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Not many people realize that many modern
films., comic books, and advertisements are
based on folklore. The tale of Superman
traveling through space in a womblike vessel
only to be raised by a poor North American
umplc p.1r.!||{,|~. the stories of Moses. Cyros,
and other ancient heroes. Identity glnnm.-
like Superman’s are characteristic of most
tradivional heroes and heroines. Such
folklore themes have a psvchological force
that prompts people to re-create them in
different modes and media.

FFor over two hundred years, folklorists have

endeavored to collect and preserve folklore
traditions. which are an essential component
of all cultures. The formal study of folklore
and the informal interest in it are linked to
nust.llv;t.] for the p.]'-.t and an Jppr{:htnsmn
about modern society. Now, a anprrhha nsive,
two-volume encyclopedia examines the study
of folklore forms and methods.

Written by an international team of acclaimed
folklorists, ABC-CLIO’s Folklore: An
Encyclopedia of Beliefs, Customs, Tales, Music,
and Art is an extensive general reference
work that surveys the types of folklore and
the methods of 1 'II'lL]lI and analysis relevant
to their study. Focusing on folklore forms
such as ballad and folktale and methods such
as fieldwork and linguistic approach, this
work Llnph.v;i?:_'-; cross-cultural, theoretical
perspectives ranging from the anthropological
through the linguistic, literary, and psychological.
E n'lph.hh is placed on those bodies of North
American and European scholarship that
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PREFACE

This volume is a comprehensive general reference work for students,
scholars, and general readers on forms (e.g., Ballad, Folktale, Legend) and
methods of inquiry and analysis (e.g., Fieldwork, Historic-Geographic
Method, Linguistic Approach) relevant to the study of folklore. Entries
survey and evaluate the historical and current approaches incorporated in
the study of these forms and the foundations and current applications of
these methods. In addition, the historical dimension is addressed further
by entries devoted to theories that have been abandoned within contem-
porary folkloristics (e.g., Evolutionary Theory, Myth-Ritual Theory). The
encyclopedia as a whole and the individual entries focus on folklore forms
and methods from a cross-cultural, theoretical perspective in an effort to
present an internationally applicable overview of the topics. This general
theoretical volume does not contain biographical entries. Rather, individ-
uals are treated within the context of entries devoted to their theoretical
concerns.

The methods and theories that underlie specific ethnic and national
traditions, such as African-American folklore or Jewish folklore, are consid-
ered in the entry Ethnic Folklore. To pursue specific ethnic or national
traditions (e.g., Asian folklore, Native American folklore, the folklore of
British children), readers are referred to the bibliographies following rele-
vant general entries (Ethnic Folklore, Children’s Folklore, and so forth).

Despite efforts made to confine this volume to general topics and to
recruit an international list of contributors, it was impossible to compre-
hensively cover such a far-ranging field as folklore in a single work of this
type. Although every attempt has been made to include major topics from
a broad spectrum of the genres that constitute the world’s folk traditions
and methodologies from folklore and related disciplines used to analyze
these traditions—insofar as material exists to document such traditions and
scholars could be found to examine them—any overview within this format
cannot be exhaustive. Emphasis in this volume is on those bodies of North
American and European scholarship that have influenced each other most
profoundly since the discipline’s inception: those of Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, Scandinavia, and the United
States. The entries in this volume, however, provide an introduction to the
scholarship in general and facilitate the pursuit of more specialized topics.

For some topics, the labels North American scholars employ differ

XVii



PREFACE

from those utilized by their European counterparts (e.g., folklorists in the
United States favor the label “historic-geographic method,” but Finnish
scholars tend to employ “historical-geographic”) or the respective groups
adopt different spellings (“oikotype” versus “oicotype”). The North
American term or spelling has been used in this volume, followed in
certain cases by other common labels or spellings.

The topics treated in this work range from traditional subjects such as
Ballad, Festival, and Joke, to cutting-edge entries such as Computer-
Mediated Folklore, Cultural Studies, and Postmodernism. In most cases, a
longer, more comprehensive essay format for entries (e.g., Folktale,
Legend) has been favored over shorter entries. Exceptions have been
made, of course, for those genres that have attracted more scholarly inter-
est than others and, consequently, have generated scholarly literatures of
their own (e.g., Magic Tale, Urban Legend). Similarly, categories of tradi-
tional phenomena that have international distribution and are of interest
to both scholarly and general audiences (e.g., Evil Eye, Vampire) have
their own entries as well. Also, there are topics that have been treated in
the literature as “umbrella categories” (e.g., Material Culture). These
entries are coordinated with their customary subsets (in the case of
Material Culture: Architecture, Folk; Art, Folk; and Costume, Folk).
Finally, less conventional categories—such as Assault, Supernatural and
Enigma, Traditional—are employed as a means of developing consensus
on overlapping phenomena that customarily have been distributed among
a dozen or more entries.

The richness and diversity of the world’s folk traditions and the liter-
ature devoted to them make it inevitable that much must be summarized
or omitted entirely in an encyclopedia of this type. Readers, therefore, are
urged to explore their relevant interests not only by means of the refer-
ences included at the end of each entry but also through the general
works in the list that follows this preface.

Thomas A. Green
LSRR SRR SRR R SE SRR
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CADEMIC PROGRAMS IN FOLKLORE,
INTERNATIONAL

Research, teaching, and study of folklore as a formal academic discipline
outside North America. Any investigation into the current status of folklore
and of its discernible progress in the academic world internationally is, from
the very outset, apt to run into terminological problems as well as organiza-
tional variations. The term folklore for the discipline and/or for the materials
the discipline studies, though originating in English in William Thoms’
famous letter to Antheneam of 1846, has not found general acceptance in
university circles in the British Isles. Currently, it is used only in the official
title of the Department of Irish Folklore in University College Dublin, the
department being a direct descendant of the former Irish Folklore
Commission. The preferred term elsewhere, in the few academic institutions
in which folklore is a recent newcomer to the curriculum (Edinburgh,
Cardiff), is ethnology. Sometimes, this term also is used in Scandinavia, as in
the title of the journal Ethnologia Europaea, but folkliv, folkminne/folkeminde,
folkekultur, folkedigtning, and the like also occur in institutional titles. In some
instances, these terms imply a strict separation of the study of material and
nonmaterial culture, and the relationship of this group of terms to the use of
ethnology is not always clear. Sometimes, the latter is understood to be the
umbrella term; at other times, it is thought of as coequal with folklore.
Relevant chairs or institutes in universities in German- or Dutch/Flemish-
speaking countries usually are designated by the term Volkskunde, generally
in deliberate juxtaposition to Ethnologie; in the former socialist countries,
ethnography predominates. In Greece, we find lagrophia, and in Italy, storia
delle tradizioni popolari as well as etnografia. The term ethnology is frequently
qualified by the epithet regional, and other designations restrict the scope of
inquiries to areas and groups within national borders. The Finno-Ugric coun-
tries have their own terminologies.

These and other variations on the surface appear to point to a fragmented
discipline, but in reality, they hide a remarkable singleness of purpose. The
activities generated and the subject matter studied all have some bearing on
and are frequently roughly identical with what in North America is termed
folklore. They can, therefore, legitimately be included in any attempt to
measure the status of and programmatic development in this field of study.
Apparently, there has never been a global survey of the teaching of folklore in
academic institutions, and no systematic inquiry has been conducted in
Europe since the late 1960s. Two surveys were undertaken, however, in
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1953-1954 and in 1965, the former on behalf of the Commission
Internationale des Arts et Traditions Populaires (CIAP) and the latter in
conjunction with its successor, the Societé Internationale d’Ethnologie et de
Folklore (SIEF). These surveys yield a certain amount of information with
regard to the presence of folklore studies in European institutions of higher
learning. The 1965 survey, for example, ascertained that, at that time, there
were about 150 chairs-cum-institutes in “folklore” in European academic
establishments. In some countries, practically every university offered courses
and conducted research in the subject; in others, formal offerings were more
sporadic or nonexistent. It also was quite common for the pursuit of folklore
studies to be linked to or incorporated within departments devoted to adja-
cent areas of academic endeavor (e.g., geography, cultural history, German),
rather than conducted within independent departments. It would be mislead-
ing, however, to gauge the presence and development of folklore studies in
Europe solely in terms of the universities, for much research in the field in the
last two centuries has been carried out by individuals or clusters of individuals
attached to academies, archives, and museums; many of the incumbents of
related research posts also have had part-time or honorary lecturing positions
in universities. A rich crop of publications testifies to the range and intensity
of the research carried out by individual scholars or as cooperative ventures.

