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Abstract

This paper analyses work of the well-known South African born social anthropologist, Max Gluckman, during his years in colonial Zambia. I will argue that these writings are best understood as an extension of his powerful critique of segregation in South Africa, ‘Analysis of a social situation in modern Zululand’ in that he attempted to imagine the many different futures available to Africans that depended upon the way different African societies had been incorporated into the world- economic system. Thus, Gluckman’s work can be understood not so much as an example of colonial anthropology and contextualised within the role of imperial and colonial ideology, as an attempt to understand the nature of modernity on the periphery of capitalism. Moreover, it opens up the possibility for a regional history of southern African anthropology instead of the existing national histories which tend to resemble and encompass the limitations of disciplinary histories.
Introduction


In a recent essay, Jan-Bart Gewalt has argued that the history and anthropology of Zambia – especially the colonial anthropology of the officers of the Rhodes-Livingstone Institute (RLI) – uncritically assumed that the people ‘had been subject to a historical process similar to that which had taken place in South Africa, where overwhelming force had enabled colonial conquest, land dispossession, the impoverishment of rural areas and the development of migrant labour’. As a result, the history of Zambia, ‘certainly with regards to the establishment of colonial rule, is desperately flawed’.
 However, using the work of the single most influential colonial anthropologist – Max Gluckman – I will argue that Gewalt has misunderstood the nature of the anthropological project of the region. Rather then being ‘inadvertent and understandable’, the ‘transfer of the South African paradigm of colonial conquest’ – as well as the sociological features listed above – was a conscious strategy designed to understand the nature of modernity in the region. RLI anthropologists and the predecessors – both professional and ‘amateur’ were very conscious of the developing ‘industrial revolution’
 in the colony and were deeply aware of and concerned to understand the profound changes underway.
 


By focusing on the work of Max Gluckman during the years in which he lived and researched in colonial Zambia, I will demonstrate a unity between his earlier South African work and his Zambian research. Brown, Frankenberg, Macmillan and now Gewalt have all considered about Gluckman’s Zambian and South African work separately, while Schumaker’s excellent book left open the possibility of considering the two together but nevertheless declined to follow through with her insights. I will argue that instead of simply transferring his view of South African history to Zambia, Gluckman was attempting to understand not only the different ways that African societies had been incorporated into the world economic system, but also imagine that different futures that were available to them within it. Thus, Gluckman’s work can be understood not so much as an example of colonial anthropology and contextualised within the role of imperial and colonial ideology, as an attempt to understand the nature of modernity on the periphery of capitalism. Moreover, it opens up the possibility for a regional history of southern African anthropology instead of the existing national histories which tend to resemble and encompass the limitations of disciplinary histories.

Gluckman, South Africa and Northern Rhodesia


When Max Gluckman arrived in Northern Rhodesia to take up his position as Assistant Anthropologist at the RLI alongside Godfrey Wilson in November 1939, he was on the verge of completing the most significant critique of segregation in South Africa yet written. Developed within the context of the use of anthropological knowledge to defend and extend segregationist ideas in South Africa, Gluckman’ paper, ‘Analysis of a social situation in modern Zululand’ was concerned to develop and advocate an understanding of African society that refuted segregationism and laid the ideological foundation for a ‘common society’.
 Indeed, Gluckman’s opposition to segregationist policy in particular and interest in South African affairs became even stronger during these years. He joined the South African Institute of Race Relations (SAIRR) in 1940 and became more active from1945 when he was nominated for and elected as the Northern Rhodesian representative on the Council of the SAIRR and later the Executive Committee in 1946.
 Even though his own commitments made his contributions limited, he made his opinion clear to the Executive Committee on matters he felt important such as the legalisation of African trade unions Africans
 and his hostility to the Institute’s defence of the Union’s Native policy.
 


