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[t1s nice to think that one can just have an experience and be able to sense that experience completely .
in all its many faceted detwl And if one s careful, and disciplines one’s perception so that nothing 15
read into the experience. not subtracted from it. then vne should be able  perceive exactly what has
happened to one-=no more. no less, and in no ditferent way. This ilusory notion s at the base of much
of Western philosophy ifor example. the intitionism of Kant. modern phenomenology). and often
provides an ideal toward which analysts of cutture strive rsee Geertz's paper in this volume. for an
example).

As the lute Dorothy ee was by no meuans the first to tell us, such a positivist’s utopian dream is
neither easy nor usual. Notonly what we percerve. but the way in which those perceptions ure codified
in the concepts embodied in language become intervening “lenses™ (to use the common metaphor)
which help to define just what that experience was and how it is to be understood. This does not mean
that we are blind to any reality except that which our cultural “lenses” show us. Indeed, the very fact
that we can become aware of the ways in which we have learned to perceive reality, and the ways in
which we have learned to codify our perception in a particular language, go a long way toward freeing
us to appreciate other aspects than those we might perceive without such comparative insights. Nor
does the notion of a cultural “lens™ mean that reality is nothing more or less than what we see. But it
does mean that we take as real what we see as real. and we talk about reality in ways which give that
reality its special configuration for us—be it lineal, nonlineal. or however.

THE FOLLOWING STUDY is concerned rienced reality through the use of the

with the codification of reality. and more
particularly, with the nonlincal appre-
hension of reality among the people of
the Trobriand Islands. in contrast to our
own lineal phrusing. Basic to my investi-
gation is the assumption that a member
of a given society not only codifies expe-
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specific language and other patterned
behavior characteristic of his culture,
but that he actually grasps reality only
as it is presented to himin this code. The
assumption is not that reality itself is
refative; rather, that it is differently
punctuated and categorized.* or that dif-

<[ have taken over this special nse ot the terms codifica-
son and punctuanon from Gregory Buateson.




ferent aspects of it are noticed by. or
presented to the participants of different
cultures. If reality itself were not abso-
Jute. then true communication of course
would be impossible. My own position
is that there is an absolute reality, and
that communication is possible. If, then,
that which the different codes refer to is
ultimately the same, a careful study and
analysis of a different code and of the
culture to which it belongs, should lead
us to concepts which are ultimately
comprehensible, when translated into
our own code. It may even, eventually,
lead us to aspects of reality from which
our own code excludes us.

It is a corollary of this assumption that
the specific phrasing of reality can be
discovered through intensive and
detailed analysis of any aspect of cul-
ture. My own study was begun with an
analysis of linguistic formulation, only
because it is in language that I happen to
be best able to discover my clues. To
show how these clues can be discovered
and used as guides to the apprehension
of reality, as well as to show what I
mean by codification, 1 shall present at
first concrete material in the field of
language.

Diversity of Codification

That a word is not the reality. not the
thing which it represents, has long been
a commonplace to all of us. The thing
which 1 hold in my hand as 1 write, is
not a pencil: 1 call it a pencil. And it
remains the same whether 1 call it pen-
cil. molvvi. Bleistift, or siwigog. These
words are different sound-complexes
applied to the same reality: but is the
difference merely one of sound-com-
plex? Do they refer to the same per-
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ceived reality? Pencil originally meap -
little tail; it delimited and named the "
reality according to form. Molyvi meang
lead and refers to the writing elemeny
Bleistift refers both to the form and g,
the writing element. Siwigog meapg-
painting-stick and refers to observeq
function and form. Each culture hag
phrased the reality differently. To say-
that pencil, for example, applies primar.’
ily to form is no idle etymologic state-
ment. When we use this word metaphor.
ically, we refer neither to writing
element nor to function, but to form
alone; we speak of a pencil of light, ora ' §
styptic pencil. ]