One reason why development and evolution are so difficult to measure
for the field of folklore studies involves the change in direction that the disci-
pline has undergone in certain parts of Europe, especially in reaction to the
politicization of the topic in the 1930s and early 1940s. A sociological orien-
tation is now not unusual, often coupled with expressions of a social
conscience. The investigation of modern phenomena often takes precedence
over more traditionally oriented approaches. In a sense, such directional
shifts may be interpreted as progressive, as may the increase in the number of
students entering this field. Occupational opportunities in the public sector
are practically nonexistent in Europe, unlike the United States.

The most obvious advance in academic folklore on the international
scene has been through joint projects such as the European Folklore Atlas, the
International Folklore Bibliography, and the International Dictionary of Regional
European Ethnology and Folklore; through conferences and symposia organized,
in most instances, by national and international scholarly societies such as
CIAP and SIEE the International Society for Folk-Narrative Research, or the
fledgling International Society for Contemporary Legend Research; or
through the summer schools organized by the revitalized Folklore Fellows of
Helsinki. Within SIEF, the Ballad Commission has been particularly success-
ful in arranging annual symposia that have resulted in fruitful personal contact
among scholars not only within Europe but also across the Atlantic.
Therefore, in terms of a wide definition of what folklore is and of what folk-
lorists do, it can be said that the research, teaching, and study of the subject
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undoubtedly are prospering in much of Europe, and the current situation can
with justification be described as encouraging.

W.F.H. Nicolaisen

See also Academic Programs in Folklore, North American.
R R R R R R R KRR RRR
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CADEMIC PROGRAMS IN FOLKLORE,
NORTH AMERICAN

History and development of folklore programs in North American colleges
and universities. The academic study of folklore and folklife has made consid-
erable progress since 1940 when Ralph Steele Boggs reported only twenty-
three U.S. colleges and universities with folklore courses; however,
departments or even minidepartments of folklore projected in the late 1960s
and early 1970s and degree-granting programs in folklore have not developed.
Most academic folklorists teach folklore courses in departments other than
folklore, typically in English and anthropology departments or in American
studies programs.

In North American colleges and universities, folklore was first taught by
literary scholars as part of literature and philology courses. This literary study
of folklore began at Harvard University around 1856 when Francis James
Child began collecting English and Scottish folk ballads from books, broad-
sides, and manuscripts. Although Child did not develop separate folklore
courses or a folklore program, he incorporated folklore in his English courses,
created the Folklore Collection in the Harvard College Library, and trained
several notable U.S. folklorists, including George Lyman Kittredge, successor
to Child’s English professorship in 1894. Through the efforts of Child and
Kittredge, Harvard became the center for the literary study of folklore in
North America in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it
remains a center for the comparative study of oral literature today. Bartlett Jere
Whiting and others carried on Child’s and Kittredge’s tradition of library
research in folk literature, and in the 1930s, Milman Parry and Albert B. Lord
initiated field research in European oral epics, leading to the development of
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the Milman Parry Collection of Oral Literature now in the Harvard College
Library. The university’s Center for the Study of Oral Literature supports grad-
uate study in allied areas and complements Harvard’s undergraduate degree
program in folklore and mythology, awarded through its Committee on
Degrees in Folklore and Mythology.

In 1883, Franz Boas was beginning fieldwork among the Eskimos of
Baffinland, and by 1888, he was serving on the faculty of Clark University and
collecting folklore from Native Americans in British Columbia. In 1899, Boas
began a long career as an anthropology professor at Columbia University,
which, through his reputation, became the center for the anthropological study
of folklore in North America. Inspired by Boas, several of his students—includ-
ing Robert H. Lowie, Ruth Benedict, Melville Herskovits, and Melville
Jacobs—and other anthropologists began to incorporate folklore, especially
Native American folklore, into their courses. Boas also encouraged scholars
such as Marius Barbeau, who collected French-Canadian folklore, to study
North American ethnic traditions. After Boas retired, Ruth Benedict and
George Herzog combined efforts to keep Columbia a center of folklore activ-
ity well into the middle of the twentieth century.

The academic study of folklore also is indebted to a group of
Americanists—DPerry Miller, E O. Matthiessen, Bernard DeVoto, Ralph Barton
Perry, and Howard Mumford Jones—who established the first degree-granting
program in American studies at Harvard in 1937. These Harvard Americanists
expanded the study of American literature and culture from an emphasis on
formal culture to include folk and popular cultures. They also established a
place for folklore within interdisciplinary American studies programs, which
today rank third after English and anthropology among departments and
programs offering folklore courses at U.S. institutions. Although the early liter-
ary folklorists stressed the library study of older European folklore and the
anthropological folklorists emphasized the field study of tribal traditions, the
Americanists promoted the interdisciplinary study of American folk cultures
against a background of American cultural history.

The first department of folklore in the United States was established at
Franklin and Marshall College in 1948 when Alfred L. Shoemaker was
appointed assistant professor of American folklore. Although the department
was called the Department of American Folklore, the program was based on
European folklife and Volkskunde models, and four of the six courses offered
dealt with Pennsylvania folklore and folklife. Franklin and Marshall’s
short-lived folklore department first appeared in the catalog for 1949-1950
but remained in the catalog only through 1951-1952.

Although separate courses in folklore were introduced at several univer-
sities in the 1920s and 1930s, a degree-granting program in folklore did not
exist until 1940 when Ralph Steele Boggs founded an interdisciplinary
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curriculum in folklore, offering an M.A. degree and a doctoral minor, at the
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. Professor Boggs, a specialist in
Latin American folklore, also spread the study of folklore to Mexico, where
he introduced folklore studies and taught a folklore techniques course at the
National University in 1945. Through its curriculum in folklore, the
University of North Carolina remains one of the leading centers for the study
of folklore in North America. Supported by major research collections—
including the papers of D. K. Wilgus, the labor song collection of Archie
Green, the Southern Folklife Collection, the John Edwards Memorial
Collection, and the American Religious Tunebook Collection—and a large
library collection in southern literature and culture, the North Carolina
program is especially strong in the study of folksong and southern folklife. The
program also emphasizes African-American folklore, ethnographic filmmak-
ing, occupational folklore, public sector folklore, and immigrant folklore. The
curriculum in folklore at North Carolina is designed mainly for graduate
students, though undergraduates may put together an interdisciplinary degree
with an area in folklore.

Trained by Kittredge and inspired by the historic-geographic studies of the
Finnish folklorists of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Stith
Thompson, who joined the English faculty at Indiana University in 1921,
introduced the first folklore course there in 1923 and directed a number of
folklore theses and dissertations of graduate students in the English depart-
ment. Thompson founded the first U.S. doctoral program in folklore, empha-
sizing the comparative study of folk narratives, at Indiana University in 1949.
After Thompson’s retirement in 1955, his successor, Richard M. Dorson,
expanded the concept of folklore studies at Indiana and elevated an expanded
folklore program to departmental status in 1963. A graduate of the Harvard
program in the history of American civilization, Dorson provided an
Americanist orientation for a generation of folklorists trained at Indiana
University between 1957 and 1981. Warren E. Roberts, Thompson’s protégé
in comparative folktale studies and recipient of the first U.S. doctorate in folk-
lore in 1953, introduced the first course in material culture at Indiana in 1961;
he also contributed significantly to broadening the scope of the Indiana
program, which now combines humanistic and social scientific approaches.
The program emphasizes theoretical approaches to folklore and, true to its
comparative heritage, continues to cover many of the world’s folk traditions.
A program in ethnomusicology within the department and the renowned
Archives of Traditional Music strengthen the teaching and research programs.
Nearly 60 percent of all university teachers of folklore who hold doctorates in
the subject have been trained at Indiana University.

