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  1. Ethnosociology: Definition, Subject Matter, Methods


  I. A Brief Excursus into Classical Sociology


  The Basic Concepts of Sociology: The General and the Particular


  Ethnosociology studies the ethnos with the help of the sociological apparatus, and for that reason we will need the basic concepts of the discipline of Sociology. We shall now make a short excursus into the fundamentals of Sociology.


  Sociology is a discipline that examines society as a whole preceding its parts, as an organic, not a mechanical phenomenon; it is a discipline that emphasizes the common, or the social, and not the particular, or the individual. Psychology concerns itself with the person. Sociology, on the other hand, studies society as a whole. The fundamental principle of sociology can be summed up thus: the particular derives from the common.


  Social Strata and Groups


  The fundamental framework of sociological knowledge is two axes, x and y, on which are arranged social strata (x-axis) and social groups (y-axis).


  [image: ]


 


  Figure 1. The basic model of sociology.


  Of course, Sociology is a well-established scientific discipline. It has many theories, concepts, and methods for the study of society, but the fundamental meaning, scientific paradigm, and episteme of Sociology can be reduced down to this very simple diagram.1

 


  A person’s position with respect to these two axes determines his status. Status consists in a set of roles.


  The y-axis, on which strata or classes (understood sociologically) are arranged is called the axis of social stratification. From the sociological point of view, strata are primary in relation to other forms. On the x-axis, social groups are arranged. This is the amalgamation of people by markers of their belonging to a profession, gender, age, geographic area, ethnicity, or administrative position, drawn up in accordance with a non-hierarchical principle. Strata, for their part, imply a hierarchy.


  The superimposition of these two axes provides a basic representation of the structure of a society and the place of any unit in it taken for consideration, whether collective or individual. Each social phenomenon, institution, and personality can be resolved into its components through these axes. Such resolution is sociological analysis, the main professional activity of the sociologist.


  Sociology operates with the concept of inequality, the quantitative indicator of which is placed along the y-axis. The qualitative indicator is marked on the x-axis: belonging to one or another social group or to a few groups at once.


  The strata define a social hierarchy, for which reason the y-axis is vertical. In themselves, groups do not yet say anything about a higher or lower position, which is why the axis on which they are arranged is horizontal. The fact that someone belongs to the group of pensioners, Orthodox Christians, or Muslims in no way makes a pensioner or a Christian higher or lower than one another. Hence groups are arranged horizontally or are at times superimposed on one another. Someone can be a pensioner or a Christian or both one and the other at the same time.


  From the point of view of strata, a person can be either a rich, educated, and famous director, or a subordinate, poor, undereducated, and entirely unknown local. By a certain relativity of approach, society as a whole can be mapped onto this scale of stratification. Sociologists usually distinguish between three main classes: the upper, the middle, and the lower. Membership in each of them is evaluated according to entirely precise criteria: one’s income, number of subordinates, years of education, academic level, and index of citations. A man who has thirty dollars in his pocket and sees a poor person begging might consider himself to be “rich,” but the sociologist will swiftly return him to reality if he asks about his monthly income. The same principle applies to renown: it might seem to someone that he is “famous” if he is known by two or three groups of his peers and he enjoys success among them, but a measurement of the index of citations will put him in his place if it proves that there is no mention of this person among relevant sources.


  Metaphor of the Theater


  From the point of view of Sociology, man is nothing other than his status or the totality of statuses, a status-set. Contained within the status is a set of roles. The totality of statuses, the carrier of which is the same individual, is a totality of role-sets. For that reason, the metaphor of the theater lies at the basis of the sociological method. In Shakespeare’s words: “All of the world’s a stage, / And all the men and women merely players.” The personal life of the actor does not exist. The actor lives in his roles. These roles can vary. The same actor can play the villain or the hero, a love-struck youth or a greedy loan shark. That which lies beneath the mask, beyond the limits of the stage, normally interests neither the theater, nor the audience, nor the producers.


  It is exactly the same thing in Sociology. The sociologist studies roles and whether they are played well or not. The question “By whom are they played?” does not interest him. In any girl, for instance, the sociologist sees an actor and her ability to cope with the roles of beloved, wife, bride, mother, daughter, secretary, future scientist, gymnast, swimmer, cook, etc. In other words, the sociologist sees in a person a set of social statuses.
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  Figure 2. Status in the sociological coordinate axes.


