as they had remained unwavering allies (Western 
Europe) or puppet satellites (Eastern Europe) there was little point to research. But once they 
began to become independent actors on the European scene information was required by power 
brokers in order to be able to predict and influence their course of action. This meant, among 
other things, more money for social science research. 

In Britain interest in Europe may very well be tied to the loss of colonies and the reluctant 
reorientation of Britain to the continent. It parallels in time the switch from Britain's status 
as a world colonial power to a relatively underdeveloped member of the European common 
market. 
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The transformation of the world political economy affected anthropology in a 
second way which contributed to the establishment of an anthropology of Europe 
and provided it with an intellectual rationale. Into the 1950s anthropology had 
regularly regarded the communities and societies it studied as relatively autonomous 
and as variations on the theme of "traditional" and "primitive" societies which 
coexisted in the world with modern industrial nation states. While well aware ofthe 
inroads which had been and continued to be made by institutions such as Christian 
missions, slave raiding, the fur trade, the development of plantation economies, the 
introduction of cash crops, and the imposition of colonial or reservation administra
tion, the impact of such institutions on the social organization of the communities 
which were being studied was rarely taken as a matter of anthropological interest. 
Where there was an interest in change, as in some personality and culture studies, 
the focus was on enculturation of individuals and their personal adjustments to new 
situations (as in the Harvard value studies in the American Southwest). 

But studies of society were overwhelmingly dominated by a concern with stabil
ity. Not only in anthropology, but throughout Western social science structural
functionalist analysis of society held sway (65). This mode of analysis-paradigm 
-consistently emphasizes social order. Society is seen as a static entity made up of 
a variety of institutions. The behavior of individuals is explained in terms of rights 
and duties determined by the formal positions they hold in these institutions. The 
institutions serve both to maintain the society as a whole and to fulfill the social, 
psychological, and biological needs of the members of the society. Change is seen 
as coming from outside of the system and social process works to resist these 
pressures and to return the society to the status quo. 

As indigenous movements led to political independence throughout the world and 
to a universal commitment to programs of economic, social, and political develop
ment, the focus of social science research began to shift from the study of social 
equilibrium to the factors which promote and retard social change. The theoretical 
systems which were erected to handle these new interests were initially Eurocentric 
and incorporated a duality between a traditional past and a modern present or 
future. Modernization for the Third World was seen as the emulation of the pro
gram for development which had been undergone in western Europe. This resulted 
in a proliferation of theoretical works which attempted to clarify this process and 
to explain its applicability for the new nations (I 5, 45, 60, 72, 82, 96, 1 1 3). In this 
view the underdevelopment and poverty which was the lot of most communities 
throughout the world was equated with the characteristics of traditional societies, 
whether primitive or peasant. These conditions could be alleviated through the 
shedding of traditional characteristics and the acceptance of modern technology, 
social organization, politics, and values. Community studies were then structured 
to take this transformation into consideration. 

The monographs which result from such research are all variations on a single 
format. There is a chapter on "the setting" which contains statements about the 
community'S location and history. This is "background" which figures little if at all 
into the analysis. The remainder of the book consists of a presentation of the 
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traditional characteristics of the community and of the changes which have taken 
place. The traditional character of the community is examined for aspects which 
either inhibit or promote change. There may or may not be a discussion of a few 
of the external influences which are seen as agents for change. Concepts such as 
"Culture of Poverty" and "the limited good" were attempts to develop generaliza
tions about those aspects of traditional societies which inhibited beneficial change. 

FROM TRADITIONAL TO MODERN 

The anthropology of Europe drew its rationale from this developmentalist perspec
tive. Studies of communities located in developed countries could serve as models 
of what the new nations were attempting to achieve. At the same time, studies 
conducted in European countries which still had traditional communities could also 
be informative. Although traditional, they were European and therefore they were 
generally farther along the path of modernization. They could be taken as represen
tative of stages through which Third World communities would have to pass on 
their way to full modernization. Moreover, since these European nations already 
had considerable experience with modernization programs and the problems asso
ciated with them, non-European states could benefit from an understanding of their 
successes and failures. 

In putting European communities together with those in other parts of the world 
into a framework of modernization, anthropologists follow two different lines of 
reasoning. One is to banish the traditional communities from Europe and the other 
is to continue to insist on the integrity of Europe in contrast to the rest of the world. 

The first is represented by Banfield's well-known study of Montegrano in southern 
Italy. He puts southern Italy into the non-Western world, maintaining the di
chotomy between us and others, by expanding the other now to include the parts 
of Europe left behind by modernization. He maintains that people in such areas are 
different from ourselves and even argues that "There is some reason to doubt that 
the non-Western cultures of the world will prove capable of creating and maintain-. 
ing the high degree of organization without which a modern economy and a demo
cratic political order are possible" ( 1 1 ,  p. 8). It is their traditions which hold them 
back, but "While it is easy to see that culture may be the limiting factor which 
determines the amount and character of organization and therefore of progress in 
the less developed parts of the world, it is not obvious what are the precise incom
patibilities between particular cultures, or aspects of culture, and particular forms 
or levels of organization" ( 1 1, p. 9). The purpose of the community study thus 
becomes evident: it is to discern those characteristics which inhibit progress. Thus 
Banfield discovered among the Montegranesi an "amoral familism" in which indi
viduals act to "maximize the material, short run advantage of the nuclear family; 
assume that others will do likewise" (11,  p. 83). The result of such behavior is that 
"In a society of amoral familists, no one will further the interest of the group or 
community except as it is to his private advantage to do so" ( 1 1 ,  pp. 83-84). Such 
a traditional ethos, inherited from the past, prevents modernization and explains 
Montegrano's backwardness. 
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The emphasis on tradition preserved has not been a mere passing phase in Eu
ropean research. This is demonstrated by its domination of numbers of recent 
studies (1 ,  2, 27, 36, 54, 85). One example is Golde's (64) recent monograph on 
villages in Baden-Wiirttemberg. He describes a transition from a traditional type of 
family farm into a modernized and highly rationalized family farm. However, the 
two villages he studied do not change in exactly the same way or at exactly the same 
speed. The differences are. attributed to contrasting religious traditions; one commu
nity is Protestant, the other Catholic. Another example is provided in du Boulay's 
sophisticated structural analysis of domestic relations in a Greek village. In her 
epilogue she offers the observation that, "The structure which has been examined 
in this book represents on the whole a static pattern which is based on respect for 
traditional knowledge and an unquestioning acceptance of the social forms in which 
this knowledge was preserved" (4 1, p. 257). She goes on to speculate about what 
·happens when the stability of such a society is threatened by modernization and the 
rationale for this knowledge is lost: 