Under the direction of MacEdward Leach, the University of
Pennsylvania introduced the second U.S. doctoral program in folklore in
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1959. After receiving a Ph.D. in Middle English literature at the University
of Pennsylvania in 1930, Leach remained on the university’s English faculty
and changed an epic and short story course into an introductory folklore
course and a literary ballad course into a folk ballad course. Eventually, Leach
developed an interdisciplinary graduate program in folklore at the University
of Pennsylvania and trained a number of folklorists, including Kenneth S.
Goldstein, who eventually became chair of the program. At first, studies in
ballads and folksongs and in folklore and literary relations were emphasized in
the university’s program; however, by the time Leach retired in 1966, the
Department of Folklore and Folklife had developed into a broad program
covering the entire range of folklore studies. Influenced by sociolinguistic
approaches and the ethnography of communication, the program stresses
social scientific approaches to folklore. Presently, around a third of all univer-
sity teachers of folklore who hold doctorates in the subject received their train-
ing at the University of Pennsylvania.

Today, only two universities in the United States—Indiana and
Pennsylvania—have folklore departments, but the University of California,
Los Angeles (UCLA) is another major center for the study of folklore in North
America. UCLA first offered a folklore course in 1933 when Sigurd B.
Hustvedt, another student of Kittredge, introduced a graduate course in the
traditional ballad. In 1937, Wayland D. Hand, a specialist in folk belief and
custom, joined the German faculty, and two years later, he introduced a general
folklore course. Under Hand’s direction, an interdepartmental folklore program
was established in 1954, offering around two dozen courses in folklore and
related areas. Currently, the Folklore and Mythology Program at UCLA awards
interdisciplinary master’s and doctoral degrees in folklore and mythology. The
interdisciplinary nature of the UCLA program gives it identity and strength,
for students may choose from over seventy-five folklore and allied courses in
departments throughout the university. A research institute, the Center for the
Study of Comparative Folklore and Mythology, and other university research
centers strengthen UCLA’s teaching program.

In Canada, Memorial University of Newfoundland and Université Laval
have folklore programs, one anglophone and the other francophone, and both
programs award doctoral degrees in folklore. In 1962, Herbert Halpert, a
student of Benedict and Herzog at Columbia and of Thompson at Indiana,
joined the Memorial faculty, and through the encouragement and support of
place-names scholar E. R. Seary, head of the Department of English, he devel-
oped a folklore program within the Department of English. In 1968, Halpert
founded the Department of Folklore, which now offers a full range of folklore
courses and emphasizes a balanced approach to folklore studies. Three
archives support the teaching mission: the Centre d’Etudes Franco-
Terreneuviennes, the Centre for Material Culture Studies, and the Folklore
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and Language Archive. Université Laval, with folklore studies dating from
1944 when Luc Lacourciere was appointed to a chair in folklore, offers courses
and undergraduate and graduate degrees in folklore through its programmes
d’arts et traditions populaires in the Département d’Histoire. Laval’s program
emphasizes French folklore in North America.

Although only Indiana, Memorial, Laval, Pennsylvania, and UCLA
award the Ph.D. degree in folklore and only Harvard, Indiana, Laval,
Memorial, Pennsylvania, and Pitzer College offer the B.A. degree in folklore,
the M.A. degree in folklore is more common in North America. In addition
to master’s programs in folklore at UCLA, Indiana, Laval, Memorial, North
Carolina, and Pennsylvania, an M.A. in folklore also is offered in the
Department of Anthropology at the University of California, Berkeley, and
an MLA. in folk arts is offered through the Tamburitzans Institute of Folk Arts
in the School of Music at Duquesne University. Western Kentucky’s program
in folk studies is housed in the Department of Modern Languages and
Intercultural Studies and offers an undergraduate minor as well as an M.A.
degree in folk studies.

At least 80 North American institutions offer majors in other disciplines
(notably, English, anthropology, and American studies) that permit either a
folklore minor or a folklore concentration. These programs range from formal
curricula to informal concentrations at all degree levels. For example, an M.A.
and a Ph.D. in anthropology or English with a folklore concentration is offered
at the University of Texas, Austin, and undergraduates there may design a
special concentration in folklore. Undergraduate majors as well as graduate
majors in anthropology at Texas A & M University also may elect a concen-
tration in folklore. Degrees in folklore at the University of Oregon are coordi-
nated through its Folklore and Ethnic Studies Program, which is supported by
the Randall V. Mills Archive of Northwest Folklore. At Oregon, master’s
students create their own plans of study through individualized programs, and
doctoral students may elect folklore as an area in English or anthropology.
Through its Program in Folklore, Mythology, and Film Studies, the State
University of New York, Buffalo awards an M.A. in English or humanities and
a Ph.D. in English with a folklore and mythology concentration.

George Washington University’s Folklife Program grants an M.A. in
American studies or anthropology and a Ph.D. in American studies with a
concentration in traditional material culture. Well situated in Washington,
D.C.,, the Folklife Program utilizes the resources of the Smithsonian Institution,
the American Folklife Center, and other museums, libraries, archives, and
historical societies in the area. The Folklore Program at Utah State University
is administered through the American Studies Program, and undergraduate
and master’s degrees in American studies with a folklore emphasis are offered.
Folklore concentrations also are available in history or English at Utah State.
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Master’s candidates may elect areas in general folklore, public folklore, or
applied history/museology. Ohio State University has offered folklore courses
since the 1930s and now has a Center for Folklore and Cultural Studies, allow-
ing undergraduate and graduate students a folklore concentration in an inter-
disciplinary program. A folklore archives and the Francis Lee Utley Collection
in the university library support the academic program, which emphasizes folk-
lore and literary relations and narrative theory.

Although more folklore courses are offered in English and, to a lesser
degree, anthropology departments than in any other departments or programs,
folklore courses are found in a wide variety of academic departments and
programs, from architecture to women’s studies. At a number of institutions,
folklore courses, often cross-listed, are housed in more than one department.
Though degrees in folklore and departments of folklore have not developed
to the extent anticipated in the late 1960s and early 1970s, folklore courses
and concentrations in allied departments and programs, after a slow begin-
ning, have increased significantly in North America since that time. Public
institutions, doctoral-granting institutions, and large institutions are more
likely to offer folklore courses than private institutions, two-year institutions,
and small institutions.

Ronald L. Baker

See also Academic Programs in Folklore, International.
kR R R RRRRRRRRR

References

Baker, Ronald L. 1971. Folklore Courses and Programs in American Colleges and
Universities. Journal of American Folklore 84:221-229.

. 1978. The Study of Folklore in American Colleges and Universities. Journal

of American Folklore 91:792-807.

. 1986. Folklore and Folklife Studies in American and Canadian Colleges and

Universities. Journal of American Folklore 99:50-74.

. 1988. The Folklorist in the Academy. In One Hundred Years of American
Folklore Studies, ed. William M. Clements. Washington, DC: American Folklore
Society.

Boggs, Ralph Steele. 1940. Folklore in University Curricula in the United States.
Southern Folklore Quarterly 4:93-109.

Bronner, Simon. 1991. A Prophetic Vision of Public and Academic Folklife: Alfred
Shoemaker and America’s First Department of Folklore. The Folklore Historian
8:38-55.

Bynum, David E. 1974. Child’s Legacy Enlarged: Oral Literary Studies at Harvard
since 1856. Harvard Library Bulletin 22:237-267.

Dorson, Richard M. 1950. The Growth of Folklore Courses. Jowrnal of American
Folklore 63:345-359.

. 1972. The Academic Future of Folklore. In Richard M. Dorson, Folklore:
Selected Essays. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Leach, MacEdward. 1958. Folklore in American Colleges and Universities. Journal of
American Folklore Supplement, pp. 10-11.

10



ACCULTURATION

ACCULTURATION

Cultural modification of groups’ and individuals’ material culture, behaviors,
beliefs, and values caused by borrowing from or adapting to other cultures.
Whenever cultures regularly contact one another, change takes place in a
limited number of ways: One group may destroy the other, one may completely
adopt the other’s culture and become a part of it, the two may merge to create
a fusion culture, or both may adapt and borrow from one another. The group
that is politically or economically subordinate to the other usually does the
most immediate and extensive borrowing. Major references to the subject of
acculturation include the “Exploratory Formulation” published by H. G.
Barnett and colleagues in 1954 as the result of a Social Science Research
Council Summer Seminar and the report of a 1979 symposium sponsored by
the American Association for the Advancement of Science.

