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DEVELOPMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY
IN RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ‘SELF AND OTHER’

The study examines the shift of perspective on research target and evolution of anthropological the-
ory and methodology since the Enlightenment to the modern times. Anthropologists have contributed to
the study of others, with the aim of colonial rule in undeveloped and undifferentiated societies since the
time of enlightenment. They have made the mistake of tailoring other cultures from a western perspec-
tive. As an alternative for that problem, they have attempted to develop anthropological methodologies
such as cultural relativism and insider perspectives. However, in advanced research methods, there is
a dilemma of inequality in the relationship between researchers and research targets. In the process of
research, the interaction between the researcher and the target influences the research result, and there-
fore, a device was devised to explore the self, the researcher as a participant of research while studying
and writing. As a research method, historical and literature data were examined to reveal the debates
that have been turning points from the Enlightenment to the present in the evolution of anthropological
methodologies and theories.
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«O3i oHe HacKarap» KapbIM-KaTbIHACbIHAAFbI
AHTPOMNOAOTMSIABIK, dAICHAMaHbl AAMbITY

3epTTey TakbIpblObiHAQ AYHMETAHBIMHBIH ©3repyi KoHe arapTyLLUbIAbIKTaH Ka3ipri yakbITKa AeMiHri
AHTPOMOAOTUSIAbIK, TEOPUSI MEH DAICTEMEHIH AaMybl KapacTbIpblAaAbl. AHTPOMOAOITap aFapTyLUbIAbIK,
Ke3eHHeH 6acTan AambiMaraH >koHe 6GeAiHbereH KoramaapAa OTapLIbIAABIK, OMAIKTI Makcart eTim,
backanapAbl 3epTreyre e3 yAecTepiH KocTbl. Oaap 6acka MaaeHueTTepAi baTbic TyprbiCbiHaH
Genimaey apkbiAbl KaTeAaik >Xibepai. Bya mMaceaere Ganama peTiHAE OAAp MBAEHM PEASTUBU3M
JK&HE MHCAMAEPAIK HaHbIM CMSIKTbl aHTPOMOAOTMSIALIK, SAICHAMAAAPAbI >KacayFa ThIPbICTbl. AAainAa,
3epTTeYAIH aAAbIHFbl KAaTapAbl SAICTEPIHAE 3epTTeyuliAep MeH 3epTTey CyObekTiAepi apacbiHAAFbI
KaTblHACTapAafbl TEHCI3AIK AMAEMMAChI Ke3AECEAl. 3epTTey NPOLECIHAE 3epTTeylli MeH CyObeKTiHiH
e3apa 9peKeTi 3epTTey HOTUXKECIHe acep eTeAi, COHAbIKTaH 3epTTey MeH cunaTTamasa 3epTTeyAiH,
KATbICYLIbICbl PETIHAE 3epTTeylliHiH >keke GacblH 3epTTeyre apHaAfaH KypbIAFbl >KacaAAbl. 3epTTey
SAICI peTiHAe Tapuxu >koHe 8AebU AepekTep aHTPOMOAOIMSABLIK dAiCHaMaAap MEH TeopusIAapAbl
AAMbITYAQ aFapTyLIbIAbIKTaH 6acTan Kasipri yakbITKa AMiHr MOCEAEAEPAT TAAKbIAQY YLLUIH aHbIKTAAADI.

TyiiiH ce3aep: aHTPOMOAOIMSABIK, 8AICHaMA, aHTPOMOAOIMSABIK, TEOPUS, AAAAABIK, )KYMbIC, «MeH
>koHe 6ackaap», 3epTTey sAiCTepi.
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Pa3BuTHE aHTPOMOAOTMYECKO METOAOAOTUM
B OTHOLUEHUSIX «fl u Apyroi»