... preservation without understanding produces a precarious equilibrium which is easily 
upset when violently challenged by an opposing system, and is liable to two dangers. One 
is that an inflexibility, leading to ignorance and even to barbarism, should develop through 
a lack of enlightenment from within; the other that the inherited conviction of the validity 
of these forms should succumb easily to a philosophy with a more readily comprehensible 
rationale (41, p. 257). 

Although the three authors cited here agree in that each has presented an analysis 
of tradition preserved, the fates of the three communities are widely divergent. 
While the Italian village clings tenaciously to its traditional ways, the German 
communities are rapidly evolving into modem mechanized farming villages and the 
Greek villagers are just as rapidly abandoning their village for an urban life. 

Th,ese authors share Banfield's view of some European communities as bastions 
of ongoing traditions which impinge on the forces of modernization, but neither 
accepts the banishment of their communities from Europe nor Banfield's moral 
judgment. While Banfield regrets the tenacity of tradition, Golde is objectively 
indifferent and du Boulay regrets the passing of traditional values. The latter two 
also diverge from Banfield in seeing their communities as integral parts of European 
civilization, implicitly accepting the time-honored dichotomy between Europeans 
and others [although du Boulay expresses her fears about a lapse into "barbarism" 
and "savagery" and detects such a lapse in some Greek communities (41 ,  pp. 
257-58)]. 

The few attempts to survey the results of community studies in Europe are 
anchored to the concept of a traditional modem dichotomy and have at the same 
time labored to set forth the characteristics which define a European civilization and 
differentiate it from other cultures of the world. One of the first modem anthropo
logical attempts was by Arensberg in 1963 (4). Europe, together with other civiliza
tions, is set off from all others as being "Peoples of the Book"; within this grouping 
it is combined with the Middle East and contrasted with other civilizations on the 
basis of a distinctive bread-milk-meat subsistence base; finally, it stands unique even 
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in contrast with the Middle East on the grounds of distinctive social organization. 
In this way a European Culture Area can be defined. based on a unique constellation 
of enduring culture traits. It is a matter of identifying persistent traditions great and 
small. which are common to all parts of Europe, and which are of great antiquity. 
He explains that there are both practical and theoretical reasons to understand 
Europe's uniqueness even today, as these traditions continue to act in the face of 
modernization. By identifying the way in which traditional elements have influenced 
European development, we can then also identify more clearly what the essence of 
development is. This knowledge will be useful to countries where development is 
now diffusing. In fact, this understanding "is essential if nativistic reaction is to be 
weathered and viable amalgamations of native culture and imported institutitions 
are to be evolved for the developing nations of the globe" (4, p. 77). 

In the early seventies Anderson came out with a pair of studies (I, 2) which 
further developed these ideas. He explains traditional or feudal Europe as made up 
of three cultures or classes-aristocrats. burghers. and peasants. These are function
ally integrated in any given locale through patron-client ties. Aristocrats and burgh
ers are tied to other members of their class in different locations through networks 
which they use to transmit culture. This serves to maintain a single shared cultural 
tradition or civilization throughout the continent. Centers of cultural innovation rise 
and fall in different places, but members of these classes, regardless of where they 
live, keep up with the times as a result of their active networks. Peasants, on the 
qther hand, do not ·move much from place to place and so regional differences 
among them are more pronounced. Similarities among peasants are mostly the result 
of shared patterns of dominance which have been diffused among the aristocracy. 
This civilization began in western Europe and diffused outward so that it was 
expanding into eastern Europe at a time when it was already declining in the west. 

The two volumes go on to speak of the modernization of Europe in terms of the 
development of an urban-industrial order in northwestern Europe which created a 
middle class. a working class, and converted subsistence-oriented peasants into 
market-oriented farmers. This new order then proceeds to spread from the north
west across all of Europe, wiping out tradition as it goes. Thus: 

The end of the traditional way of life and the beginning of the modern may be dated as 
the time of urban-industrial growth. For Europe. this means the nineteenth century in 
the low valleys and great plains of the northwest. including Great Britain. It means the 
twentieth century for isolated areas in the west and for most of the east, far north and 
Mediterranean south. For certain parts of England it means the last part of the eighteenth 
century. For convenience we take the eighteenth century as the last century of Traditional 
Europe (1. p. 72). 

Arensberg's contribution was an attempt to identify the characteristic traditions 
which establish the uniqueness of Europe. Anderson has taken this lead. elaborated 
on it. and added a focus on the transformation from traditional to modern. Implicit 
in their writings is a view that the transformation of Europe carries a message for 
the rest of the world. It is this theme that George Dalton has picked for elaboration. 
In the process he has provided an explicit rationale for anthropological research in 
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Europe. He suggests "that to understand today's peasantries in India or Peru it is 
useful to study European serfs in the tenth century and European farmers in the 
twentieth century because we must know what Third World peasantries changed 
from and what they are changing into. Looking at a thousand years of European 
peasantry shows us what peasants were before, during and after modernization 
seriously began" (36, pp. 385-86). For Dalton then the study of European peas
ant communities can provide an agenda for the transformation of the rest of the 
world. 