The process of acculturation, without a doubt, has been going on as long
as cultures have been coming in contact with one another, and the concept of
acculturation was first employed in a manner close to its present sense as early
as the 1880s. But acculturation has been the subject of a good deal of intensive
analysis in the fields of cultural study only since the 1930s. The emphasis that
led to closer scholarly examination of acculturation, particularly in the United
States, grew out of the earlier concern for salvaging so-called memory-cultures
and the assumption that “pure” cultures that had not been “contaminated” by
acculturation were somehow superior and more important. In 1936, a commit-
tee appointed by the Social Science Research Council and consisting of Robert
Redfield, chair, Ralph Linton, and Melville J. Herskovits published a three-
page “Memorandum for the Study of Acculturation” that urged special atten-
tion to the matter and the exchange of information gathered on the subject by
researchers working with different cultures. There is little evidence that the sort
of exchange among researchers that Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits antici-
pated took place, but the call greatly affected the course of cultural study.
Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits themselves heeded the call, and each of them
wrote classic books on acculturation.

From the research of the committee members and that inspired by their
report emerged many important studies and widely accepted conclusions
concerning acculturation. It is, first of all, important to note that the term accul-
turation as used within the fields of cultural analysis refers only to change that
comes about by borrowing, although popular usage also applies the term to the
process of socialization by which individuals (usually children) learn to func-
tion within their own culture. As it is used within anthropology and folklore,
the term acculturation usually is limited to changes caused by intercultural influ-
encing that affects and modifies a broad range of the deep structures of culture;
the term diffusion is used to describe changes that take place in individual
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elements or parts of cultures adopted without change. The Navajo and Zuni
tribes of the U.S. Southwest, for example, have been in close contact for
several hundred years and have experienced a good deal of diffusion, but their
total sociocultural systems seem to have been little acculturated by one
another because the two cultures share a long-standing tradition of mutual
hospitality and reciprocity—"“guest-friend” relationship roles that encourage
mutual acceptance.

Classic research studies, furthermore, demonstrate that the degree and
extent of acculturation within a culture depends on and ultimately occurs at
the behest of the culture that is doing the borrowing (the receptor culture),
rather than the culture from which the other is borrowing (the donor culture).
An individual culture’s emphasis upon and mechanisms for maintaining its
cultural boundaries, the relative degree of flexibility of its varied internal struc-
tures, and the degree and functioning of its mechanisms for self-correction are
all major cultural traits that directly and indirectly affect acculturation. The
existing values and patterns of the receiving culture serve as a filter that
controls the process of acculturation and allows the enthusiastic and whole-
hearted acceptance of some traits while providing for the firm rejection of
others. Thus, acculturation does not proceed at an even rate in terms of all
elements of culture within the same group. Research also has indicated that
technology tends to be altered more readily than nontangible elements such
as beliefs or values.

Perhaps the single most important fact to emerge from the classic studies
of acculturation is that acculturation is not only inevitable and extremely
dynamic but also highly creative. Researchers made much of the melancholy
process of change as cultures adapted to new situations, and they based their
observations upon the unspoken romantic assumption that the precontact
cultures represented a “golden age” and that acculturation in response to
contact was somehow unavoidably corrupting and evil. In marked contrast
with this tacit assumption, the description of the borrowing of the Navajo
tribe—and other cultures—as incorporative acculturation presented a very
different model, explaining that cultures borrowing traits often reinterpret
them in form and/or meaning so that a culture may be always changing and
yet always retain its integrity. The Navajo, for example, borrowed sheep,
horses, silversmithing, weaving, and ceremony and mythology from other
cultures, but they reinterpreted all that they borrowed so that the new traits
became and remain their own.

Research on acculturation published in the 1980s and 1990s supports
earlier research and agrees with previous discoveries—though in different
language—that acculturation must be recorded and studied as a multivariate
and multidimensional process. This research develops and employs highly
sophisticated statistical models and tools that enable quantitative analysis as
asupplement to the earlier classic qualitative studies. The researchers who are
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developing this approach to understanding acculturation emphasize the
psychological consequences of acculturation upon individuals.

Keith Cunningham

See also Anthropological Approach.
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AESTHETICS

The study of the creation and appreciation of beauty. Philosophical
approaches to the subject of aesthetics center on the perception of beauty in
the experience of art. Folkloristic approaches to the subject define those
formal features within folklore that constitute its artfulness in communal
and/or personal terms. Folklorists speak of aesthetic issues most often in terms
of style, artistry, and the relation of tradition and innovation. An aesthetic
analysis may pertain to a single genre or to the folklore of an entire commu-
nity. In either case, aesthetic standards may be examined from a contrastive
perspective (i.e., in relation to some other genre or community) or from an
in-group perspective. Folkloristic research in aesthetics contributes vitally to
theoretical understandings of cultural relativism and the importance of
communal tastes in the creation of art. The topic of aesthetics also holds
importance for public sector researchers, as it raises issues related to the eval-
uation and presentation of folklore.

TRADITION AND INNOVATION

The study of material culture in particular has furnished significant insights
into aesthetics. One of the early classics in the area is Franz Boas’ Primitive Art
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(1927). Through examination of traditional arts from around the world, Boas
identifies several fundamental criteria of artistry: symmetry (a balance of
component elements), rhythm (the regular, pattern-forming repetition of
features), and the emphasis or delimitation of form (the tendency toward
representative or abstract depiction). The complex interplay of these features
makes artwork from one culture distinguishable from that of another.

Since these features underlie all art, however, Boas stresses further the
importance of communal tastes in the execution of “primitive” art. Boas writes
of a communal “emotional attachment to customary forms,” limiting accep-
tance of innovation. The fact that the form and details of a given implement
may vary little from one artist to the next does not derive from a lack of
creativity on the part of the folk artist; rather, the artist responds to the
community’s greater interest in preserving the traditional. Under these
circumstances, the aesthetic merit of a given product resides not in its unique-
ness but in the artist’s ability to realize and execute communal norms, confin-
ing individual variation to small details of ornamentation or style.

As Boas and later scholars demonstrate, this stress on the customary is
further bolstered by the communal creation of objects. In a traditional barn
raising or quilting bee, for instance, individual tastes or experimentation are
limited by the communal execution of the work. Communal production,
characteristic of many varieties of traditional material culture, thus exerts a
leveling influence on artistic variation and helps ensure the maintenance of a
communal aesthetic over time. When traditional performers become sepa-
rated from this ambient collective tradition of evaluation and production,
their work may change greatly, incorporating new ideas and departing to some
degree from old standards. Richard Bauman addresses changes of this sort in
his study of a folk raconteur turned professional. Similarly, Michael Owen
Jones examines the conscious interplay of tradition and innovation in the
products of a professional Kentucky mountain chairmaker. Jones stresses that
aesthetic choices do not occur mechanistically but as the result of personal
decisions and values over time.

Given this analytical framework, a prime issue for the folk art collector
lies in the question of whether to value typicality in a piece of folklore (an act
presumably valued in the traditional community) or to privilege instead those
works that transgress typical norms or tastes (an act valued in elite art circles).
Judgments of this sort have direct bearing on folk artists, as the monetary value
attached to a given work may influence artistic trends within the community
itself. Collector interest in a particular physical form or color scheme, for
instance, may alter a community’s evaluation of that form and lead to its
triumph over other types. An obscure performer or style may thus become
central, while a community’s own evaluative standards lose cogency. By
contrast, changes that appear significant to an outside audience may be
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regarded as minor creative alterations within the ambient community itself,
of little consequence to the tradition or its maintenance. Alterations in tech-
nique, materials, or use only become significant if they transgress important
rules within the community’s aesthetic system. Questions of aesthetics thus
present intriguing issues for both public sector and academic folklorists alike.

AESTHETICS IN COMMUNICATION

Aesthetics becomes an explicit concern of linguistic folklorists through the
writings of Roman Jakobson. Jakobson’s attention to poetics provides a new
basis for the analysis of the aesthetic form and uses of language. In Jakobson’s
analysis, poetic language draws ordinary words into new frameworks of mean-
ing through attention to criteria (e.g., thyme) normally ignored in speech.
This new axis of equivalence distinguishes the poetic utterance from the ordi-
nary. Studies such as William Pepicello and Thomas Green’s examination of
riddling demonstrate the ways in which folklore can capitalize artfully on such
normally unnoticed similarities between words or utterances. The study of
ethnopoetics further examines the ways in which equivalence operates in the
narrative traditions of many cultures, converting seemingly utilitarian compo-
nents of speech (e.g., grammatical case, conjunctions, tense) into markers of
artistic structure. In this way, minute aesthetic features become markers of
larger aesthetic patternings, themselves constitutive of the narrative’s
symbolic import.