Another way in which we can see the continuity between Gluckman’s South African and Northern Rhodesian research in this period is in essays he had published in a number of South African magazines and journals.
 Of particular interest are the two articles that were published in mainstream South African magazines based on his research in Northern Rhodesia. Libertas was an illustrated monthly published from 1940 to 1947 that was marketed to a liberal, Christian readership 
 while ISCOR News was a publication of the state–owned Iron and Steel Corporation.
 While publicising the work of the Institute in this way was only continuing the work of his predecessor, publishing his Northern Rhodesian research in mainstream South African magazines only made sense if Gluckman thought his Northern Rhodesian research and experience would be of interest to mainstream South African readers. Consequently, Gluckman’s aim in each of these was to emphasise the lessons that could be learnt for South Africans from the Northern Rhodesian experience. Indeed, he wrote, not only was Northern Rhodesia a ‘laboratory’ in which the different ways that African societies had been absorbed into the modern economy could be analysed, but also these analyses provide the basis for sound development planning.
 Given that South Africa had itself earlier been referred to as a ‘laboratory’ or a ‘human laboratory’ in which ‘issues of world importance were cast into sharp relief’, Gluckman appropriated the term for Northern Rhodesia to underscore its importance to South Africa as a model for African–European relations and therefore for the future of the region as a whole.


A third way in which we can see continuity between Gluckman’s South African and Northern Rhodesian research is through his direct comparisons between the Zulu and Lozi based on his own research.
 However, Gluckman’s interest in these comparisons went far beyond the Radcliffe–Brownian method of comparing ethnographic facts from different societies to determine fundamental sociological laws.
 In his first work on the Lozi – Economy of the Central Barotse Plain – Gluckman’s comparisons of the Lozi and the Zulu focused on different ways in which the Lozi and the Zulu had been incorporated into the world economic system. While he argued – as he did with the Zulu – that the ‘modern economy of Loziland…must be seen as part of the whole world economy’ and labour migration ‘brings with it the economic and social effects described elsewhere in southern Africa, ‘these take special forms determined by the economy of Loziland itself’.
 As I will examine these ‘special forms’ later in this paper, for the moment it is simply worth noting that Gluckman’s emphasis on the differences between the Lozi and the Zulu was based on his desire to understand how African societies were incorporated into the world economic system. As Frankenberg has noted, Gluckman had ‘a direct…concern with the articulation of the Lozi formation into world capitalism’ and he highlighted the key features of the Lozi’s articulation through comparisons with the Zulu.
 Thus, even through the comparative method which he long advocated in anthropology, Gluckman’s interest in the past, present and future of South Africa continued to be a fundamental concern in his Northern Rhodesian years. Indeed, his interest in how African societies articulated into the world economic system was the central theme in his analysis of his Northern Rhodesian research in this period.

Reorganising the Barotse Native Administration


Gluckman’s attention to how local political and economic systems were articulated into the colonial order and the world economic system can be seen in two examples of ‘applied anthropology’ he engaged in during this period. In the first, Gluckman made a series of proposals to reorganise the Barotse Native Authority.
 Essentially, it was believed by the colonial administration that what was needed was the wholesale abolition of a large number of hereditary titles since there were a ‘large number of hereditary officials with only nominal duties whose emoluments absorbed a high proportion of the kingdom’s revenues’. However, Gluckman’s plans recommended against the abolition of any titles and, in spite of his own considerable efforts to convince administrators of the merits of the plan, it was rejected.
 Consequently, Brown concluded, ‘there is some force in their view that Gluckman had adopted a protective but unprogressive posture in support of an ancien regime’.
 


Although there is probably some truth to these assertions, they nevertheless in no way take account of Gluckman’s own reasoning behind the plan. This reasoning is based on a vision for the future of African society based on the way in which the Lozi articulated into the world economy. In the ‘Introductory Note’ to the plan, he wrote that ‘I must stress that I do not consider the plan ideal, nor does it accord with my own principles’. Instead, he continued, he favoured ‘a democratic system based on open elections to the councils of local districts, and for the present, indirect election from these to district councils, and thence to the national council’. He endeavoured, he wrote, ‘to introduce, as far as possible, more representation of the mass of people into the upper councils, which as elsewhere in Africa, are tending to become bureaucracies, separated from the people’. Nevertheless, he argued that it was necessary to take account of the ‘limiting conditions’ which were ‘the present system, what the Barotse people demand, and what the Barotse Authorities will agree to’. ‘It must not be forgotten’, he pointed out, ‘that any plan of reform must be acceptable to the Lozi Authorities, whose rights are strongly protected by treaty’.
 