We thus stand, in the mid-seventies, with a collection of monographs analyzing 
"traditional" communities undergoing "modernization" as a result of external pres
sures for change which are diffusing across the European culture area. A few survey 
and theoretical works support this perspective, and all tie in to the general literature 
on modernization cited earlier. As a whole, this literature both supports the division 
of the world into Europeans and others, and sets up the transformation of Europe 
as a model for others to emulate. 

ENTREPRENEURS, NETWORKS, PROCESSES 

While many anthropologists continue to think in terms of a traditional/modern 
dichotomy, culture areas, and diffusion, serious questions about the validity of this 
paradigm have been raised and alternative perspectives have been advanced. One 
of these alternatives has developed as a critique of structural-functionalism and can 
be referred to as either the "social process" or the "entrepreneurial" approach. It 
has two major objections to structural-functionalism. The first is that it is a static 
model which is not only incapable of analyzing social change, but supports stability 
as normal and opposes change as abnormal. The second is that it was developed as 
a mode of analyzing traditional societies in which social relations are attributed to 
roles which are based on membership in a small number of corporate groups. In 
these analyses people appear to passively play out the roles that are assigned to them. 

If this view is accepted, social process analysts argue, then it follows that social 
organization is determined differently in small scale societies than in large scale 
modern ones, since people in modern societies actively determine their social roles. 
In the social process view, people, whether in simple or complex societies, are active 
determiners of social relations, and society is not static. As Boissevain has put it, 
"Instead of looking at man as a member of groups and institutional complexes 
passively obedient to their norms and pressures, it is important to see him as an 
entrepreneur who tries to manipulate norms and relationships for his own social and 
psychological benefit" (23, p. 7). The interaction of these manipulating human 
beings gives society a dynamic which is the basis for all social process, including 
change (14, 22, 23). This method is used in the analysis of social process in particular 
places, but it is also used to generalize about the nature of social process in all 
societies. In its generalizing aspect the particulars of tradition and history are 
stripped away to lay bare the essence of social process and of the human behavior 
which underlies it. 
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The concept of social networks has been an important aspect of the entre
preneurial approach, and has developed in the study of complex societies. Here 
social relations are developed on an expedient basis from among a large number of 
possible alternatives, so students of these societies needed a method which could be 
used to describe the formation, maintenance, and function of social ties. The concept 
was first used explicitly over 20 years ago and has been vigorously developed in the 
intervening years. This literature has been subjected to several thorough reviews in 
recent years ( 13, 9 1 ), so here I simply want to call attention to its use both in Europe 
and in other areas of the world. White some of the earliest formulations of the 
network concept came out of research in Norway ( 1 2) and England (26) beginnings 
were being made in Africa and Latin America at about the same time. A number 
of monographs using network analysis in specific societies have appeared as well as 
collections which bring together under one cover case studies from different world 
areas (25). In these, in Boissevain's (23) theoretical volume, and in the volumes 
mentioned above, network analysis is presented as an abstract, generalized method 
which is equally applicable in a British or an African city, in a Norwegian parish 
or in rural Tanzania. 

Bailey has developed a variant of the entrepreneurial approach in the study of 
politics which is relevant here because much of its application has been in Europe. 
His theory is set forth in Strategems and Spoils (8) and is predicated on the assump
tion that in any given society the political actors are agreed on the parameters of 
political behavior such as the nature of political goals and how one competes to 
obtain them. Generally people play by the rules, but sometimes individuals will try 
to establish new rules so that the going gets nasty and the political system may 
change as a result. In the chapters of this book he lays out what he regards as 
universals about the ways in which politics are conducted, whether these be in an 
Indian village in Orissa or in the halls of Whitehall. Case studies applying the 
method, mostly by his students, are presented in two,additional volumes which 
cover different aspects of political behavior, broadly defined (9, 10). All of the case 
material here comes from European communities, but the referent is the theoreti
cal model with its claims to universal applicability. Indeed, entrepreneurial analy
sis has much in common with the "processual" approach worked out by Marc 
Swartz and his colleagues ( 1 1 1) with its case studies drawn from all parts of the 
world. 

The incorporation of European data into these schemes has done much to break 
down the arbitrary distinctions between the nature of the European and the inhabi
tants of other continents. To attribute differences between populations to age-old but 
unexplained traditions is both arbitrary and mystifying. It is arbitrary because 
whether a society is to be included or excluded from a particular culture area is 
decided first and only then is the rationale for the classification developed. It is 
mystifying because the grounds for selecting the identifying traditions are not speci
fied. There is no method that one can learn which can be applied in any situation 
to determine culture area affiliation. The entrepreneurial approach is demystifying 
because it strips away the differences and discovers modes of behavior which are 
common to all societies. 
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The entrepreneurial approach has made a second major contribution in its focus 
on process. When social analysis is based on the study of structure the social analysis 
of change is difficult ifnot impossible. Structure implies stability, or equilibrium, and 
while structural-functionalists can analyze one set of institutions and compare them 
to another set which develops in the same society after a period of change, they 
cannot analyze the change itself. The logical result, which Gluckman has advocated, 
is that change is banished from social inquiry and assigned to history while the social 
anthropologist confines himself to the analysis of equilibrium situations (33, pp. 
783-85; 63). But when society is seen as consisting of processes rather than struc
tures, social analysis becomes the study of motion. Processes may remain repetitive 
-in equilibrium, if you will. But processes may also alter their direction either as 
the result of an internal dynamic or because of a change in the biophysical or 
cultural environment. In this paradigm the absence of change is as problematic as 
change. 

The implications of this for social analysis are profound. We can no longer accept 
a traditional, unchanging society as the base of our analysis and seek only to explain 
what changes while assuming that what does not change requires no explanation. 
Indeed, we cannot assume that any given society has been static-that it has been 
tenaciously clinging to traditional forms perhaps because of a peasant ethos of 
conservatism. Whether the social processes we are investigating are repetitive or 
changing, we must explain what is happening. 