From the outset, the performance perspective of folklore studies stressed
the importance of aesthetic inquiry. Dan Ben-Amos’ classic definition of folk-
lore as “artistic communication in small groups” (emphasis added) has led
others to pay particular attention to the ways in which aesthetic merit is
achieved in a given performance. For Richard Bauman, the performance itself
becomes framed through communally recognized aesthetic features that
distinguish it from ordinary discourse: for example, special language, altered
use of voice or body, or special opening and closing formulas. Aesthetic
features become instrumental, helping the performer designate the perfor-
mance as a special moment during which the rules of ordinary communica-
tion are temporarily suspended.

CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS

Folklorists have often addressed aesthetic features within a given genre or
community from a contrastive perspective. The aesthetic values of a certain
kind of folklore, for instance, may be contrasted with the values of elite art or
with those of some other community. Typical of a genre-based approach is
Max Liithi’s study of European Mirchen (see Folktale entry). Concentrating
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on the formal aspects of the genre (e.g., characters, setting, plot), Liithi
demonstrates the Mdrchen’s distinctiveness from elite narrative literature.
Similarly, Breandan Breathnach’s study of Irish folk music contrasts the means
of ornamentation and style in folk music with that of European art music. The
features favored by the elite tradition (e.g., variation in intensity of sound—
“dynamics”) remain unexploited by the folk performer, and other features
(e.g., grace notes, thythm) become prime means of varying and evaluating
performances.

John Michael Vlach offers a community-based approach to contrastive
aesthetics in his examination of African-American arts. In his discussion of
quilting, for instance, Vlach not only stresses the survival of West African tech-
niques and styles but also examines how the particular aesthetic embodied in
such works contrasts with the Euroamerican aesthetic of quilt form. Whereas
Anglo quiltmakers of the nineteenth century valued geometric regularity and
naturalistic representational depiction, African-American quilters valued
works that employed both “improvisational” patternings and stylized figures.

Such contrastive analysis is particularly enlightening when the groups or
genres compared have existed side by side for an extended period, leading to
the more or less conscious creation and maintenance of contrastive evaluative
standards. Differential aesthetics can become a means of creating and defend-
ing cultural boundaries, of resisting a threatened loss of communal identity.

IN-GROUP VALUES: ETHNOAESTHETICS

Often, however, the folklorist seeks to explicate a communal aesthetic on
its own terms, without reference to some contrasting system. An exami-
nation of this type turns to native concepts and categories. Gary Gossen’s
study of Chamula verbal categories, for instance, discusses the importance
of “heat” in Chamula evaluations of oral performance. Genres differ from
each other in Chamula culture through differences in attendant heat, and
one performance differs from another in its ability to create the proper
degree of heatedness. Heat becomes the conceptual basis of Chamula
verbal aesthetics, relating it in turn to aspects of Chamula mythology.

Gary Witherspoon and Barre Toelken point to the similar centrality
of the concepts of process and cosmic interrelation in the aesthetics of
Navajo people. Navajo aesthetics locates beauty in the act of creation
rather than in the product and stresses the relation of that act to many
others occurring in tandem throughout the universe. Beauty is a central
and profoundly meaningful concept rather than a marginal or superfluous
one. Aesthetics can thus provide insight into deep philosophical questions
of native metaphysics and worldview.

Although folkloristic approaches to aesthetics may appear diffuse and
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unsystematized, they indicate the fundamental importance of aesthetics
for the study of folklore. Aesthetics helps link the performer and the
community, the personal and the communal. It provides a crucial focus for
researchers interested in the artistry of human communication.

Thomas A. DuBois

See also Art, Folk; Artifact; Ethnoaesthetics; Ethnopoetics; Linguistic
Approach; Performance; Repertoire; Texture; Tradition.
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ANECDOTE

Narratives that concentrate on representative incidents regarding named
individuals or groups. As the etymology of this term indicates (Latin anecdota,
“unpublished items,” from the Greek anekdotos, “unpublished”), anecdotes
have always been closely associated with oral tradition. They share their
particular folk-narrative niche with closely related genres such as joke, legend,
exemplum, rumor, tall tale, (see related entries) and the kind of humorous story
that in German is called schwank. Several traits, therefore, tend to overlap
among these genres, and it is not always easy to separate one from the other.
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What is peculiar to the anecdote, though not exclusively so, is its concentra-
tion on named individuals or groups, especially the former. Consequently,
anonymity is not one of its chief properties. Anecdotes focus particularly on
well-known historical or contemporary personalities, both those in the public
eye in general (royalty, famous military figures, politicians, scientists, film stars,
athletes, writers) and those locally regarded as “worthies.” Whether anecdotes
told about these individuals are intended to enhance or to denigrate them,
the anecdotes relate incidents seen as typical of the individuals’ actions or
other qualities. In performance, an anecdote is often used to underpin or
confirm in its pointedness a characteristic previously ascribed to an individ-
ual (“To show you what I mean, let me tell you a story I heard about so-and-
s0”). Whether they are believed to be true or known to be apocryphal,
anecdotes can be powerful rhetorical tools thinly disguised as narrative enter-
tainment. Mutatis mutandis, these hallmarks also apply to anecdotes told
about distinguishable, named groups, whether in praise (soldiers of a particu-
lar regiment, a famous clan, Londoners during World War II) or in mocking
contempt (the East Frisians, the Irish, the people of Aarhus, the men of
Gotham, city officials).

Although allegedly relating the actions or sayings of named individuals,
anecdotes essentially express general human traits or universal human
concerns, such as stupidity, cleverness, boastfulness, curiosity, cowardice,
miserliness, laziness, drunkenness, gaucheness, ignorance, credulity, absent-
mindedness, shrewdness, courage, quick-wittedness, slow-wittedness, and so
on. The diplomatic gaffe of an ambassador representing a powerful country or
the simple mistake made in a foreign language by a prominent politician not
only creates a certain amount of schadenfreude and exposes the imperfections
of those in high places but also, in some representative fashion, compensates
for our own occasional lack of tact or behavioral competence and our own
linguistic struggles when abroad. Thus, anecdotes are convenient vehicles for
overt or covert social criticism. Drunkenness may itself be deplored or lead to
hilarious narrative accounts: The story of a drunken priest highlights the
incongruity of the condition and the status of the person afflicted. Courage
may be admired in the strong, but it gains much poignancy when displayed by
the timid in adversity. Group rivalry between sports teams, neighboring cities,
universities, fraternities, the different armed services, ethnic communities,
religious persuasions, and so on may find otherwise elusive expression in the
short, sharply focused narrative of the anecdote.

Structurally, anecdotes, like jokes and contemporary legends, rely heav-
ily on and therefore work toward a final revelation or punch line. But unlike
the other two genres, they do not lose their effectiveness in repetition; quite
the contrary, those who tell anecdotes are often asked to repeat them to rein-
force a particular view or opinion of an individual or group in an entertaining
manner. Antti Aarne and Stith Thompson’s Types of the Folktale lists many of
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the traditional anecdotes in section 1200-1999 (“Jokes and Anecdotes”),
together with other monoepisodic stories. The majority of motifs are likely to
be found under J (“The Wise and the Foolish”), K (“Deceptions”), W (“Traits
of Character”), and X (“Humor”) in Stith Thompson’s Motif-Index of Folk-
Literature. Despite the popularity of the anecdote in oral tradition, folklorists
have paid comparatively little attention to the anecdote as a genre per se. Not
surprisingly, the anecdote, with its strong affinity to the short story, also has
become a well-honed literary genre.

W.F.H. Nicolaisen

See also Blason Populaire; Esoteric/Exoteric Factor; Ethnic Folklore; Folktale.
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ANIMISM

Term derived from the Greek anima, meaning spirit or soul, and used to
signify either: (1) the belief in indwelling spirits (souls, ghosts, and other
invisible beings) inherent in people, animals, plants, or even lifeless things
and often presented in personalized or anthropomorphized images, or (2) the
theory that accounts for the origin of religion on the basis of this kind of
anima. The anima is believed to be like a soul, a self, or an ego, able to leave
the body either temporarily (e.g., in sleep, ecstasy, or fright) or permanently
(e.g., on the occasion of death).