When 1 used the four words for this
object, we all knew what reality was §
referred to; we knew the meaning of the ;
word. We could visualize the object in
my hand, and the words all delimited it
in the same way: for example, none of
them implied that it was a continuation
of my fist. But the student of ethnogra-
phy often has to deal with words which
punctuate reality into different phrasings
from the ones with which he is familiar.
Let us take, for instance, the words for
“‘brother’” and ‘‘sister.” We go to the
islands of Ontong Java to study the Kin-
ship system. We ask our informant what
he calls his sister and he says ave; he
calls his brother kainga. So we equate
ave with ‘‘sister” and kainga with
“brother.” By way of checking our
information we ask the sister what she
calls her brother: it turns out that for
her, ave is “‘brother,” not ‘‘sister as
we were led to expect; and that it is her
sister whom she calls kainga. The same
reality. the same actual Kinship is pres-
ent there as with us; but we have chosen
a different aspect for naming. We are
prepared to account for this; we say that
hoth cultures name according to what
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we would call a certain type of blood
relationship: but whereas we make ret-
erence to absolute sex. they reter to
relative sex. Further inguiry, however.
discloses that mn this. also. we are
wrong. Because in our own culture we
name relatives according to tormal defi-
nition and biologic relationship, we have
thought that this formulation represents
reality: and we have tried to understand
the Ontong Javanese relationship terms
according to these distinctions which.
we believe, are given in nature. But the
Ontong  Javanese relatives
according to a different aspect of reality.
differently punctuated. And because of
this. he applies kainga as well o a
wife's sister and @ husband’s brother: to
a man’s brother’s wife and a woman’s
sister’s husband, as well as to a number
of other individuals. Neither sex nor
hlood relationship. then. can be basic to
this term. The Ontong Javanese name
according to their everyday behavior
and experience, not according to formal
definition. A man shares the ordinary
details of his living with his brothers and
their wives for a large part of the year:
he sleeps in the same large room. he eats
with them. he jokes and works around
the house with them: the rest of the year
he spends with his wife’s sisters and
their husbands. in the same easy com-
panionship. All these individuals are
kainga to one another. The ave, on the
other hand, names a behavior of great
strain and propriety: it is based original-
ly upon the relative sex of siblings, yes,
but it does not signify biologic fact. It
Names a social relationship. a behavior,
an emotional tone. Ave can never spend
their adult life together. except on rare
and temporary occasions. They can nev-
er be under the same roof aone togeth-
€r. cannot chat at ease together. cannot

classifies

refer even distantly to sex in the pres-
ence of each other, not even to one’s
sweetheart or spouse: more than that.
evervone else must be circumspect when
the «ve of someone of the group is pres-
ent. The ave relationship also carries
special obligations toward a female ave
and her children. KNainva means a rela-
tionship of ease. full of shared living. of
informality. gaicty: ave names one of
formality. prohibition. strain. These two
cultures. theirs and our own. have
phrased and tormulated social reality in
completely different ways. and have giv-
en their tormulation different names.
The word is merely the name of this
specific cultural phrasing. From this one
instance we might formulate the hypoth-
esis—a very tentative one——that among
the Ontong Javanese names describe
emotive experiences. not observed
forms or functions. But we cannot
accept this as fact, unless further inves-
tigation shows it to be implicit in the rest
of their patterned behavior. in their
vocabulary and the morphology of their
language. in their ritual and their other
organized activity.

One more instance, this time trom the
language of the Wintu Indians of Cahifor-
nia. will deal with the varyving aspect or
segmentation of experience which 1s
used as a basis of classification. To
begin with. we take the stem muk. On
the basis of this stem we torm the word
mukeda, which means: I turned the
basket bottom up ™1 we form mukihara.
which means: “The turtle is moving
along’: and we form muhkwrumas,
which means: “automobile”™. Upon
what conceivable principle can an auto-
mobile be put in the same category as a
turtle and o basket? There is such a
principle. however, and it operates also
when the Wintu calls the activity of
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laundering, to make foam continuously.
According to this principle, he uses the
same stem (puq or pog) to form words
for the following:

pugeda: 1 just pushed a peg into the ground.

olpuqal: He is sitting on one haunch.

pogorahara: Birds are hopping along.

olpogoyabe: There are mushrooms growing.

tunpoqoypogoya: You walked shortskirted,
stiffiegged ahead of me.

It is difficult for us to discover the
common denominator in the different
formations from this one stem, or even
to believe that there can be one. Yet,
when we discover the principle underly-
ing the classification, the categories
themselves are understandable. Basic to
the classification is the Wintu view of
himself as observer; he classifies as an
outsider. He passes no judgment on es-
sence, and where we would have used
kinesthetic or participatory experience
as the basis of naming, he names as an
observer only, for the shape of the activ-
ity or the object. The turtle and the auto-
mobile can thus naturally be grouped
together with the inverted baskets. The
mushroom standing on its stem, the fist
grasping a peg against the ground, the
stiff leg topped by a short skirt, or by the
body of a bird or of a man resting on a
haunch, obviously all belong together in
one category. But the progress of a
grasshopper cannot be categorized with
that of a hopping bird. We, who classify
on a different basis. apprehend the hop
of the two kinesthetically and see it as
basically the same in both cases; but the
Wintu see the difference in recurrent
shape, which is all-important to them,
and so name the two by means of com-
pletely different stems. Again, when we
discover this principle. it is easy to see
that from the observer’s point of view
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laundering is the making of a lot offodm
and to see why, when beer was ll’l[r()‘
duced, it was named laundry. .