However, in spite of its very substantial contributions, the entrepreneurial analy
sis alone is ultimately incomplete. While concentrating on the underlying similari
ties in the social processes of different societies does serve to break down the 
credibility of assumptions of innate differences between societies or culture areas, 
it begs the question of why they are different in the first place. It offers nothing to 
replace the use of tradition as an explanation for why differences occur. It would 
not, for example, offer us insights into why the south German villages I mentioned 
above are modernizing production while Banfield's south Italian villagers are resist
ing change and the Greek village du Boulay analyzed is being abandoned. As Sydel. 
Silverman has pointed out in her review of the work of Bailey and his students (104, 
p. 120), the study of social process is ultimately subject to the same criticism that 
has been leveled at structural-functionalism, namely that "it directs atterition away 
from the critical analysis of the social order." The question of how particular social 
processes are initiated, perpetuated, or changed remains. 

COMMUNITY, REGION, WORLD SYSTEM 

Concomitant with the development of anglophone anthropology of Europe, an
thropology as a whole has been undergoing a radical reappraisal. This has been 
developed in such books as The Culture of Poverty, a Critique (80), and Reinventing 
Anthropology (74), and in the journals Critique of Anthropology, founded in London 
in 1974, and Dialectical Anthropology, founded in New York in 1975, as well as in 
articles in the older anthropological journals and elsewhere. This reappraisal has 
been brought about by the same political economic developments discussed above 
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that have led to the expansion of European research. At the heart of this critique 
is a rejection of the idea that the societies which anthropologists have studied are 
traditional peasant or primitive communities which have survived into the present 
and are now undergoing modernization. Instead it points out that these societies 
have for centuries been integrated into large scale political and economic processes. 
Most have been subject peoples, and the nature of their subjugation has played a 
leading role in determining the nature of their social organization. Embedded in this 
perspective is an understanding of poverty and underdevelopment, not as aspects 
of conservative tradition, but as results of inclusion in the overseas and internal 
hinterlands of industrial states. In addition, many regions had previously been 
subjected to the political and economic control of tribute-collecting empires. Being 
subjected to such political and economic domains has an impact on all aspects of 
community life: it affects how the people use their environment and make a living, 
how their social relations are structured, and what they think about the universe 
and their place in it. 

This perspective necessarily calls into question the concept of tradition. It rejects 
the assumption that social and cultural patterns, once laid down, will persist tena
ciously and questions research based on this assumption. Instead, it insists on 
knowing what produces social processes and what acts to maintain or change them. 
In this view the concept of tradition and the attribution of the persistence of 
tradition to a peasant ethos of conservatism is a substitute for analysis. 

Once capitalism was established in the sixteenth century, a geographical division 
of labor and capital developed. Involved in this division are cores or metropolises, 
which import primary products and export manufacturers, and peripheries or hin
terlands, where the primary products originate and which receive some of the 
manufactured goods (1 14, 1 1 5). The result of these interactions was to modernize 
both kinds of regions. Modernization in the core areas, in western Europe, and 
North America, and later in Japan and Soviet Russia, resulted in urbanization, 
industrialization, capital accumulation, and in the formation of nation states which 
were either parlimentary democracies, as in Holland, Britain, France, and the 
United States; authoritarian, totalitarian as in Germany and Japan; or state socialist 
as in Stalinist Russia (68, 92). But in the hinterlands modernization resulted in what 
Wolf has called the "triple crisis" (118). This consists of structural overpopulation, 
modes of production which gear hinterland production to the demands of the core 
and the erosion of power of precapitalist elites. Thus what we have been used to 
calling "traditional" or "underdeveloped societies" turn out to derive their charac
teristics not from tenacious social forms transmitted from the remote past, but from 
constellations of characteristics developed within the past few hundred years. More
over, while some hinterlands have managed to resist or overthrow the hegemony 
of the industrial core and have undertaken genuine development, most have re
mained in this peripheral relationship for a long period of time. The nature of this 
ongoing relationship is a principal factor in the maintenance of social organization 
in both core and periphery. 

Armed with the insights provided by this perspective, new methods of community 
research have been developed. These involve an understanding that the communities 
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we study are a setting for the interplay of a variety of forces. Some of these stem 
from the nature of the community's environment and the methods it uses to exploit 
it. Others are derived from patterns of social and economic interaction between 
communities. Still others originate in processes of national integration and the place 
of the communities we are studying in these processes. As a result of this under
standing we have learned to appreciate the region as a unit of analysis ( 107). 

As Schneider, Schneider & Hansen (100) have pointed out, a region is not just 
an expression of geography, nor is it a culture area in the sense of a collection of 
communities with a shared cultural tradition. Rather it is a unit of political ecology, 
where local resources and people are organized by an elite which is interposed 
between community and nation-and which may even bypass the nation in its 
relations with the world system. While the relative autonomy of such regions may 
be broken down in the process of national integration, regions have in the past 
played, and continue in the present to play, major roles in shaping the fortunes of 
both nation and community. In the villages and towns, people must reconcile 
ecological and social forces generated on the local scene with pressures which 
emanate from the political goals and strategies of elites. A more rewarding approach 
to the study of the community has come out of understanding it as a stage in the 
playing out of these forces. By coming to grips with the region, the researcher can 
approach an understanding of what goes on in the village. Conversely, when in
formed by this perspective, community research can contribute to an understanding 
of the region (55, pp. xiii-xviii). 

CONTEMPORARY RESEARCH IN EUROPE 

A few anglophone anthropologists have carried out research in urban areas in the 
more industrialized parts of Europe, mostly in Britain (47, 53), but by and large they 
have chosen town or country for their research sites, and these mostly in the parts 
of Europe which are the least industrialized. A case can certainly be made for the 
use of anthropology in urban research, but in Europe at least this assumption is 
supported by very few monographs and articles. While these studies individually 
present some useful insights into urban life, the number of studies is too few to 
generate any substantial trend which could serve as the basis for the characterization 
of an urban anthropology of Europe. Thus the anglophone anthropology of Europe 
is overwhelmingly the study of rural Europe. I note this with neither regrets nor 
apologies. In the total of social science and historical writings on Europe, peasants 
and other country folk have been rather badly neglected in comparison to other 
segments of society. But we know enough to be able to say that the ignorance of 
social forces generated in the countryside is at the peril of both intellectual under
standing and political process in the modern world (66, 69, 79, 1 1 8). 