B mnccaepoBaHmm pacCMaTpmBaeTCa M3MEHEeHME B3rAgdAa Ha Cy6'beKT NCCAEAOBAHNA U pa3BUTUE

aHTpOﬂOAOFM‘JECKOVI TEOPUN N METOAOAOIMN C IBMOXU HpOCBEUJ,eHMS] AO HalWunxX AHen. /\HTpOl'IO/\OFVI
BHECAM CBOWM BKAQA B n3ydyeHme Apyrmx C UeAbl0 KOAOHMAAbHOIO MNMpaBA€HUA B Hepa3BUTbIX U
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Development of Anthropological Methodology in Relationship between ‘Self and Other’

HeanddepeHUMpoBaHHbIX  0bLWecTBax Cco  BpemeH rfpocBelteHns. OHW  COBEpLUMAM  OLIMOKY,
npucnocabAmnBasl Apyrme KyAbTypbl C 3aMaAHOM TOUKM 3peHusl. B kauecTBe aAbTepHATMBbI AAS 3TOM
NPoBAEMbI OHUM MOMbITAAUCH Pa3paboTaTh aHTPOMOAOrMYECKME METOAOAOTMM, TaKME KaK KYAbTYPHbII
PeASTMBM3M U MHCarAepckue B3rasabl. OAHAKO B MepeAOBbIX METOAAX UCCAEAOBaHMS CyLLeCcTByeT
AVMAEMMA HEPABEHCTBA BO B3aMMOOTHOLLEHMSIX MEXKAY UCCAEAOBATEASIMU 1 CYyObEKTaMM MCCAEAOBAHMIA.
B npouecce McCAeAOBaHMS B3aMMOAENCTBUME MEXAY WMCCAEAOBAaTEAEM WM CyObEKTOM BAMSET Ha
pe3yAbTaT UCCAEAOBAHMSI, U MO3TOMY BbIAO pa3paboTaHO YCTPOMCTBO AASl UCCAEAOBAHWS AUYHOCTH,
MCCAEAOBATeASl KaK YYaCTHMKA MCCAEAOBAHMS MPU M3yuYeHuM M onucaHun. B kauectBe meToaa
MCCAEAOBAHUS BbICTYMAOT MCTOPUYECKME M AUTEPATYPHbIE AAHHbIE, KOTOPbIE ObIAM PACCMOTPEHbI C
LIeAbIO BBISIBAEHWS AUCKYCCUIA B MEPUOA MEPEAOMHOro MoMeHTa oT [1pocBelleHns A0 HacTosILLero

BPEMEHM B Pa3BUTUKM aHTPOMOAOTMUYECKMX METOAOAOTMIA U TEOPUIA.
KaloueBble cAoBa: aHTpOMOAOrMYeckas: METOAOAOTMS, aHTPOMOAOTrMUeckasl Teopws, MoAeBas

paboTa, «5l 1 Apyron», METOAbI MICCAEAOBAHMA.

Introduction

Generally, people do efforts to understand other’s
value, institution, and culture when meeting with
unfamiliar persons in other societies where they are
not belonged to. While doing so, most people have
a high tendency of judging unfamiliar out-group
persons with bases of belonged in- group’s value,
culture, and institution [Lee, 1999]. An alert of the
mistake that misunderstands out-group persons with
in-group criteria has been suggested continuously in
the anthropology history as an hot issue.

There has long been criticism that anthropology
has served as a maid of imperialism as a means to
effectively rule enlightenment colonies. In reflection,
anthropologists have made self-renewal efforts in
research attitudes and methods. In order to minimize
research errors and ensure objectivity in research,
researchers have developed rules for learning local
languages and cultures and communicating in equal
relations with subjects.

However, the problem of influencing research
due to the inequality between researchers and
study targets in the course of research has emerged
as an important task in anthropology. The authors
examine the process of change in anthropological
methodology by examining the anthropological
footprints that anthropologists have devised to solve
these problems and errors.