Thus, Gluckman’s plan was not written in the naive belief that his ‘scientific’ analysis would be accepted as the solution to the ‘problem’ posed by the structure of the Lozi authorities.
 Rather, Gluckman recognised the historical limitations of the present on his own values and, in effect, his analysis reformulated what the ‘problem’ was. While this was a problem of bureaucratic efficiency for the colonial administration, for Gluckman it was a problem of preserving the meaning of Lozi social and cultural institutions in this changed political and economic climate. Since ‘the mass of the people are represented’ in the various titles ‘which people are elected’ it was ‘not easy for the Lozi to agree to abolishing indunaships’ for it meant ‘abolishing a title which is the centre of some episode in Lozi history’. In the accompanying letter to the Paramount Chief, he advised him ‘that the kutas must be brought into line with modern needs’ because ‘past will only remain alive if it draws strength from the present’.
 Thus, although there may be some truth the argument that Gluckman was unconsciously supporting an ‘ancien regime’, his own reason for doing so was to support a system that he believed had the confidence of the Lozi people. It is worth comparing Gluckman’s support for the indigenous Lozi political system with the support his mentors Isaac Schapera and Winifred Hoernle, as well Bronislaw Malinowski, gave to introducing the Swazi age–grade system in the African education system in Swaziland. Like Schapera, Hoernle and Malinowski, Gluckman gave his support to what was perceived in some quarters as an anti–progressive relic of the past. However, while the former were conscious of their support as being part of the broader anti–colonial struggle being built around the Swazi King Sobhuza, Gluckman’s support was consciously in support of the development of workable structures to express the views of the common people.
 Indeed, as will become more evident in the next section, whereas Schapera and Hoernle’s support for age–grade system demonstrated the difficulty that they had in imagining an alternative to the discursive framework of difference, Gluckman’s support for the existing Lozi political system did not. Where the opportunity arose, Gluckman showed himself capable of imagining more radical futures.

Land Tenure and Rural African Economic Development


The extent to which Gluckman’s proposals about the Barotse Native Authorities were motivated by something more than support for an ‘ancien regime’ can be seen in the context of his recommendations to the 1945 Native Land Tenure Committee (NLTC). The Committee was one of a number established to balance the needs of making enough land available to ‘advanced Africans’ such returned service men as well as ensuring that Europeans continued to have access to the best land.
 Gluckman was appointed to the NLTC but subsequent withdrew from after only ‘a single, heated meeting…in December 1944’. According to Brown, Gluckman and land–use expert C.G. Trapnell fell out with the other committee members and especially its chairman, the settler–politician Stewart Gore–Browne,
 over their insistence upon ‘a detailed scientific investigation of the topic’. In contrast, Gore–Browne and the other member of the Committee (J.S. Moffat, the Commissioner for Native Development) ‘sought only a brief enquiry into broad principles to cater for the pressing need to deal with demands for individual tenure by returning African soldiers and others’.


However, Brown concentrated too heavily on Gluckman’s scientific rhetoric in this falling out with Gore–Browne and Moffat. There were deeper issues involved in this dispute which were based on their different visions of the future of African society than simply the role of science in relation to the colonial state. This can be seen the very different visions contained in the two different parts of the report. The first part of the report – drafted exclusively by Gore–Browne, Moffat, and Gluckman’s replacement on the Committee, L.W.G. Eccles (the Commissioner for Lands) – recommended the establishment of distinct administrative units with their own councils free of the authority of village headmen which would lead to the formation of an independent peasantry living in permanent settlements which would then be amenable to improved methods of agriculture. It was assumed that these improvements in agriculture would come about as a result of the continuation of the present model of expert assistance provided by colonial technical officers. Consequently, the pressure for Africans to be able to purchase land outside the reserves would be minimised and so allow to continue unhindered the development of large–scale capitalist agriculture by European settlers.


In contrast, the recommendations in Part II of the Report on Mazabuka District which were drafted by Gluckman, Trapnell, Allen and Peters involved the radical redistribution of land and common ownership of capital equipment among African farmers.
 They proposed the formation of ‘social–agricultural units’ or ‘settlements’ which would utilise a ‘simple system of conservative land usage’ which was ‘within the means even of the better equipped subsistence cultivators’ that had been developed over the previous few years by the Northern Rhodesian Agriculture Department – the so–called ‘Kanchomba system’.
 The key features of these units were not simply that this system of land usage necessitated a radical redistribution of land into four common fields to allow for the system of crop rotation, but that capital equipment such as ploughs were to be communally rather than individually owned.