In entering into research on rural Europe, investigators armed with anthropologi
cal training bring certain positive elements. They are trained in making close obser
vations of behavior within a community over an extended period of time and they 
have techniques to record and organize their data based on an understanding of the 
genealogical method, of networks and coalitions, and of ecological relations. They 
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know how to interview people and are alert to discrepancies between what people 
say they do and what they do. Increasing numbers of investigators also know how 
to talk to a computer and have an appreciation for the results which can be obtained 
from gathering data in quantities, however arduous that may at times be. Without 
too much straining of their anthropological "tradition," the investigators can also 
be taught to use documents and other archival material. And, of course, they have 
at hand the theoretical awareness of the community as a product of its past and 
present integration into both its local setting and regional and national processes. 

While thus methodologically and theoretically equipped to gather data in Eu
ropean communities, anthropologists initially were handicapped by a real ignorance 
about Europe itself. I have already discussed the virtual absence of writings on 
Europe in the anthropological literature. American and British anthropologists had 
some familiarity with European ethnology (1 12), but little of this focused on the 
questions of power, economy, and social organization which form the central con
cerns of anglophone anthropology. While there was a vast literature on different 
aspects of European history and society, the amount which dealt with rural Eu
ropean societies was relatively small. The study of rural communities in Europe was 
probably most advanced in Eastern and Central Europe, where it dated well back 
into the nineteenth century. But this was written in languages which were not widely 
read in the West and remained virtually unknown until quite recently. As a result 
of this ignorance, their research reports often included "some rediscoveries of truths 
long known outside the autarky of the English-speaking world" (102, p. 12). But 
most English-speaking anthropologists did consult with peasant specialists in the 
countries where they conducted their research and began to incorporate the insights 
of these scholars into their interpretations. A few European scholars, such as Hofer 
(49, 70) and Shanin (102, 103), took the trouble to draw our attention to this 
literature. They were joined by others with the necessary linguistic abilities who 
began to translate some of this material into English, or to write books which drew 
on the national literature of one or another European country. 

As a result of these efforts a number of the most important works by Russian and 
Polish scholars are now available. Both Lenin's (8 1)  and Marx's (87) interpretations 
of peasants and their relationship to capitalist development are available, as well as 
Preobrazhensky's formulations (94) from the pre-Stalinist period on how to 
strengthen peasant production and use it to finance industrial growth. While these 
works are largely programmatic, Chayanov's (3 1)  researches provided much data 
on the nature of the peasant village and family economics. More recently, Shanin 
has drawn on Russian sources to analyze the transformations of life in European 
Russia from the turn of the century up until 1925 (101). While providing his own 
insights into the permutations of rural life during this period, he also carefully sets 
forth what contemporary Russian scholars saw as problems and how they analyzed 
them at the time. The remarkable Smolensk under Soviet Rule (48) details the 
transformations of one ob/ast (region) under the Soviets by analyzing extensive 
documents captured by the German army during World War II. Additional contri
butions have been made by Stephen and Ethel Dunn (44) in translating into English 
material by contemporary Russian ethnologists and in Benet's ( 17) translation of 
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the study of the Russian village of Viriatino, where Russian scholars conducted 
research both before and after the 19 18  revolution. Also see the evaluation of this 
work by the Russian emigre ethnologist, Zil'berman (120), and replies by the Dunns 
(42, 43). 

There has also been a substantial development of historical and sociological 
studies of rural society in Poland. This has been informed not only by research on 
the Polish rural population, but by Marxist theory and anglo-American an
thropology as well. The historian Kieniewicz's study (75) of the effects of modern 
capitalist penetration into the Polish countryside in the nineteenth century is an 
excellent example of the nature of capitalism in a hinterland area, and Galeski's 
Basic Concepts of Rural Sociology (59) must be regarded as a major theoretical work 
on rural social organization and its permutations in the modern world. 

Work by scholars in western Europe were better known and more accessible since 
German and French are more widely read in English-speaking countries. Neverthe
less, translations of works such as Bloch's (20) on feudal Europe, Slicher van Bath's 
(106) on agrarian history, Braudel's (28) on Mediterranean Europe, Dovring's (40) 

on peasant farming, Mendras's (83, 90) on French peasants, and Elias's (46) work 
in English on state formation have done much to advance our understanding of 
social and economic aspects of rural life in Europe in the past and present. 

Familiarity with these and related works by European scholars has had a three
fold impact on anglophone anthropology. First, it has been useful in the very specific 
way of providing information about particular places in Europe at particular times. 
Second, because these scholars deal with larger areas and longer time spans than 
anthropologists usually deal with in their field research, their publications have 
served to help the anthropologist put his work into a wider perspective. Anthropolo
gists have become more aware of the relationship of their communities and regions 
to long-term historical processes of national and international scope. This is re
flected in many of the studies which have been conducted in Europe over the past 
10 years (24, 35, 7 1 , 93). Of course, this relationship has not been all one way. While 
rural sociologists and social historians are often interested in the same sort of 
interplay between social, political, economic, and ideological phenomena as an
thropologists, they habitually look at these relationships in terms of regional or 
national aggregates and statistically determined trends. These often mask substan
tial variation both within communities or regions and between them. Detailed local 
studies help to make clear the rich variation in rural life which these aggregate 
approaches overlook. 