An exhaustive study of the language - 4
and other aspects of Wintu culture:
shows that this principle is present in a))
of the Wintu language, as well as in the
Wintu’s conception of the self, of his .
place in the universe, in his mythology,
and probably in other aspects of hls
culture.

Nonlineality in Trobriand Language . §

I'have discussed at length the diversi--
ty of codification of reality in general,
because it is the foundation of the spe-
cific study which I am about to present. -
I shall speak of the formulation of expe-
rienced reality among the Trobriand
Islanders in comparison to our own; I
shall speak of the nature of expectancy,
of motivation, of satisfaction, as based
upon a reality which is differently appre-
hended and experienced in two different
societies: which is, in fact, for each, a
different reality. The Trobriand Island-
ers were studied by the late Bronislaw
Malinowski, who has given us the rich
and circumstantial material about them
which has made this study possible. 1
have given a detailed presentation of
some implications of their language else-
where: but since it was in their language
that I first noticed the absence of lineali-
ty, which-led me to this study, 1 shall
give here a summary of the implications
of the language.

A Trobriand word refers to a self-
contained concept. What we consider an
attribute or a predicate is to the Tro-
briander an ingredient. Where 1 would
say, for example, ““A good gardener,”’

r “‘The gardener is good,” the Tro-




briand word would include both “gar-
dener” and “goodness "t if the gardener
1oses the goodness. he has losta defining
ingredient, he is something clse. and he
is named by meuns of a completely dif-
ferent word. A ravtu (a species of yam)
contains a certain degree of ripeness.
bigness. roundedness. ete.: without one
of these defining ingredients, it is some-
thing else, perhaps a hiwanaiva Or a yoi-
ana. There are no adjectives in the lan-
guage: the rare words dealing with
qualitics are substantivized. The term fo
he does not occur: it is used neither
attributively  nor  existentially, since
existence itself is contained: it is an
ingredient of being.

Events and objects are self-contained
points in another respect: there is a
series of beings. but no becoming. There
is no temporal connection between
objects. The taytu always remains itself:
it does not hecome over-ripe: over-ripe-
ness is an ingredient of another, a differ-
ent being. At some point, the taytu rurns
into a yowana, which contains over-
npeness. And the yowana, over-ripe as
itis, does not put forth shoots, does not
become a sprouting yowana. When
Sprouts appear. it ceases to be itself; in
its place appears a silasata. Neither 1S
there a temporal connection made-—or,
acs:ording to our own premises. per-
ceived—between events: in fact. tem-
porality is meaningless. There are no
tenses, no linguistic distinction between
past or present. There is no arrangement
of activities or events into means and
ends, no causal or teleologic relation-
ships. What we consider a causal rela-
tionship in a sequence of connected
®vents, is to the Trobriander an ingredi-
ent of a patterned whole. He names this
Ingredient «'ula. A tree has a trunk,
Wula: a house has u'ula. posts: a magi-
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cal formula has u'ula. the first strophe:
an expedition has uTula, @ manager or
leader: and a gquarre! contains an uula.
what we would call @ cause. There s no
purposive so as 1o: no for the purpose
of: there is no why and no because. The
rarely used pela which MalinowsKi
equates with for, means primarily 70

Jump. In the culture. any deliberately

purposive behavior—the kind of behav-
ior to which we accord high status—Is
despised. There is no automatic relating
of any kind in the language. Except for
the rarely used verbal it-differents and
it-sames. there are no terms of compari-
son whatever. And we find in an analy-
sis of behavior that the standard for
behavior and  of  evaluation is
noncomparative.

These implications of the linguistic
material suggest to my mind an absence
of axiomatic lineal connection between
events or objects in the Trobriand
apprehension of reality. and this impli-
cation. as 1 shall attempt to show below.
is reinforced in their definition of activi-
tv. In our own culture. the line is so
basic. that we take it for granted. as
given in reality. We see it in visible
nature. between material points. and we
see it between metaphorical points such
as days or acts. It underlies not only our
thinking. but also our aesthetic appre-
hension of the given: it is basic to the
emotional climax which has so much
value for us, and. in fact. to the meaning
of life itself. In our thinking about per-
sonality and character, we have
assumed the line as axiomatic.

In our academic work, we are con-
stantly acting in terms of an implied line.
When we speak of applying an attribute.
for example, we visualize the process as
lineal. coming from the outside. If 1
make a picture of an apple on the board.
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