  Man as a Derivative from Society


  From a sociological point of view, a person is a derivative of the two axes. The essence of the sociological person is defined depending on where on the diagram we put the dot. In Sociology, status prevails over personal qualities.


  The person is derived because, being a set of statuses, he does not himself create it. He takes it over. He is inscribed into it. It is always created by something else.


  In Sociology, the person is a product, a result, a detail in an enormous construction. He does not write the drama, nor is he the director. He merely plays roles, which someone else always writes. The person does not build the theater. The theater is unquestionably built: it is called “society.” Sociology does not set before itself the task of discovering the originator of society. This is too abstract and philosophical a question. There is an obvious fact: when we look at history, when we deal with people, we always see society. We come across it everywhere — in archaic, primitive, and highly-developed peoples. Furthermore, society is always built up on collective, super-individual foundations. Everywhere — both in very complex and in very primitive societies — there exist strata and groups.


  Who invented society? Sociologists do not know and do not ask this question. Society is absolute. Society always was, and it was always primary in relation to the person. The person is a product of society, a sociological convention. A person outside of society does not exist as a phenomenon. We know a person only as a social person, i.e., as the bearer of social statuses.


  Taking this fundamental principle into consideration, we begin to study the “ethnos.”


  II. Introducing the Concept of “Ethnos”


  The Etymology of the Word “Ethnos” and its Synonyms


  Ethnos (ἔθνος) is a Greek word meaning “people,” along with other Greek synonyms, such as γένος (génos), φυλή (phylé), δῆμος (démos), and λαός (laós), all of which have certain semantic nuances.


  Ethnos is another name for the narod, which gradually became a scientific term.2

 The Greek word éthnos is close to the Russian word этос (etos), from which the concept of “ethics” is formed. Этос means “disposition,” “behavior,” “morality.” Ethics is a semantic synonym of morals. The archaic Greek root ἔθ (éth-), from which both the words ethnos and ethos are both descended, meant a populated locale, “a locale in which villages or settlements are found,” or “rural settlement,” but not “city,” inasmuch as the city is a πόλις, a polis, from which the term “politics” is derived.


  Thus, in the concept of ethnos there is combined a spatial notion of a populated (rural) country (ἔθ), the concept of “disposition,” “morality” and “custom” (ἔθος) just as it is in the meaning of narod (ethnos). The ethnos is an organic society, located on a defined territory and distinguished by a common morality.


  A society can be varied: from the intricate (complex) to the simple (primitive). The ethnos is a simple society, organically (naturally) associated with a territory and bound together by common morality, customs, and symbolic systems. 


  Definition of the Ethnos


  In Russian, the term “ethnos” was introduced into scientific use by Sergei Mikhailovich Shirokogoroff (1887–1939), the great Russian ethnologist, founder of Russian Ethnology, who influenced the Russian historian, ethnologist and Eurasianist Lev Nikolaevich Gumilev (1912–1992).


  This is how Shirokogoroff defined an ethnos:


  An ethnos is a group of people who (1) Speak the same language, (2) Acknowledge their single origin, (3) Possess a complex of customs, ways of life, and preserved and sanctified by tradition, differing from the customs of other groups.3

 


  The criterion of customs, sanctified by tradition and differing from other groups, very evidently points to the ethos. That is, the presence of specific traditions, customs, and mores comprises one of the main definitions of an ethnos. Thus, a moral basis is one of the essential aspects of an ethnos, which is based on a unity of mores, on the synchronism of moral valuations.


  Let us recall Friedrich Nietzsche’s (1844–1900) wonderful observation in his book The Genealogy of Morals, wherein he draws attention to the extent to which the mores of different peoples differ from one another.4

 For Christian ethnoses there are truths such as “love your neighbor” and “do not murder.” But for the Iranians, for example, the understanding of what is ethical is expressed differently: “it is good to shoot with a bow and to speak the truth.” That is to say: different ethnoses have different ethoses. 