The theory of animism as the basis of the earliest form of religion was set
forth by the pioneer English anthropologist E. B. Tylor (1832-1917) in his
book Primitive Culture. Tylor bridged the evolutionary and diffusionist theo-
ries of culture of his times in his own psychologically inspired reasoning. The
general evolutionary perception of that age proposed a gradual development
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of the natural, social, and spiritual worlds toward more complex and higher
modes of existence. In the evolution of man’s religious ideas, monotheistic
Christianity was placed at the pinnacle of the developmental scale as the
highest form of spirituality.

Tylor stated that primitive religion was rational in its own way, support-
ing his premises with an image of the “ancient savage philosophers.” The
theory of animism was thought to reveal the psychological mechanisms of
primitive man and the original form of religion in human history. However,
Tylor’s hypotheses were not based on reliable scientific data, and the premise
of unilinear cultural evolution ultimately could not prevail in the face of accu-
mulating evidence regarding early man. Scientific accumulation of knowledge
on the so-called primitive religions and on continuous contacts between these
tribes and peoples of different modes of production and belief systems forced
scholars to abandon the theory that claimed that the nineteenth-century
aboriginal tribes represented the pristine state of human cultural evolution.

Despite the fact that the theoretical value of animism has been
disproved, it played an influential role in the study of man for decades before
the rise of functionalism in the field of anthropology. It also made an impor-
tant contribution to the search for the origins of human civilization.

Juha Pentikéinen

See also Evolutionary Theory; Religion, Comparative.
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ANTHROPOLOGICAL APPROACH

Subject selection, definitions of folklore, data selection, research methods, and
theories of folklore research closely related to and associated with those
employed in cultural anthropology. Folklore and anthropology arose together
as disciplines in response to the interests and concerns of an England that had
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accepted Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution and social Darwinism. An
important and long-standing difference between the disciplines from the time
of their common English origins—a difference that grew out of and in turn
shaped the disciplines’ definitions of themselves—was their subject selection.
From the beginning in England, there was a division of labor and laborers so
that anthropology traveled through space and folklore traveled through time
to explore the evolutionary stages of man. From the beginnings of their histo-
ries, anthropologists researched contemporary people and cultures other than
their own around the world, and folklorists researched the lore of their own
people as it existed in the past through an examination of peasant culture as
a stage of their own cultures’ histories.

The disciplines of folklore and cultural anthropology have varied greatly
through the times and spaces they have shared but perhaps no more so than
in their definitions of folklore. The Russian structural folklorist Vladimir
Propp strongly denied that material culture and custom—he called the
complex of custom and belief “spiritual culture”—were folklore and argued
that these genres of tradition should be left to ethnologists. The American
folklife movement insisted just as strongly that material culture and custom—
from the 1950s on, Don Yoder also insisted that folklore included something
very akin to Propp’s “spiritual folklore”—were an essential part of folklore and
demanded that greater attention be paid to them. At various times in various
places, members of both professions have claimed as their province various
combinations of verbal lore, customary and material culture, and the folk.

Another issue of concern between members of each discipline is whether
the data of the field are to be garnered through written records or firsthand
experience (library or field research). Some early folklorists—Andrew Lang,
for example—and anthropologists were content to draw their data from the
recorded observations of others. Later folklorists and anthropologists often
insisted upon conducting field research themselves and gathering their own
materials for analysis supplemented by their observations. Both field- and
nonfield-based research has been conducted by scholars in folklore and in
anthropology at various times throughout the disciplines’ histories.

There have been many anthropological approaches to folklore based
upon cross-cultural theories. Some of these theories quickly fell out of fashion.
Max Miiller’s solar mythology claimed that folklore was devolutionary. He
defended the idea that it was possible to work backward, transcend the
“disease of language,” experience anew the wonder of an age in which primi-
tive man worshipped the sun, and discover that the folklore of the present was
but a dim reflection or a broken-down myth of the time when the sun was
king. Miiller’s theory—and his reputation—were destroyed by the power of
the pen when Andrew Lang published a brilliant parody using Miiller’s meth-
ods to prove that both “Max” and “Miiller” were reflections of solar myth.
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Max Miiller and Andrew Lang were united, however, in their reliance
upon published materials for research. Lang’s own survivals theory was in keep-
ing with the widespread acceptance of evolutionary patterns of thought in
the England of his time, and his wit and tenacity won the day. His vigorous
defense of the idea that all peoples and cultures evolved in a fixed, orderly
progression of stages so that ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny was a folk-
loristic attempt to understand the present by studying the past, just as anthro-
pologists have sought to understand their cultures by studying others—
different responses to the same theory. Lang’s theory, however, had its day and
slowly lost its influence in both folklore and anthropology over a period of
decades.

Other anthropological approaches to folklore also foundered when field-
tested and gradually were disproved and discarded by folklorists. The myth-
ritual theory, an essentially literary approach espoused by Sir James Frazer and
others who sought to discover the patterns and forms of the ritual of early man
underlying literature, was, like Max Miiller’s solar mythology, essentially devo-
lutionary and therefore in conflict with the evolutionary theory that domi-
nated Western thought. Consequently, myth-ritualism was destined to be
discarded. Although the process was more gradual, the myth-ritual theory, like
solar mythology, also lost its influence and adherents over the years.

The pattern theory of culture, ethnography, functionalism, structuralism, and
symbolic anthropology are all anthropological theories that underlie or are
elements of widely accepted and employed anthropological approaches to folk-
lore in the 1990s. Because of its generative relationship to other anthropolog-
ical approaches to folklore, Ruth Benedict’s pattern theory of culture, it can be
argued, is the anthropological theory most basic to folklore scholarship in the
last days of the twentieth century. Benedict asserted the idea that all parts of
culture are related and reflect—albeit sometimes in different ways—the same
values and beliefs, so that unconscious canons of choice produce a unified
whole of behaviors, values, and beliefs. Benedict’s theory implies that culture
is one, each part evincing the whole, so that oral and material and customary
folklore are all windows into culture. The widespread acceptance of Benedict’s
theory revolutionized the definition of culture and the study of folklore. A good
deal of controversy was generated within the discipline of folklore by this
anthropological approach (in two books published in 1972, Richard M.
Dorson both condemned and commended the idea that lore including ordi-
nary conversation could be used to understand values). Thus, it is somewhat
surprising to see that Benedict’s ideas have been so widely accepted that they
have become a truism and the basis of a great deal of research and general
knowledge in the 1990s, even among people who may not know that she was
the scholar who first popularized the pattern theory of culture. Folklore was the
principal cultural item she studied. Her concept of the great significance
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of folklore follows from the definition of culture she popularized and has led to
a number of anthropological approaches to folklore.

The importance of Ruth Benedict’s pattern theory of culture is matched
by the influence of the method she used to report her research—the ethnog-
raphy. Ethnography is a method of studying cultures in which researchers
immerse themselves in ways of life to perceive them as they are lived and then
write articles and books recounting and interpreting their fieldwork. Such
studies are designed to enable others to experience what it is like to be
members of the cultures studied. The method existed long before Benedict,
but it was popularized because it was the method she and her colleagues
employed. Clifford Geertz, along with many other contemporary anthropol-
ogists in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s, further emphasized ethnography as an
important and successful way of exploring culture, and ethnography has
become a major literary genre and anthropological approach to folklore in the
late 1990s.

Structuralism is another anthropological approach to folklore. Syntagmatic
structuralism is concerned with discovering the basic, surface structures of folk-
lore—the method is most often applied to oral lore—and has become one of
the most frequently employed methods of folklore research today. Vladimir
Propp’s morphological analysis, the oral-formulaic method, and William
Labov’s system of narrative analysis are widely employed structural analysis
methods applied to the study of narrative and other oral forms, and there have
been a number of widely accepted structural analyses of conversational genres
such as riddles and proverbs. Claude Lévi-Strauss’ paradigmatic structuralism—
the quest for underlying deep structures (usually sets of binary oppositions)—
was extremely popular for a period of time in the middle of the twentieth
century. Lévi-Strauss claimed that his sets of binary opposites were universal
and reflected the basic nature of human thought. The theory had become less
influential and widely accepted in folklore by the 1990s.