Theoretical and methodological background
of cultural anthropology

According to anthropologist Kang Shin-pyo,
anthropology is the study of humankind [KSCA,
2008]. As there are various research areas related
to human beings, anthropologists have tried to
study humans from various viewpoints, and have
developed scientific interpretations and expanded
their eyesight in theories and methods.
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Anthropology as a discipline in the modern
sense is nothing more than 100 years old. In the
19th century, Western intellectuals saw Western
science and progress as the final stages of human
civilization and recognized the culture of non-
Western Aboriginal peoples as the preliminary
stages of civilization [Han, et al., 2012: 40]. They
left the error that they have described non-Western
people with ethnocentrism and prejudice based
on the dichotomous perceptions of Westerners
and non-Western people. By the way, an early
anthropologist’s study of undeveloped societies,
although approached with prejudice and intellectual
illusions, finally contributed to revealing the stages
and developments of today’s complexly fragmented
modern society and widening study horizon of
anthropology as a model of social and cultural
change. If an existing study focused on cultures in
other distant regions, modern anthropology shifted
to the study of the society to which anthropologists
belong, and developed in an attempt to view their
culture objectively from a comparative point of
view.

Today’s anthropology is based on field research
and cultural relativism in order to overcome
the problem of evaluating other cultures based
on their own culture through direct observation
and investigation. In the 20th century, American
anthropologist Franz  Boas criticized the
evolutionism of Western intellectuals, who took all
of the West as an example of evolution, overlooked
the historicity of culture and fell into self-cultural
superiorism. He argued that there is no universal
law of development in every civilization, and that
each culture is shaped by complex variables, that is,
historical and social contexts [Boas, 1928a; 1965b].
French modern anthropologist and structuralist
Claude Levi-Strauss emphasized cultural relativity
while insisting on a universal human deep structure
[Levi-Strauss, 1955a]. In 1952, his book “Race and
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History” thoroughly relativized Western culture
from a cultural relativist viewpoint [Levi-Strauss,
1952b]. According to him, progress is “just like
gambling by throwing dice on a table.” This pointed
out that it is easy to have a static view that culture is
developing in a similar direction and cumulatively,
and how difficult it is to measure the direction of
cultural progression [Ayabe, 2009: 92].

In the mid-twentieth century, a structural
functionalism perspective emerged, with field
research as the most fundamental and empirical
tradition. This view comes from the logic that
anthropologists have to enter the subject’s area
directly and understand it for a long time in the
perspective and context of local people, and it has
become an essential process in anthropological
research. However, a study of structural functionalist
perspectives by B. Malinowski and A. Radcliffe-
Brown was criticized for overlooking conflict
and possibilities because of focusing on only the
functional aspects of society. Levi-Strauss argued
that man is not only a tool-making animal but also an
animal that creates meaning, and that the semantic
system, the symbol system, should be understood in
human and cultural contexts [Levi-Strauss, 1955b].

In recent anthropology, as the reflective
anthropology has emerged, the fundamental
problem of field research has been pointed out.
Particularly the structural functionalism of
traditional anthropology has been criticized for its
ethnocentrism, ideological, colonial, sexist, and
historical history. It also raised questions about the
objectivity and accuracy of fieldwork, and about
the authority of the ethnographer in ethnographical
approach [Crane, et al., 1992/2006: ix].

The frenzy of orientalism and postmodernism,
which emerged as the antithesis of modern
western values, further accelerated the reflection
of anthropology. The postmodern ethnography
presented a decentralized nation or culture with
attention to internal conflicts and cracks. Edward
Said’s criticism of Westerners’ orientalism revealed
the relations of knowledge and power that had been
concealed in cross-cultural studies [Said, 1978].

Clifford Geertz, who developed interpretive
theory of culture, emphasized the work of «thick
description» in writing ethnography. His frequently
quoted phrase, “Man is an animal suspended in the
web of significance he himself has spun. Culture is a
web spun in such a way, so cultural analysis is not an
experimental science that seeks after regularity, but
an interpretational science that pursues significance”
are saying the linkage between meanings and
symbols. That is, symbols are the carriers to load

and deliver meanings. However, it is not that “The
truth as it is” is inherent in specific symbols, but
that specific people gave specific meanings to the
symbols [Ayabe, 2006: 188-189].