  In Shirokogoroff’s definition, the complex of customs, way of life, and traditions that characterize a given ethnos necessarily differ from those of other ethnoses. In the very definition of ethnos and ethos there is contained the idea of a plurality of ethnoses and a plurality of ethoses, mores and morals. For that reason, the expression “universal ethnos” is deprived of any sense, since it has nothing to oppose to it. There is no universal ethnos. The ethnos is always concrete.


  One can speak of a global socium as an artificial sociological and political construction, but it is not possible to speak of a global ethnos. It is theoretically possible to imagine a socium as something global and universal, but an ethnos is always concrete and particular. At the center of the ethnos, as at the center of morality, there always lies the assertion of a specific system of values. 


  Unity of language is another qualitative feature of the ethnos. People, speaking one language, living in the same system of signs, senses, and meanings, delineate a specific terrain in the sphere of ideas, mores, psychology, and social relations, which unites them and integrates them along a cultural trait. The ethnos thereby creates a spiritual world, all the participants of which dwell in a shared space of meaning.


  There is such a phrase as “the Russian world.” It describes the borders within which communication in the Russian tongue is possible. Language, as Martin Heidegger said, is “the house of being.”5

 And this house is always ethnic. Language, the commonality of language, constitutes the unity of a common terrain in the sphere of the spirit. It is not important whether this terrain belongs to one or two countries, or whether political or religious borders lie between ethnoses. If people speak and think in one language, then they find themselves in the space of that ethnos to which the language belongs.


  Shirokogoroff spoke of the acknowledgement by an ethnos of its single origin. Does a community of people have a single origin or not? From the point of view of sociology and history this is a very difficult question, because almost always peoples, ethnic cultures and traditions turn to the theme of their mythical origins. Plato, for instance, considered himself a descendent of the god Poseidon.


  At the source of an ethnos there always lies myth. For instance, Tibetans think that their ancestors were red monkeys and for this reason Tibetans are those who consider themselves descendants of red monkeys.6

 Each people has its first-ancestors in culture, and what is important is not whether this ancestor in fact existed or not: nobody knows. Something else is important: how, with what degree of intensity, the ethnos is aware of and experiences its common origin (be it purely mythological). Many who call themselves ethnically “Russian” are representatives of other (most often indigenous) peoples of the Russian Empire, and this “Russianness” forms an ethnos together with the Russian language and a sense of belonging to Russian culture.


  The Ethnos as an Open Community


  The reality of the genetic commonality of the roots of descent does not have a big influence on ethnic self-consciousness. For this reason, Shirokogoroff does not speak of a community of people “having a single origin,” but specifically of their “acknowledging” one. In other words, the ethnos, as it appears from Shirokogoroff’s definition, is to a significant extent a question of choice. One can change ethnoses, because having acknowledged a different origin, expressed loyalty to different first-ancestors, begun to speak in a different language, and taken part in other rituals and customs, a person executes an act of ethnic transgression, he moves from one ethnos to another.


  If a person acknowledges descent from a first-ancestor, a red monkey, professes the Buddhist tradition, learns Tibetan, settles in Tibet and turns the Buddhist prayer wheel, then, from the point of view of the ethnos, he is Tibetan, even if this happened after he completed a degree in Sociology at Moscow State University and set out on an ethnological and religious-studies expedition, deciding never to return from it.


  A person can integrate into an ethnos. The ethnos is an open field. Even the most closed and most hierarchical ethnos has paths, customs, and normative scenarios for integration into it. It is possible to enter into an ethnos.


  Let us imagine a situation in which the members of one ethnos lost a little child in the woods, and the members of another ethnos found him, pitied him, and took him into theirs, after which he became a member of that ethnos. His ethnic identity will be formed in the new ethnos to which he belongs.


  A Definition of Ethnicity


  Max Weber, one of the earliest pioneers of sociology, gave a second definition of the ethnos or ethnicity. He asserted that ethnicity is belonging to an ethnic group, united by cultural homogeneity and belief in a common origin.7

 We see here a definition analogous to Shirokogoroff’s definition, with the only exception being the omission of the theme of language. It is characteristic of Weber’s definition, as with that of Shirokogoroff, that the ethnos is defined not simply by a common origin, but by a belief in a common origin. The ethnos is a concept and a volitional decision of the human spirit, and not a biological predetermination (incidentally, the very notion of “biology” demands careful sociological analysis: are explanations of communal regularities through reference to the bodily, zoological or physiological specifics of organisms all that reliable?).