Benedict’s insistence that all spheres of culture are meaningfully related
provided a rationale for approaches attempting to discover how folklore func-
tions. The idea that all forms of folklore satisfy some important psychological,
social, or cultural function is a basic axiom of most folklore research in the
1990s.

Symbolic anthropology, interpreting symbols in the context of the processes
of social and cultural life, is another anthropological approach to folklore.
Victor Turner disagreed with the rigidity and conformity that he felt had
become a part of structural and functional anthropology and argued instead
for an analysis of symbols. Turner and other symbolic anthropologists saw
symbols as conscious and unconscious representations and objects of power.
His method and his insistence upon interpreting symbols from the broadest
possible perspective as complex data reflecting multivalence and condensa-
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tion have been widely accepted as an anthropological approach to folklore;
moreover, his approach is yet another way of saying, as did Benedict, that all
cultural traits have meaning. Anthropology in general, throughout its long
history, has studied man,; folklore has studied the products of the human imag-
ination; and symbolic anthropology studies the products of the human imag-
ination in order to understand man.

Anthropology and folklore both developed and changed over their histo-
ries from Tylor to Turner. Folklore continued to broaden its field of study,
method, and theoretical orientations as it developed as a discipline. In the
1990s, functional, structural, and symbolic anthropology are all part of anthro-
pological approaches to folklore. The major feature of the discipline of folk-
lore in the last decades of the twentieth century is the fact that it is eclectic.
In the 1990s, most folklorists pursue research in terms of a limited number of
topics, but most recognize as an ideal a truly complete anthropological
approach. This approach would examine people of all cultures as revealed by
research methods emphasizing the firsthand experiencing of material culture,
custom, and oral lore.

Many American folklorists and American graduate programs have defined
their field of study not in terms of lore—item or genres—but in terms of
anthropological approaches to folklore. In the 1990s, folk cultural field research
concentrating upon people and their lore is one of the most commonly used
methods for dissertation research in major American folklore graduate schools,
and for that reason, such research is apt to be one of the most important
approaches to folklore for at least the next generation of graduate students.

Keith Cunningham

See also Acculturation; Anthropology, Symbolic; Cultural Relativism;
Ethnography; Evolutionary Theory; Fieldwork; Functionalism; Myth-Ritual
Theory; Structuralism.
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ANTHROPOLOGY SYMBOLIC

The study of the nature of the symbols used in different cultures, in ritual, in
performances, and in daily life where full meaning requires more than literal
expression. A symbol has two components—a solid, visible, or otherwise
sensory sign and the idea to which it points. Symbolic anthropology inter-
prets symbols in the context of the processes of social and cultural life.

In the history of the symbolizing process, investigators are able to trace
symbolization to Homo erectus, who lived a million to a hundred thousand
years ago, before Homo sapiens. Symbolization was evidenced in the signs of
ocher pigment on the bones of these earliest hominids. Later (circa 35,000
to 19,000 years ago), the caves of Lascaux and Altamira were filled with
pictures of shamanic scenes, pictures that themselves are thought to have
been objects of power. Human beings appear to possess a predisposition for
symbolization (indeed, this trait is shared by some animals). The practice of
producing an alternative object to the ordinary one—a picture of a bull, for
example—is deep in the techniques of ritual and usually goes beyond repre-
sentation. There exists the ordinary object, the bull, and the picture of it—
two things thrown together. Within the depiction lies not only meaning and
ideological message, a teaching device, but also actual sacredness and efficacy.
The nature of the sacredness is very hard to determine.

The use of the word symbol was first known to have appeared in ancient
Greece, though undoubtedly a reflexive process about what we call symbols
was afoot much earlier. Certainly, the history of the concept is considerably
older than the discipline of anthropology. The word symbol itself derives from
the Greek sym, meaning together, and ballein, meaning to throw—that is,
two things thrown together. A pair of friends would mark their alliance by
breaking a precious token in half, whereupon each treasured one of the
halves as a mark of identification. The church took up the Greek idea of a
mark or symbol and termed the creed itself a symbol. Later, the church devel-
oped a field of symbolic theology in which symbol began to take on its present
meaning based on the mysteries inherent in a religious object—its double
nature, outward and inward.

Symbolism came under the close attention of thinkers during the roman-
tic movement in the nineteenth century, mainly in the theorizing of Johann
Bachofen (1815-1887)—specifically, his notion of an original “mother right”
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among early humanity and his theory that the symbolism of funerary rituals
was related to fertility. However, as we have seen, symbolism in the activities
of the world’s peoples was flourishing for ages without scholarly analysis. It is
how we look back on symbolism now that appears to determine our defini-
tions. We already see two ways of looking at symbols—as a mark or really a
sign and as having power—which Jung as a scholar began to recognize in the
early twentieth century in his work on the living symbol and dream arche-
types. In modern religious studies, Mircea Eliade held that symbols are true
parts of religion itself; he pointed out that an ordinary object could become
genuinely sacred while remaining just the same as it is.

Clearly, to obtain an unbiased view of symbolism, only genuine partici-
pant study can pinpoint what is actually going on, even at such simple occa-
sions as a folk wedding or when a hunter takes an animal.

Within the discipline of anthropology, the basic thinking on symbolism
was founded on the concepts of Emile Durkheim and his school centered in
France in the first decade of the twentieth century. Durkheim taught the
primacy of the social in symbolic analysis and held that symbols were always
social representations. Durkheim even attempted to bring theology down to
earth by claiming that symbols were the building blocks society constructed
for itself for the task of deifying itself. After Durkheim, the study of symbolism
became ramified and divided, notably in the work of the folklorist Amold van
Gennep, who broke free of Durkheim’s strictures by drawing attention to the
liminal, in-between phase in rites of passage, that no-man’s-land beyond the
provenance of normal social structures and their self-deifying tendencies.

Others, notably the linguist Edward Sapir, began to reveal the complex-
ity of a symbol as multivalent, that is, possessing many meanings and
condensing them. David Schneider, a down-to-earth functionalist and
authority on kinship and marriage, showed how the major (though hidden)
symbol driving our conceptions of kinship and marriage was semen itself, at
the core. In the 1930s and 1940s, the study of kinship became central in
anthropology. (Interestingly, kinship studies have been vindicated by
contemporary theorists working on the symbolism of the body.)

Then Victor Turner appeared on the scene, breaking from the sole focus
on kinship and social structure and resuscitating van Gennep’s work from the
oblivion it had suffered while most anthropologists were following the course
of structural functionalism, which taught, as Durkheim had, that symbols
serve the main structures of society and follow them in style. Turner claimed
a distinctly creative and different character for the symbols of rites of
passage—liminal symbols, as he termed them; these symbols might even carry
a revolutionary message, subverting social structures while sheltered in that
temporarily antistructural phase of the rite of passage. Turner became the
principal analyst of symbolism in anthropology, emphasizing—and here he
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followed Durkheim—that symbols were factors in social processes. However,
he argued that these processes were not necessarily structure-bound.

In his analysis of the symbol itself, Turner exposited the important like-
ness between the symbolic object (the signifier) and its meaning (what is
signified). Symbols were semantically “open”: The meaning was not
absolutely fixed. Turner saw how a symbol might become an independent
force that was a product of many forces, even opposing ones. He was much
influenced by the symbolic anthropologists, psychologists, and other theorists
who went before him—Freud, with his polarization of the symbol into the
ideological pole and the sensory pole of meaning (Turner cited the example
of the Ndembu initiation symbol, the “milk tree,” whose sensory pole was the
bodily and emotional experience of milk and whose ideological pole,
dynamized by the sensory pole, connoted the tribal virtues and the principle
of matriliny), and also Jung, with his insight that a live symbol works and
possesses power when pregnant with meaning but dies when it is dissected
and analyzed. On the basis of this insight, Turner realized that there is no need
for participants to render into words what symbols say, for symbols transmit
their messages in a number of sensory codes simultaneously. Yet Turner
himself analyzed. He followed Sapir in his discovery of the multivalence and
condensation of meaning in dominant symbols. He noted conscious and
unconscious levels in the symbols’ meanings. He perforce had to alternate
between regarding symbols as representations and as objects of power. He
described the shrine pole of the Ndembu hunters of Zambia as not so much
an object of cognition, a mere set of referents to known phenomena, but
rather as “a unitary power,” the slaughterous power of the hunter spirit itself.
His analysis of symbolism stood, whether he took the representationist view
or the power view.