There was an appeal to the ‘crisis of
representation’ by George Marcus and Michael
Fisher [Marcus, et al., 1986]. As an alternative,
experimental ethnography was noted as a new
describing method. That 1is, conversational
principle emphasizing the relationship between
Self (researcher) and Other (study target) as a new
representing method; reflexive describing based
on one’s understanding of the other; polyphony to
reflect the voices of many human beings have been
proposed.

As noted above, anthropology has entered a
deeper era of self-reflection since the 1980s. Modern
anthropology has been reflected continuously with
Franz Boas, who criticized the racist prejudice
based on dichotomous thinking; Levi-Strauss, who
criticized the dichotomy of civilization and barbarism
from the structural anthropological perspective;
emerge of postmodernism, and feminism and so on.

Problems of study on the other in the traditi-
onal perspective

Indebting to developments of accumulated
industries and scientific technology after the age of
enlightenment, western people came to turn their
eyes to outside world of western countries. They
have done commercial activities by bringing in
the goods that gave commercial profits from new
continental, Asia, and Africa etc so as to accumulate
the wealth of own country while striving to be first.
Westerners required correct understandings on the
new colonial regions that brought the wealth, and
thus a learning called ‘Ethnography’ came into
being by the necessity. Specially, the ethnographic
study has been developed in England and the US.
Purposes and directions in ethnographic study were
not matched each other from these two countries.
American anthropologists researched from directions
of understanding human nature after collecting
many information on the native (Indian, Aztec,
Polynesia, Australia societies) as soon as possible.
And the anthropologists in England that had many
colonies in overseas attempted to get information on
the native’s society, institution, and values etc. so
as to govern the colonial natives more effective and
less suppressive. However, their researches were not
systemized because merchant, soldier, and explorers
at that time had not any technology on the field
survey study at all.

71



Development of Anthropological Methodology in Relationship between ‘Self and Other’

Another matter that traditional anthropologists
have been accused of is the question of the view
of the other. Most of the research started from the
‘outside view’ which is regarded as the object of
sympathy and romantic inquiry about the unfamiliar
people.

Limitations and alternatives from insider and
outsider perspectives

Inrelation with viewpoints of seeing the research
subjects considered important in anthropology
study, there have been conflicting opinions on which
viewpoints from insider or outsider would be seen
more importantly or had to be used among them.
William Graham Sumner indicated in his articles
«Folkways» that “there occurred differences
between ourselves, our group and all besides ours,
their group, out-group. Members in our group are
resided in peace, order, law, and politics of ours.
In contrast, they have relations of war or blames
on out-group or others in the pretext of dissimilar
thoughts.” [Sumner, 1966: 12] These assertions
from Sumner have been systemized more by
Hyman, and he said it ‘reference group’ that became
an standard group in case of judging and evaluating
others, and then in-group in the most societies
was worked as the reference group [Lee, 1999 ].
D.K. Lewis systemized the insider’s viewpoint in
his 1973 thesis <Anthropology and Colonialism>.
According to his assertions, he insisted that white
anthropologists should not attempt to research on
black society or North American Indian’s one, and
rather black anthropologists had to research black
society along with Indian research by Indian ones
so as to see the society justly. Conversely, M.D.
Caulfield criticized the limitation of in-group
viewpoints in his thesis “Participant Observation
and Partisan Observation” in 1973. According
to him just as large differences between a black
anthropologist who are grown up at middle-class
area and blacks in the slum are existed in social
levels, similarly, there are many cases that white
anthropologists become outsider’s positions in
white culture and classes. Another thing is that
losing from anthropology insider’s viewpoints
are large as much as getting. According to Lewis
it could be unfit when researches on the white
middle-class is carried out by anthropologists of
white middle-classes. The reason is that they will
consider it daily matters on the stamp collection
or doctor’s bringing about pet dogs and thus need
not to be mentioned. Preferably, scholars who are
grown up at the 3rd world could do comparative
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studies while collecting far more vivid data than the
anthologists of American middle-class [Keesing,
1985].