  Theories of the Ethnos in Russian Science: Lev Gumilev’s Theory of Ethnogenesis


  The eminent ethnosociologist and researcher of the ethnos, Lev Nikolaevich Gumilev, was on one hand a follower of Shirokogoroff and, on the other, an adept of the Eurasianist philosophical and culturological school. Nikolaevich called himself “the last Eurasianist.”8

 Few have made as significant a contribution to the study of the ethnos and to the popularization of the concepts “ethnos” and “ethnicity” as Gumilev did.


  Gumilev and Shirokogoroff’s approaches to the ethnos can be considered tendencies in the framework of one school, which (in contrast to the classical Marxist approach) thinks of the ethnos as an “organic, vital unity.” It treats the ethnos as a living being, a collective, distinct from the separate individual, large and living in the course of an extended period of time. A person is limited by his body, but the possibilities of an ethnos are much broader: it can produce many different bodies. Just as with a living person, however, according to Gumilev, the ethnos has a beginning, an ascent, maturity, a decline, and old age. The lives and fates of the ethnos are composed of such cycles.


  Gumilev’s main work dedicated to the ethnos is the book Ethnogenesis and the Biosphere of the Earth.9

 From the point of view of an approach to Ethnosociology, this is his most serious, profound and consistent writing. Gumilev touched upon the theme of ethnoses in practically all of his historical works, which is why they carry great interest and are fundamental for Ethnosociology.


  Yulian Vladimirovich Bromley’s Theory of the Ethnos


  Another direction in Russian Ethnosociology is connected with the works of the academic Yulian Vladimirovich Bromley (1921–1990), who studied the problems of the ethnos in the context of official Soviet science, based on the dogma of the class-based and economic nature of societies (including archaic ones).10

 In order to stay within the bounds of the acceptable, he had to adjust his studies of ethnic phenomena to the tune of Soviet Marxism, the specifics of the political moment, internationalist rhetoric, and the idea of progress, from which it followed that a phenomenon like the “ethnos” did not exist in the USSR at all, and perhaps, does not in principle exist at the contemporary stage of development of social relations in capitalistic — and even more so in socialistic — countries. Bromley’s works are practically impossible to read nowadays, since it is unbelievably difficult to break through the very complicated references to Marxist dogma (the meaning of which is almost lost) to reach what he himself wanted to say. Regrettably, this “inarticulateness” is inherent also to the following generation of “ethnologists” in Bromley’s school, who are distinguished by a complicated and baseless scholastic terminology and an increased dependence on the political state of affairs (since the ethnic problem is a fairly painful topic for the leadership and society also of contemporary Russia as well), which greatly detracts from the scientific content of their work.


  We will look more closely at the Russian sources of ethnosociological sciences and their structure in a separate chapter.11

 


  Foreign Ethnosociology


  Foreign sociology goes back to one of the early founders of the field, the German sociologist, Max Weber, who introduced the concept of “ethnicity” (Ethnizität) into scientific circles.


  The first properly ethnosociological school, which also arose in Germany, started to use the term “Ethnosociology.” Its founders were Richard Thurnwald (1869–1954) and Wilhelm Mühlmann (1904–1988), who laid down the conceptual basis of this discipline.


  A direct analogue to the German school was the American school of Cultural Anthropology, founded in the USA by German emigrant Franz Boas (1858–1942). The American school produced a whole constellation of first-rate ethnologists, sociologists, and anthropologists with names recognized world-wide.


  In England, Ethnology and Sociology were also inseparably intertwined with the sociological approach. This tradition is connected with Bronisław Malinowski (1884–1942) and Alfred Radcliffe-Brown (1881–1955).


  In France, closest of all to Ethnosociology stands the ethnologist and philosopher, Claude Lévi-Strauss (1908–2009), the founder of “Structural Anthropology.”


  A more detailed analysis of their ideas will be carried out in a separate chapter.12

 


  Ethnos and Race


  In some languages ethnos is thought of as a synonym of “race,” and ethnic belonging as a synonym of racial belonging. For instance, in German the word “race” (Rasse) and “ethnos” (Ethnos) have approximately the same meaning. But in a strict sense and in commonly accepted scientific use “race” necessarily indicates biological cohesion, the certified fact of belonging to a progenitor. For that reason, a strict definition of “race” does not refer to “belief in a common origin.”