Finally, the theoretical thrust of the European social science I have discussed 
above is to see rural communities and regions as integral parts of larger social 
entities. These investigations seek not only to describe the conditions of rural life, 
but to explain why they are the way they are. While they, too, sometimes speak of 
tenacious tradition as a deterrent to "progress," they are more likely to look to the 
nature of relations between rural communities and other social categories to explain 
rural life. These views developing in Europe have been congenial to those which 
have developed in America and Britain; in recent years there has been a growing 
dialogue between them. 
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The result has been that increasing numbers of Europeanist anthropologists and 
other social scientists working in Europe have found the boundaries of their aca
demic disciplines confining. While continuing to publish in standard professional 
journals, these have not reached this growing international "antidisciplinary" audi
ence. One result of this dissatisfection has been the formation of a series of new 
journals which focus on interests common to several established disciplines. The 
European Society for Rural Sociology was founded in 1957, and in 1960 it began 
publishing an international journal, Sociologia Ruralis. Today social scientists from 
many different disciplines, including anglo phone anthropology, use its pages to 
communicate with one another. Other journals such as Comparative Studies in 
Society and History, The Journal of Peasant Studies, Economy and Society, the 
Peasant Studies Newsletter, and Review, while by no means exclusively concerned 
with European rural society, carry the kind of antidisciplinary and critical scholar
ship which is beginning to characterize the study of rural Europe. 

The development of a world system divided into urban-industrial nation states 
and agrarian hinterlands is not simply a division between Europe and the rest of the 
world. Europe itself was divided into cores and peripheries. As capitalist nation 
states emerged in northwestern Europe they established economic dominance over 
southern Europe and contested eastern Europe with the Moscovite, Polish, and 
Ottoman empires that were already present. Capitalist penetration into these areas 
did not result in capital accumulation, industrialization, and mechanized agriculture 
there. But it did transform southern and eastern Europe as they became geared to 
production for export to the West. The peasantry did not become workers and 
farmers, but they were transformed into new types of peasantry, and new forms of 
elites arose to exploit the opportunities which the new economic relations presented. 
Accompanying these emerging forms of political economy were new ideologies. 
Conservatives glorified an idealized version of the past while liberals extolled the 
potential of capitalism to improve the human conditions and leftists of various sorts 
saw an unjust present giving way to a more human future through a radical transfor
mation of society. 

Moreover, relationships both within and between core and periphery were not 
static. The entire system was dynamic with changes in the core being matched by 
those in the peripheries. As mines and soils were depleted in one area, new resources 
were developed in another; peasant revolts in peripheries were matched by worker 
unrest in the cores; elites of different colors succeeded one another, changing inter
nal policies and international allies; wars were fought; nationalist movements suc
ceeded or failed; ethnic and regional minorities strived for rights, recognition, and 
special status; regions were transferred from one political system to another; new 
nations arose and old ones disappeared. It can hardly be assumed with conviction 
that rural communities anywhere in Europe have escaped with their social processes 
unchanged from the turbulence of the past few centuries. However, since few of the 
research reports which have been written about Europe have explicitly considered 
the relationship of local processes to large scale ones, much reevaluation is in order. 
Moreover, future research can expect to be examined for its effectiveness in analyz
ing such relationships. 
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Not all research being conducted in Europe today demonstrates all of the character
istics which I am suggesting here. But there has been a substantial increase in the 
awareness of the importance of looking at how village social processes have devel
oped through time. A number of recent monographs and articles have explicitly 
advocated this and have quite successfully demonstrated how it can be done, and 
Davis, in his review of Mediterranean research, has fashioned an explicit argument 
for the necessity of incorporating historical perspectives into social anthropological 
analysis (38, pp. 239-58). At the same time, there are increasing numbers of studies 
which show an appreciation for the importance of understanding the nature of 
village integration into its regional setting. The best ofthe recent studies have shown 
an appreciation for both regional integration and for the way in which this has 
developed through time. Moreover, anthropological understanding of the large scale 
social processes in Europe has been expanding so that community and regional 
studies show more sophistication in investigating the interplay between local, re
gional, and national processes. In the final section of this paper I want to discuss 
briefly some of the specific works which seem to me to best exemplify these trends. 

Northwestern Europe might be expected to bear the closest resemblance to the 
developmentalist perspective since it served as the model on which it was based. 
Amazingly enough, we find research in the twentieth century which reports on areas 
in Ireland, or in Britain itself, as if they were traditional and which have little or 
nothing to say about the relationship of community to nation, except to report 
changes going on in the present. There are exceptions. Frankenberg'S (52) short yet 
detailed account of relations between classes and between locals and outsiders in a 
Welsh border village, in spite of its overall structural-functionalist tone and an 
absence of historical depth, shows a keen awareneSs of the integration of the commu
nity into British society. He does not use its remote location as a justification for 
regarding it as . a traditional village, but instead looks at the nature of its linkages 
to the outside and how these are related to its internal processes. In similar fashion, 
in his later review of community studies in Britain, he does not accept researchers' 
assertions about the traditional state oftheir villages, but instead notes that each has 
in one way or another been integrated into the British polity and economy (53). 

For Ireland, we now have Heeter's (67) detailed analysis of how that island has 
been tied to Britain since at least the sixteenth century in such a way as to siphon 
off capital and labor to benefit British development while simultaneously creating 
and perpetuating Irish poverty. Since for much of its history Ireland was directly 
under British rule, Hecter calls this relationship internal colonialism. Writing earlier 
than Hecter, but clearly thinking along the same lines, Gibbon (61) has used the 
occasion of the publication of several new Irish community studies to review the 
state of anthropological research on Ireland. Using information about agriculture, 
land holdings, and mental illness available from several statistical sources (including 
some available when the first research was conducted in the 1930s), he questions the 
assumption that any community in Ireland could have been traditional (the "real 
Ireland") in the twentieth century. Other investigators have seen harmonious, paro-
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chial communities, characterized by internal egalitarian relations and insulation 
from outside influences, still existing in the 1930s. But Gibbon finds cash cropping, 
high incidence of mental illness, and internal differentiation, all of which he at
tributes to the nature of their integration into the national political economy. On 
the basis of data he has assembled, he suggests that these conditions date at least 
to the turn of the century. This is in contrast to the modern studies he reviews, which 
see these as happening only in the present. 