The communal aspect of this recommendation – especially the proposal that the capital equipment be communally owned –was strongly influenced by Gluckman and has it origins in his earlier investigations into the relationship between land tenure and socio–economic structures.
 While each of these works begins with the problem of what is actually meant in the description of African land tenure as ‘communal’ with the chief holding or owning the land as a ‘trustee’ for the tribe,
 it is his essay on Lozi land tenure in Essays on Lozi Land and Royal Property which provides the broadest discussion and therefore best illuminates for us what he was trying to imagine.
 He argued that where there were limits on the consumption of goods produced by simple tools, ‘in almost all described societies individual property rights are found, at least in what individuals obtain and produce themselves’ and that a ‘pure communistic system of production is inconsistent with a hierarchical social organisation’.
 While the ‘new economic motives’ introduced during the colonial period ‘have markedly affected the relations of chiefs and their subjects and of kinsmen, they have rarely, in South Africa and Northern Rhodesia, broken down the old system of land–holding’.
 This is because there was no need to seek individual ownership of land to obtain security of tenure as this security already existed and, thus, he continued, the development of individual ownership would not provide any impetus to the improvement of agriculture. Indeed, in an economic system based upon a system of migrant labour, ‘[e]very chance of development of agriculture is militated against by the periodical absence of the majority able–bodied men’.
 Consequently, his scattered references to ‘successful collective farms’ as well as the appendix on individual rights to land and its produce in the Soviet Union were provided as an example for an alternative method of modernising African agriculture.
 Thus, although he found that land tenure reform was unnecessary, Gluckman developed a strong belief in the potential effectiveness of communal ownership of assets to the development of African agriculture, a development that would be enhanced by the reduction of migrant labour.

Gluckman’s Vision


In order to understand Gluckman’s vision of the future of African society, we must return to the vision of the ‘common society’ of Macmillan that I have discussed in a previous paper. Whereas Macmillan articulated the broad principle of Africans and Europeans being members of a ‘common society’, he – no more than the anthropological ‘paralyzed conservatives’ he criticised – failed to explain how the different sections of African society –rural Africans, ‘tribesmen’, urban Africans, African Christians both from mainstream European and African sects –articulated into this common society which was based on the penetration of the world economy into the daily lives of Africans and Europeans alike.
 Gluckman’s achievement in ‘Analysis’ was to demonstrate just this point by addressing the ‘reality’ of difference posed by segregationist discourse, and then marginalise it by using his data to demonstrate the existence of a far–reaching interdependence and integration of all members of South Africa’s peoples into a ‘single social system’ or ‘common society’. However, during his Northern Rhodesian research, Gluckman went beyond this by using the comparative method to further investigate the different ways that socio–economic groups – ‘tribes’ in his terminology – were being integrated into the world economy. 


This purpose is best seen in his comparison of the Lozi and the Zulu in Economy of the Central Barotse Plain. The Lozi economy was based around the movement of peoples between the flood plain surrounding the Zambesi River and the higher ground not subject to flooding. Individual Lozi participated in a variety of productive activities over a year to produce a surplus which they ‘could trade for other goods produced by men’ including not only food production but also various types of crafts and artisan specialisations. Consequently. ‘[i]t was possible for skilled woodcarvers and smiths, basketmakers, weavers, potters, magicians and leeches to concentrate on their specialities and obtain other commodities by their goods and services’.
 When money was introduced into the Lozi economy, people accepted it ‘not only to buy White goods, but also to facilitate exchange of the commodities’ between Lozi derived from this economic system rather than simply between Lozi and ‘White traders’.
 In contrast, he continued, ‘[t]here is comparatively little direct trade between Zulu’ and far greater role for ‘White traders’ in the buying and re–selling of commodities (especially grain) to and from Zulu.
 Furthermore, he continued, while money has entered into kin relationships in ‘all African rural areas’, the tendency for this to exacerbate conflict between kin is far greater among the Lozi than among the Zulu ‘where money does not enter, to the same extent, in intra–Zulu economy’.
 On the other hand, while the introduction of money only stimulated internal exchange in the Lozi economy, ‘[t]he general effect of the labour migration and drift [to the towns] is to render it more difficult for Lozilanders to make ends meet’.
 In contrast to Zululand, ‘Loziland is far from the labour–centres and therefore men cannot go out to work for a short period and then return’ while the availability of work in the Lozi economy all year round for both men and women ‘means a fall in home production’.
 In contrast to what Gewalt argues, Gluckman attributed the greater cooperation between the colonial administration and the Lozi authorities than between the South African administration and Zulu authorities to the different ways in which they had been absorbed into the British Empire. Whereas the Zulu had been conquered by British forces, the treaties that the British had concluded with the Lozi King to establish colonial rule had prevented prospecting, extensive land alienation, taxation without his consent, and interference with his constitutional position.
 