  For instance, if we are talking about members of a “yellow race,” then the persons studied should have a yellow-colored skin, narrow eyes, broad cheekbones, a round face, a specific mark on the sacral bone, noticeable right after the birth of a child (the so-called “Mongolian spot”), firm black hair, and so on. But whether the studied individual considers himself a member of the “yellow race” or not means nothing. In the concept of “race,” emphasis is placed on the aggregate of physiological, phenotypic and genetic characteristics. Belonging to a race implies the physiological identification of a bodily organism, proven by some scientific means.


  There exist many different methods for determining racial belonging. In the 19th century, theories were based on visual observation (skin color, height, proportions of the limbs of the body, characteristic hair growth and their structure) and measurements of bodily proportions.13

 Within the framework of such an approach, called “Anthropometry,” the skull is measured, and the structures of the ears, muscles, and the face are described. Anthropometry includes in itself Cephalometry (measurement of the skull), Osteoscopy (the study of the length and breadth of bones) and so on. In the 20th century serologic means started to be employed, based on the study of the structure of blood serum.14

 


  More broadly spread at the present time is genetic theory, which traces the racial origins of various people to a common ancestor (the Human Genome Project).15

 


  But, however we might relate to these methods from a scientific point of view (and many scientists contest their reliability), they have absolutely nothing to do with the way the ethnos is understood in Ethnology, Ethnography, and Ethnosociology. The ethnos of ethnosociology has no relation to the scientifically (with the help of whatever methods) verified biological and physiological qualities of a person. In a scientific context, the term “ethnos” is used without reference to race. It is not accidental that for both Shirokogoroff and Weber the issue is precisely about “acknowledgement” [TN: avowal] by a human collective of a common origin.


  For example, a person considers himself Russian. It is entirely possible that, from a racial point of view, he may belong to an anthropological type altogether uncharacteristic for the main population of Eastern Slavic-Great Russians. But from an ethnic point of view, there can be no doubt that he will be Russian if he considers himself Russian, speaks Russian, thinks in Russian, and is a co-participant in Russian culture. His biological or racial belonging may be extremely vague. But from the point of view of Ethnosociology we are undoubtedly dealing with a member of the Russian ethnos.


  Let us now put the question differently: does the ethnos exclude biological cohesion? Of course not. Moreover, when people live near one another, speak the same language, relate to one another closely and often over the course of many generations, start families, and produce children, obvious similarities appear in their features. In ethnic societies, where ethnicity (in the sociological sense, as a unity of language, belief in a common origin, common traditions and a shared way of life) is strong, those entering into this ethnos as a rule reproduce others who look like them. But Ethnosociology does not ascribe any substantial or semantic indication to physical resemblance. It studies the structure of society and only society. And the society it studies is an ethnic society, a specific kind of society as ethnos. Moreover, the physiological, biological, zoological and anthropometric components of this society are not only not the cornerstone; they are not studied at all, since there are no reliable studies (besides racist nonsense) about their credible connection with social peculiarities.


  Ethnos and Nation


  Not being a racial category, the ethnos is also neither a political nor a legal category. It is no less important to distinguish the ethnos from the nation than to distinguish it from race.


  In Shirokogoroff and Weber’s definitions of the ethnos, there is no indication of its political belonging or of its relation to one or another state or any other kind of administrative unit. In the classical understanding of the term, “nation” signifies citizens, united politically into a unified state. For this reason, in French there is an established political term État-Nation, “nation-state,” which shows that the nation is inseparably connected with the political system of the state, and unites in a specific formation [TN: образование, which can also mean “education” and “constitution”] the citizens of that state.


  Not every kind of state is a “nation-state.” Nation-states (or national states) are contemporary states of the European type, most often secular and based on the political dominance of the bourgeoisie. Only with respect to the citizens of such a contemporary, secular (non-religious) bourgeois state can we employ the designation “nation” with complete justification. In other situations, this will be an unauthorized transference of one semantic complex onto an entirely different one.


