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PREFACE . :

I \HIS book was written originally in order to familiarize
L social scientists with the contemporary views of anthro-

polovzsts concerning social organization. Cultural anthropol-

ogy had by that time crystalhzed its criticisms of the earlier
ambitious schemes of unilinear evolution—very much as ex-
perimental biologists had registered their protests against
extravagant speculation concerning the development of ani-
mal species. It was clear that dszusmn had taken place at
every level of culture and had thus interfered with whatever

sequence of events might be regarded as inherent in the o

nature of society. Since Lewis H. Morgan’s Ancient Soctety

‘(1877 ) systematically embodied the older unilinear evolu- '
tionism that postulated laws of development, my book M o 3

evitably grew into a perszstent critique of Morgan.

- Further, there was an immense and very important bodyvf AL
. of ethnocrraphxc facts which Morgan and other writers had
 neglected until they were fully expounded in Hemrmhf i i
* Schiirkr’s. Alterihlassen und Mdnnerbiinde (1902). The

~ earlier scholars had concentrated their attention on the fam-

 ily, the clan, marriage, and correlated customs. It remained =~

for Schurtz to point out what a large part is played in primi-

 tive society by the eqmvalents of our masonic lodges and
S social clubs, by age and sex groupmg In my book I tried
~ to do justice to both ranges of fact, those treated by Morgan’:

A ~and those described by Schurtz. | L
| " The reception accorded to Primitive S ocwty on its appearu gt L
Vance ‘varied conszderably ‘Some reade1s were repelled by

Sl the “negativistic” aspects Of the book others felt swamped
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v PREFACE
by the mass of detall "Dr. W. H. R. Rivers, the leader of
~ British investigators in this field, found that “the number
of omissions and errors is very small ’’ and that the book
“will be of the greatest value to students as a record of early
forms of social‘instimtion.” On the other hand, he held
that I had not gone nearly far enough in my diffusionism
(American Anthropologist, 22:278-283, 1920). While
Rivers complained of my historical pusillanimity, Professor
A. L. Kroeber (ib., 377-381) criticised the “negativistic
attitude toward brodder conclusions,” the failure to realize
‘the limited scope of the results attained, the “comparative
sterility” of the tendency Primitive Society represented. The
‘concluding sentences read: “After all, honesty is the primary
virtue, and Lowie’s soberness is a long advance on Morgan's
brilliant illusions. But one sometimes sighs regretfully that
“the honesty of the method which is so successfully exempli-
fied here is not stirred into quicker pulse by visions of more
ultimate enterprise.” ‘
 The general American consensus of opinion was favorable.
Przmztwe Society was accepted as fairly representing the
spirit of American anthropology; aversion to glib generaliza-
“tions seemed a merit rather than a defect. This type of

_reaction appeared in various oral and written comments by
Professor John M. Cooper as well as in full reviews by Elsie =~

Clews Parsons (The New Republic, Nov. 3, 1920) and Ed-
‘ward Saplr (The Freeman, June 30, 1920; The Nation,

July 10, 1920). Sapir hailed my effort as “the first work

“of major scope in its field, of those intended for a wider than
strictly anthropological public, that breaks definitely with the
classical evolutionist tradition”; as being within its special -
5 sphere “the clearest and most balanced expression we yet
_possess of the present temper of American anthropology.”
"He accepted it as what it purported to be—a historical- =
minded presentanon ‘that fought shy of both psychoiogmal A
and pretendedly historical formulae ‘He declared that “the

H bmak blends in the most skllful manner the concrete presenta-— N