Gibbon's treatment of "cooring," usually presented as a traditional system of 
mutual aid between equals, is an example of the kind of rethinking of past analyses 
that needs to be carried out. He notes that farmers with larger holdings also 
participated in this system, and that there is some evidence that they exchanged 
mechanized labor for hand labor. Since farm machinery was in short supply, the 
farmers who owned it could control the timing of the exchange. Moreover, while 
·the owner could carry out his end of the exchange by working alone with his 
machine, thus keeping his family at work at home, his partner in the exchange would 
have to reciprocate by turning out with his entire family. The exchange thus worked 
to the advantage of the big farmer since he could get all the labor he needed without 
having to hire it. " . . .  in many respects the participation of the larger farmer in the 
cooring system seems to have represented for him a rational adjustment to the 
post-famine problem of maintaining plentiful supplies of labour for relatively under
capitalized holdings" (61 ,  p. 487). He also suggests that its impact on the smaller 
farmers was demoralizing since it deflected their labor away from their own hold
ings. This may well have contributed to the well-documented decline of small scale 
agriculture and the high frequency of mental illness in Ireland. 

While the evidence for Gibbon'S interpretation is only suggestive, his analysis is 
plausible. This particular analysis will have to be tested by further research, but 
Hecter's detailed account of the transformations of Irish society, coupled with the 
questions Gibbon has raised about the validity of many of the conclusions presented 
in existing Irish community studies, should alert future research to the problems of 
community integration into the Irish political economy. 

Developmentalist perspectives see modernization in the Mediterranean, the Alps, 
East Central Europe, and the Balkans as the result of diffusion. This process, 
developmentalists feel, is not yet complete because of culture lag and traditions 
which differ from those of northwestern Europe and which are more tenaciously 
resistant to change (e.g. 27, pp. 8-1 3). But instead we now see that these areas were 
in fact modernized beginning in the sixteenth century as their agriculture began to 
be redirected toward the requirements of capitalist core that was beginning to 
emerge in Western Europe. While Italy and the Iberian states were themselves core 
areas as capitalism began to emerge, they were reduced to peripheries by the seven
teenth century. Since that time, as the Steins ( 1 10), among others (28), have pointed 
out, they became economic colonies of the industrializing northwestern core. 

Alpine research, since its inception in the early 1960s, has had an ecological 
orientation. It has in the main been directed toward explaining the relationship 
between village social organization and patterns of exploitation of the Alpine envi-
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ronment. Thus it  has not simply accepted local social processes as given, but has 
attempted to explain why they persist through time by examining them in relation
ship to iocal circumstances. Most of these studies are also concerned with the 
changes which are now taking place in the economic and political relations of these 
communities with the outside and have examined how both the use of local re
sources and local social organization have responded to these changing circum
stances. While the idiom of tradition is sometimes used in these studies, it is in 
reference to these patterns of adaptation; that is, traditions here are explained rather 
than simply accepted as given (3, 58). 

Research in the Alps has also been characterized by a concern with local history, 
and many of the studies have a time depth in their analysis which is not found in 
most community studies. However, past integration of these communities into large 
scale political and economic processes has been underplayed in most analysis. 
Instead of following Frankenberg'S lead and showing how these communities, al
though remote, are integrated into the region, they rely on the concept of marginal 
location and isolation as a justification for concentrating almost exclusively on 
adaptation to local circumstances. 

This does not seem to be warranted. Many upland communities were initially 
settled under the sponsorship of lowland elites, and in any case, the nature of their 
ongoing relationship with elites, with lowland communities, and with processes of 
regional and national integration have been major forces in shaping their social, 
economic, and political organization. Throughout the Alps, upland villages have 
relied on out-migration of up to 50 percent of each generation as a means of 
removing excess population from the villages and maintaining the viability of their 
social organization. Moreover, in most Alpine areas, substantial numbers of 
households depend on wage labor as a supplement to farm income. Some members 
of these households are regularly dispatched to the lowlands as workers to earn these 
wages. This suggests that upland communities are in fact serving as a labor reserve 
for the relatively urban and market oriented lowlands. 

Such patterns are not new, but have been developing over the past several hundred 
years. Moreover, the nature of upland family organization, patterns of land tenure 
and inheritance, village political organization, and virtually every other aspect of 
upland life have developed not just in response to local conditions, but have grown 
out ofthe way in which environmental requirements have been balanced by villagers 
against pressures which emanate from the regional political economy (35). 

Without a doubt, the Mediterranean region has attracted more anthropological 
attention than any part of Europe to its north, and this attention has resulted in some 
of the most successful recent community and regional studies. Davis's Peoples a/the 
Mediterranean (38) evaluates the bulk of the research produced up to 1975. He 
thoroughly discusses each of the topics and issues that have concerned Mediter
ranean anthropologists, accurately presenting the work of others and adding his own 
penetrating insights. The work is intended not only to report on what has been done, 
but also draws attentions to problems and failures, and includes recommendations 
about what he feels are the most promising directions for future research. What he 
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advocates is in accord with the thrust of this essay; in his words, this is the study 
"of the creation of history locally, of its reciprocal relation to national events and 
processes, of concomitant variation among a number of communities . . .  " (38, pp. 
256-57). 

In this work, Davis specifically rejects the concept of tradition: 

Mediterranean social order does not therefore refer to an aboriginal society, the institu
tional equivalent to the grunts and glottal stops of some primordial language. Nor was 
it ever a complete social order, in the sense that there was a complete and uniform range 
of social institutions . . .  It is, rather, those institutions, customs and practices which result 
from the conversation and commerce of thousands of years, the creation of the very 
different peoples who have come into contact around the Mediterranean shores (38, p. 13). 

To this one can add that the populations of the Mediterranean on both the 
northern and southern shore have been drawn into economic and political relations 
with the northwestern European industrial core as markets and sources of raw 
materials (28, 1 14), as areas for colonization ( 1 8), and as sources of unskilled labor 
(29). The way in which peripheral status has developed in the Mediterranean has 
much to do with the characteristics of local and regional social processes there ( 100) 
and is what justifies it as a unit of study. In this light, the north shore has more in 
common with the south shore than it does with the industrial states across the Alps. 