Other symbologists abounded. Raymond Firth pointed out that the rela-
tion between the two elements of a symbol, the signifier and the signified, was
that of concrete to abstract, particular to general. Claude Lévi-Strauss saw
symbols as key items in the universal cognitive structures of the mind. Clifford
Geertz’s definition of a symbol, similar to Firth’s, was “any object, act, event,
quality, or relation which serves as a vehicle for a conception.” He explained
how symbols are layered in multiple networks of meanings and warned that
the symbols of each culture should be studied in situ, without attempting a
universalist theory. Mary Douglas was a universalist, regarding symbols as
corresponding to the attitudes held by a culture toward the human body—
which is very much a basic universal.

Further hints of the independent character of symbols have appeared. Roy
Wagner showed how symbols become independent entities, ever obviating
themselves in new forms. He became interested in the way a percept in the
brain may be formed at some central location in the visual system by using
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stimuli that could not possibly produce that percept at an earlier, more primary
location. The precept requires its own special, internal “retina” for the forma-
tion of the image. In other words, a percept with its rich meaning—a symbol,
for instance—arrives in human minds as a manufactured item produced in its
own peculiar way. Wagner said that this “abstracting” process is not the kind
of abstraction that produces items useful in logic and the like but is part of the
generative and ongoing process of complex symbol production itself. This
appears to be parallel to the processes that produce poetry.

Barbara Babcock pointed out an important characteristic of symbols in
festivals and celebrations that is of particular interest to folklorists: a well-
marked surplus of signifiers—multitudes of symbols produced to bespeak the
meaning of the celebration in an exuberantly fantastic multiplication of color,
cloth, masks, costumes, and fireworks, even to the point of indeterminate
nonsense. This surplus creates a self-transparent discourse that mocks and
subverts the monological arrogance of “official” systems of signification. Here
are hints of Victor Turner’s “antistructure,” which, he said, is the mark of the
rite of passage; there are also reminders of Mikhail Bakhtin’s praise of the vital-
ity of the people’s second life, as expressed in Rabelais and His World.

Another extension of symbol theory comes from Don Handelman’s work
on the symbolic type, again of significance in the study of folk festivals. The
symbolic type may be a Hopi clown, the wau (a disreputably disguised uncle
in latmul initiation in New Guinea), a lascivious old man figure in Pakistani
weddings, or the hobbyhorse intruder muddling the neat figures of Morris
dancing. There are many examples in folklife literature of this clumsy, contra-
dictory figure, often suggestive of overfertility; it is a figure that will not stabi-
lize like the respectable gods of the Hopi, for instance, or the royals in
Midsummer Night's Dream. The fool figure classically appears within the
boundaries of rites of passage or yearly rites, demonstrating uncertainty and
also process itself, and thereby it is able to shift ritual occasions through their
sequential phases.

Another school, that of critical anthropology and postmodernism, looks
at modern symbolism under the rubric of commodity fetishism, including the
symbolism of store goods, advertising, and land development, as displayed in
the contemporary popular scene.

Meanwhile, in the most contemporary discussion, the Africanist Michael
Jackson has held that the controversial question of whether the effect of a
symbol is objective or subjective should be subsumed under the performance
and experiencing of the ritual process—thus downplaying the word symbol as
a nonissue: If one actually experiences ritual, mere representation is left
behind. Is symbology really the way to study human ritual or action sequences
of deepest fundamental importance? Robert Desjarlais has looked back on a
generation of anthropologists who worked under the guiding assumption that
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culture consists of networks of symbols and webs of significance, so much so
that later ethnographers even considered human bodies as texts, emotions as
discourses, and healings as symbolic. He has argued that here we have drifted
away from experience of the body. We must go back and consider ritual direct,
from the plane of the body and not as interpreted through the mind.

In short, an anthropology of the senses is emerging that is returning to the
study of bodily experience. And paradoxically, we are gaining an even richer
understanding of what we have called symbolic objects. Our understanding is
richer because the object (such as a sacred tree, a ritual food, or perhaps a
song) may be given a deeper respect—a respect that ethnographers (and
certainly the people themselves) often have actually felt, with something like
Rudolf Otto’s awe. We may now be able to accept that, for example, the whale
meat from the self-sacrificing spirit being, the whale, is both bodily delicious
and charged with the whale’s spirituality—a direct process in which represen-
tation has no part. This brings symbolism out in its full dimensions; we see no
cutoff point where logic steps in and says, this is only blubber.

From this summary, incomplete as it is, the depth and diversity of
thought on symbols in anthropology can be inferred. Symbols are all around
us. To paraphrase Vasilii Kandinsky, there is no form, there is nothing in the
world, that says nothing.

Edith Turner

See also Anthropological Approach; Freudian Psychology; Jungian
Psychology; Phenomenology; Semiotics.
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APPLIED FOLKLORE/FOLKLORISTICS

Using folklore or folklorists’ methods, investigative techniques, and skills as
a personal resource or to affect policy, develop technology, or alter social,
cultural, and economic conditions. Applied folklore is often contrasted with
academic research and teaching folklore courses per se (although these might
include a degree of advocacy and intervention). Typical venues are museums,
the entertainment industry, arts agencies and parks and recreation depart-
ments that document and present folk traditions, the health and social
welfare professions, cultural resources management programs, community
redevelopment agencies, human resources development departments and
management consulting firms, and education programs.

Early folklorists did not hold full-time appointments teaching and
researching folklore owing, in part, to the absence of chairs of folklore studies
and degree-granting programs. They documented, interpreted, and presented
folklore avocationally or as a resource in their professions. Wilhelm and Jacob
Grimm, the compilers of celebrated collections of household tales, practiced
law; the latter also published a study of ancient Teutonic legal customs.
Employed by his government as a circuit physician, Elias Lénnrot (whose
dissertation concerned magical medicine of the Finns) traveled to remote areas
where he met “seers” (“wise men” and “wise women”) as well as masters of
narrative poetry from whom he collected beliefs and songs that he recast into
the Kalevala, which became the Finnish national epic. Poets Sir Walter Scott
and John Greenleaf Whittier and writers Joel Chandler Harris and Zora Neale
Hurston, among others, collected and interpreted folklore and drew upon it for
their literary creations. Hungarian composer Béla Barték based many scores on
folk music. The American regionalist Thomas Hart Benton included folksong
themes, fiddling, and other Ozark folklife in his murals and lithographs.

Folklore has long been manipulated for political purposes. In 1630, the
king of Sweden decreed that ancient traditions be documented; as records of
the way of life in ancient times, they would demonstrate to older European
countries that Sweden, too, had a long history. The Antiquities Council,
founded in Stockholm in 1666, implored the local clergy to gather old narra-
tive songs because they contained “much truth about the heroic deeds of the
forefathers.” Nineteenth-century nationalism motivated some of the folklore
collecting in Germany, Finland, Ireland, and other countries suffering from
outside cultural or political domination. In the twentieth century, Nazi
Germany exploited the Aryan myth, Soviet Russia promoted folklore for its
propaganda value, and Communist China attempted to indoctrinate chil-
dren through folksongs, dance, and puppetry. On the other side of the coin,
labor and civil rights activists and social reformers have used folklore to
educate, agitate, and rally people to a cause.
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Folklore was also used to help immigrants adjust to their new social envi-
ronments. Jane Addams established Hull House in Chicago in 1889 as a place
where people could gather to celebrate familiar holidays, dress in traditional
costume, sing the old songs, and reminisce. In 1900, she created a labor
museum with tools and products, photographs, and demonstrations. By show-
ing similarities in crafts and work, the museum linked various nationalities,
revealed a continuity in experiences from the native country to the new, and
bridged the gap between immigrants and their children. Phyllis H. Williams,
who interviewed and observed more than 500 Italian immigrants over 11
years’ time, published a volume in 1938 on southern Italian folkways in
Europe and the United States. A handbook for social workers, medical
personnel, and teachers, the work surveyed both Old World and New World
traditions and advised the reader on how to ease the adjustment of families
and individuals. In the 1940s, Rachel Davis DuBois, a social worker, utilized
folklore in schools to increase understanding among people of different ethnic
backgrounds. Dorothy Mills Howard created child development programs
through which children became aware of the folklore process and how it oper-
ated