Consequently, he was primarily concerned to understand the ways in which African societies articulated in to the world economy. As he stated in opening paragraph of the ‘Seven–year research plan’, the plan: ‘aims to analyse the organization of modern Central Africa and to show how selected urban and tribal African communities live within it’.
 He argued that labour migration was central to the economy and society of the region, although its effects were not uniform. In seeking to study a range of urban and rural societies across the region, he expected that the plan would lead to the study of ‘the differential effects of labour migration and urbanization on the family and kinship organization, the economic life, the political values, the religious and magical beliefs, of people living in’ a wide variety of economic circumstances.
 Thus, Gluckman viewed his discussion of collective farms in the USSR as one of the possibilities for a different future for Africans within the colonial system of domination. While his recommendations for political reform of the Barotse Native Authority and for agricultural reform in Mazabuka District appear on the surface to be radically different, there is no reason to think that Gluckman thought so. Rather, it is better to view these –along with his discussion of Soviet agriculture –as possible futures that Gluckman imagined were suited to the varying circumstances of the different regions and peoples of the colony. 

Conclusion 


Some years Adam Kuper argued that the ‘historical relationship between social anthropology and African imperial or colonial policy is still poorly understood’ with ‘little attention’ having been ‘paid to periodisation, and to local or regional differences’.
 However, as studies such as those by Wolfe, Gray, Schmidt, Hammond-Tooke and Schumaker
 are produced we should be wary of taking this tendency too far. Gewalt, for example, is too fixated on the distinctiveness of the colonial situation in Northern Rhodesia to see that the work of the RLI anthropologists in general and Gluckman in particular had an underlying project with boundaries far beyond those of the colony of Northern Rhodesia. Instead of mirroring the functionalist anthropologists who have become modern image – or caricature – of colonial anthropology by conceiving anthropologists as operating within bounded territorial units, we also need to understand their work as being part of the global concern of anthropology. We need to be mindful that there was ‘a two-way traffic in ideas’ between ‘colony and metropolis’ such that ‘it could be argued that the institutional and intellectual origins of British social anthropology should be traced to Australia and South Africa’. 


While it is easy to see the colonial origins and traits of functionalism in his work, this should not blind us to the way in which Gluckman’s work anticipated much of the now dated Marxist anthropology of the 1970s and 1980s. (Indeed, I would argue that Gluckman’s colleague at the RLI, Godfrey Wilson, did much the same.) In this way Gluckman was with Joel Kahn who has argued against trends in recent anthropology by calling a dialogue ‘between anthropology and social theory and hence between “non-Western” and “Western” experiences (and narratives) of modernity’ since ‘the encounter with a critical theory of modernity is peculiary pertinent to a genuinely reflexive ethnography’
 As Frankenberg recently argued, Gluckman’s ‘Analysis of a social situation in modern Zululand’ was an inspiration to his colleagues and students to explore various modernist themes including Freudian psychoanalysis and aspects of Marxism.
 This should not surprise us when we understand that the founders of modern anthropology were themselves deeply influenced by the great theorists of modern social theory (Malinowski by Nietzsche and Radcliffe-Brown by Durkheim). It seems to me, then, that a history of anthropology that remains focused on the discipline’s connection to the colonial project without seeing it as part of the broader project of social theory to understand or even change modernity loses itself in the minutiae of detail in the same way that classic functionalist ethnography did. 
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