In the past three years a number of monographs have appeared which in varying 
degrees practice the kind of analysis that Davis and I are advocating. Davis's own 
analysis of social and economic relations in the south Italian town of Pisticci shows 
how these have grown largely out of the integration of the south into the Italian 
market economy (37). Blok's volume (21) and that of the Schneiders (98, 99) focus 
on the relationship between the growth of mafia and related social and economic 
institutions and the nature of western Sicily'S past and present integration into the 
Italian and world political economy, and Silverman (105) has analyzed the develop
ment of the political economy of a central Italian hill town as a manifestation of 
its integration into the Italian state. 

Other recent research has been directed toward the characterization of regional 
processes. Aya (7) has contributed a study of the failure of rural revolts in southern 
Spain and Sicily. He notes that these areas have experienced the same depredations 
from capitalist penetration as other areas where revolutions have succeeded, but 
here uprisings were suppressed. His comparison of success with failures stresses the 
relationship of the peasantry to public and private power holders and calls attention 
to variations in the political economy of different hinterland areas. At the other end 
of the Mediterranean, Markides (86) has documented the interplay between internal 
and external political and economic pressures which have molded life on the island 
of Cyprus. He focuses especially on political processes and skillfully traces how the 
movement for union with Greece during the British colonial period was diverted 
into an independence movement, and how Greek and Turkish interference in Cy
priot affairs is related to the nature of local politics within the island. Finally, there 
is the encyclopedic assault on the regional variations within Greece edited by Dimen 
& Friedl (39). This contains over 40 contributions including reports of research on 
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modem communities and regions, various topical essays, and some historical and 
prehistoric analyses. Although the contributions are uneven and there is no attempt 
at formulating an overview which would systematically account for the similarities 
and differences between areas and within areas through time, the possibility of 
developing such an analysis is implicit in the organization of the material into 
sections and in the content of many of the articles. 

Eastern Europe, like the Mediterranean, has long been integrated into the eco
nomic sphere of western Europe. The Steins note that, "Paradoxically, as west 
European economic development brought social differentiation, mobility and 
greater personal freedom to peasant proprietors and urban and rural wage laborers, 
in peripheral areas of the west European economy, labor became more 'unfree. '  In 
Central and eastern Europe it became the 'second serfdom.' In America it took 
various forms: encomienda, repartimento, mita, and ultimately debt peonage and 
slavery" ( 1 10, pp. 33-34). This insight, made in passing by the Steins, has been 
carefully documented in detailed studies of eastern Europe. For example, the Hun
garian economists Berend & Ranki ( 19) have traced the penetration of capitalist 
economic relations in these areas, concentrating especially on the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries. Their study details the way in which this penetration tied 
agricultural production in the East to the requirements of the West, inhibited the 
development of industry, and served to perpetuate the agrarian nature of these 
societies. These ties became especially intense as Eastern Europe was integrated into 
the German war economy during the decade before World War II. 

Following the war, ties to the West were abruptly severed as Communist parties 
came to power in the various countries. While in the early years of Communist rule 
it appeared as if Eastern European states were carefully controlled "satellites" of 
the Soviet Union, it is now clear that each has its own distinctive brand of "social
ism." This is theoretically expected and empirically demonstrable; the present social 
processes in these Eastern European states are the result of interaction of their 
distinctive pasts and geographical circumstances with their present Marxist-Leni
nist political economic organization and ideologies. 

Because these societies explicitly promote the development of planned societies 
and reject Western models of development, and since they have in the past shared 
hinterland status with Third World areas such as Latin America, the potential 
rewards for Eastern European research are high. Moreover, opportunities for re
search there have expanded markedly in recent years although few full scale studies 
have yet appeared. 

A recent monograph by the sociologist Daniel Chirot (32) traces the development 
of ties of dependency with the West in Wallachia, one of the regions which make 
up present-day Romania. Drawing on the theoretical model of Wallerstein (1 14) and 
the brilliant analyses of the Romanian sociologist Henri Stahl (109), Chi rot explains 
that the so-called "traditional" or "feudal" social processes in Wallachia are in 
reality the product of its colonial status. While Chirot's analysis ends with World 
War I, his examination of the interplay of local and international processes is 
precisely the kind of analysis required if we are to come to grips with the way in 
which social processes have been formed, maintained, and transformed in Eastern 
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Europe. Other recent studies in Eastern Europe have been concerned with the 
integration of communities and regions into large scale processes, but have been less 
theoretically explicit on this point than Chirot. These include research on social 
transformation since the advent of communism in a county in the south of 
Romanian Transylvania (34); a study of contrasts in the kinds of social integration 
within Bosnian villages and between villages in the marketplace (84); and a study 
of social and economic transformations in a Slovenian village (1 17). 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this essay I have offered an explanation for the establishment of an "anglophone 
anthropology" of Europe and have traced its theoretical and methodological devel
opment. I have not attempted to provide complete coverage of Europeanist litera
ture, or of the topics which interest Europeanists. My contention is that whether 
one is interested in household demography, inheritance patterns, peasant revolts, 
marriage customs, or anything else, the goal of research is to explain how phenom
ena come into being, how they have been perpetuated, or how they have been 
transformed. A reliance on the concepts of tradition and modernization will not 
provide this understanding since it is clear that what we have been calling "tradi
tion" is a product of social forces, mostly of relatively modern origin. While much 
research in Europe continues to rely on these outmoded concepts, there has been 
an upswing in the number of studies which are informed by a more promising 
perspective. In this perspective the integration of community into regional and 
national processes is as decisive for community and region as local ecological and 
social relations. Regional processes, moreover, can be understood only in reference 
to the position of the region in the world political economy. Future research reports 
can expect to be evaluated in terms of how well they are able to explain local social 
phenomena in terms ofthe interrelationship oflocal, regional, national, and interna
tional pressures. 
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