Two viewpoints that brought criticisms have
merits and demerits at the same time. Researches
by outsider will have difficulties in approaching to
complicated matters in the society easily because
researchers are not members of the society, and
thus it could be unfit to its study owing to excessive
simplicity and distortion along with being too
superficial. The criticism of being in discord
mutually at the most parts of Western anthologists’
studies having been made from outsider’s positions
is believed as being able to be overcome by
insider’s viewpoints. However, Keesing indicated
the limitation of insider viewpoints, stating that a
scholar who can write about African tribes well,
but he has considerable difficulties in describing the
department where he is teaching now. The reason is
that he knows about the university too much.

In the two viewpoints of controversy, unequal
relations between researchers and study subjects
are inherent. That is, others have been defined
according to viewpoints of western people, not from
‘as it is.” This means making others besides me be
other persons thoroughly. This distorted viewpoint
in the early anthropology produced norms called
cultural relativism, and ‘superficial research’ and
‘insufficient in-depth study’ were highlighted as
overcoming problems from the methodological
dimension of field survey. Cultural relativism and
field survey that could be said as core elements in
modern anthropology have been stared from troubles
on how to understand the meeting with others along
with others itself.
and

Interaction between

research subject

ethnographer

True understanding is not the one-sided thing,
and ‘limitation of true understanding and its dilemma’
was because of hanging on unilateral understanding
all together. Schizophrenic phenomenon in which
various identities are collided each other has
been appeared because the identity as ‘researcher,
understanding person’ by having negative position
on the actuality was not thrown away. There occur
problems for readers by writing research results of
this kind of recognition. Anthropologists compose
a lot of knowledge gotten from field surveys
systematically, and then organize it so as to be
fit to consistent subjects. Through this method,
anthropologists make others’ cultures having been
understood in person into easily understandable
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types for readers. However, as stated previously,
anthropological studies is related to understand
between self and others, not understand on others
from self, and the understanding by the researcher
becomes one-sided type as soon as suggesting like
‘research subjects are such existences.” As the study
results are recorded by alone, not sharing with
research subjects, and thus it is impossible to record
the interactivity of mutual understandings because
of writing by oneself. Thoughts that researcher can
grasp interactive understanding fully by oneself,
and then describe it is nothing more than making the
research objects be others again.

It is an alternative in this dilemmatic situation to
divulge oneself without hiding ‘self” of the researcher
in the process of anthropological study. Existing
anthropologic studies have rendered productive
criticisms on the researches to be powerless after
making the viewpoints of the anthropologist be
‘absolute’ by recording the research accomplishment
as others’ cultures.

Efforts of saving ‘self” having been existed in
the research process let readers be able to see the
understanding between self and others through
‘self.” These efforts make the anthropologist’s
viewpoint having been absolute be relative, and
research process and its accomplishment unoccupied
exclusively, and thus productive criticism and
developmental discussions become possible.
The self of the anthropologist is the self being
transformed and newly formed through interaction
with others instead of buried one to the self. The

departure from this kind of self has a merit of being
able to implicate more things in spite of demerit
such like description of subjective self.

Conclusion

Daily figure of anthropologist’s study work of
nowadays is the field survey that experiences lives
of on-scene people directly after going there for
the research. Field survey is a selected method so
as to reach in-depth understandings on the on-scene
people’s culture and themselves through meeting
anthropologists with research objects. That is, it is
a devised research method in the anthropology as
an alternative for getting out from mistakes called
otherness along with difficulties in understanding
insider’s life and culture from outsider’s positions.
This has been devised as a way of getting recognized
on the facts of insider’s life and culture that cannot
be found from outsider’s positions while entering
into the insider’s culture and then living together.
These methods have been requisite rites of passage
to be reached to ‘in-depth understanding’ that is
aimed from current anthropology studies.

Anthropology has been doing reaps worrying
about how to set up relations between the author
and readers along with interaction’s understanding
between the outsider and insider over discussions of
researches from insider’s viewpoint or outsider’s one.
In post-modern, postcolonial times, anthropology
as an academic field examines and reflects on the
endless self-identity and trajectory.
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