  We see the signs of the ethnos in all societies, archaic and contemporary, Western and Eastern, those organized politically and those living communally. But the signs of the nation are found only in contemporary, Western (in their organization), and politicized societies.


  We will speak in more detail about the phenomenon of the nation and its relation to the ethnos in a separate chapter.16

 


  Ethnos and Society


  Now we will look at the relationship between the ethnos and society, which will bring us directly to that fundamental reality studied by Ethnosociology.


  Shirokogoroff calls the ethnos “a group of people,” and a group of people is a form of organization of society. Thus, we can consider the ethnos a specific form of society. But it is worth paying attention to the following circumstance. Max Weber, who introduced the concept of “ethnicity” into sociological circles, did not give it a special significance and even stated that the category of “ethnos” is in some respects unnecessary, inasmuch as it adds nothing to the classical methods of Sociology. Sociology studies any societies whatsoever, including ethnic ones, with the help of identical scientific instruments, and for that reason the ethnos, as also any other form of society, is considered by it on a universal basis.


  Moreover, if we apply to the ethnos the system of coordinates of classical Sociology (see Figure 1), we notice a very interesting regularity. Ethnic society, taken in its pure guise, possesses, as a rule, minimal differentiation (degree of difference) along both axes (X and Y). This means that in the ethnic community both hierarchical stratification (i.e. differentiation according to strata/classes) and differentiation according to groups are minimal. The ethnic group equalizes and unites all its members into something whole, single and indivisible. In such a group both differences and hierarchies are brought down to a minimum, and even if they are present, they do not determine ethnicity and its structure, but that which unites the members into a single and indivisible whole does; hence, the equality and unity of all with all in the structure of the ethnos.


  The ethnos is a society in which collective identity is maximal, total, and all-embracing. This collective identity completely subordinates to itself all other forms of differentiation.


  Weber did not give great significance to “ethnicity” for precisely this reason. His Sociology (“understanding Sociology”), based on the study of individual behavior in the main, is focused on highly differentiated types of society (ancient and contemporary). The ethnos, however, is neither individual nor differentiated. If we place the ethnos on the sociological system of coordinates (see Figure 1) then we get an interesting picture: along both axis y and axis x all values will tend toward zero — in the ethnos, stratification and division into groups is minimal.


  From this we can draw two conclusions.


  The first conclusion (in the spirit of Weberian or Marxist Sociology, focusing its main attention on class-based and economic differentiation) is this: the ethnos does not merit the special interest of the sociologist since the basic characteristics of society as such are minimal and tend toward zero in it.


  The second conclusion, on the other hand, proceeding from the ethnos as the principal matrix on which is built (and from which arises) all of the more complex and differentiated types of society, affirms the ethnic society as basic and fundamental, deserving, for this reason precisely, privileged study. Ethnosociology and Cultural Anthropology hold this position. This very position forms the basis of the discipline of Ethnosociology, which, being conceived of in this way, becomes not an incidental and instrumental branch of general Sociology, but rather opens up as the most important and principal part of sociological knowledge.


  The ethnos is the primordial society, which lies at the basis of all societies. In order to underscore the character of the ethnos, fundamental for humanity, the founder of Ethnosociology Richard Thurnwald called his main scientific work Human Society in its Ethnosociological Foundations.17

 


  Ethnos as Koinon


  We can liken the ethnos as the basic form of society to a geometrical point, which, on one hand, gives rise to a plane (space consists of an infinite number of points), and on the other hand does not itself have an area (hence its definition as not having an area). The function of a geometrical point in the formation of space is paradoxical: it gives rise to space, but it is not itself space, since it has no area (or extent).


  The relationship of the ethnos to society on the whole is approximately similar. The ethnos gives rise to society and its structures (based on vertical and horizontal differentiation), which possess, correspondingly, non-zero indicators; it lies at the foundation of society and its structures. But the ethnos itself does not have habitual social structures, i.e.; it is society with null-differentiation, similar to a mathematical point with a null-area.


  Of course, any physical point that is depicted or taken as a model will have both an area and an extent. But they will be so small that they can be neglected during measurement. It is exactly the same in the case of the ethnos. Any concrete ethnos will have a minimal amount of stratification and division into social groups, but in comparison with other types of society it is possible to disregard them and, theoretically, to think of them as absent. The purport of society is to emphasize and assert collective identity not only as a goal, a project, or a cohesion of separate parts, but as a given, organic fact and the sole possible form of self-identification. Another definition follows from this:


  The ethnos is society, the differentiation of which is minimal and tends toward zero or (theoretically) is altogether absent.


  In different disciplines, there are special terms that describe the main elements, not resolvable into parts, from which more complex structures are produced. In Physics, they are called “atoms” (literally, “indivisibles”); in linguistics, “semes” (from the same Greek root from which is formed the word “semantics,” “the science of meanings”). In phonetics, the “phoneme” is the smallest atom of the acoustic expression of speech. Lévi-Strauss, who studied the structure of myths, proposed the similar term “mytheme,” i.e. the minimal and indivisible core of mythological storytelling. A myth is composed of a combination of mythemes. Continuing this line, we can introduce a neologism: “koineme.” It is formed from the Greek word κοινόν (koinón), which signifies “common,” “universal,” and also κοινωνία (koinounía) — “society,” “community.” Koineme in this case will mean that indivisible origin that lies at the basis of society, just as a mytheme does at the basis of myth and a seme at the basis of semantics.


  In this conception, the ethnos is a koineme. Society in the broad sense is formed on an ethnic basis and grows from an ethnic core (most often from several cores) as from a seed.


  Holomorphism of the Ethnos


  All societies are arranged according to the principle of functionality, also called “holomorphism” (from the Greek root ὅλος (hólos), “whole,” and μορφή (morphé), “form”). This means that society contains in itself the paradigm of its own structure in its integral aspect, and if some part is removed from society (one of its members), after some time it will re-establish the missing elements, as a lizard re-establishes its tail. As opposed to mechanisms, holomorphism is inherent to organisms, which are composed of a totality of functions and not details; the shortage of a concrete element is replaced due to the fact that its functional significance is preserved. Society is capable of itself re-establishing its own integrity with reliance on itself and on the basis of its inner resources. That is how the lizard’s tail, the newt’s leg, and a person’s hair or nail grows.


  Holomorphism is present in different types of societies to different degrees. But in some societies the processes of the functional replacement of elements occurs quickly and easily, while in others it happens slowly and problematically. The more complex the structure of a society — the higher the level of differentiation of strata and groups — the more complex the question of functional replacement becomes and the more mechanical its procedure. Simple societies re-establish holomorphism automatically. In complex societies, a managing apparatus is required for this.


  The ethnos is a type of society in which holomorphism is total and absolute. The ethnos is so trans-individual that it can fail altogether to take note of the loss of an individual or group of individuals, and also not distinguish one individual from another. The being of the ethnos is purely functional; any sign, subject-matter, phenomenon or event is integrated into a general holomorphic structure, in which the whole predominates. Europeans were struck by this characteristic of archaic tribes, capable of trading away their riches for bric-a-brac, or fertile land for cheap ornaments. “Bric-a-brac” and “ornaments” were interpreted in the holomorphic structure of the former’s society as something important, whose functional significance could be enormous — something the Europeans missed, having approached the question from their more differentiated and mechanical point of view.


  This functionalism of archaic societies was studied in detail by Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown. Essentially, their reconstructions describe the extreme forms of holomorphism.


  Functionality and holomorphism in their extreme expression are the key distinguishing features of ethnic societies. In them the whole (hólos) prevails absolutely over the parts, and the particular exists only as a function of the whole; outside the whole, the particular has no meaning, and hence also no being.


  III. Ethnos as Concept and Ethnos as Phenomenon


  The Subject-Matter and Object of Ethnosociology


  In the Russian scientific tradition, there is a rule to divide the subject-matter and object of any scientific discipline. To the extent of the convergence of our scientific approach with the Western one, this rule is constantly called into question, because in the majority of European languages the word “subject-matter” is in meaning and significance entirely identical to the word “object” and is most often denoted by the same expression, derived from the Latin objectum (literally, “that which is thrown before [us]”). In German, there is a specific word, Gegenstand (literally, “that which is found before [us]”), denoting the same concept, but this is a pure calque from the Latin language. The same is true of the relatively late Russian scientific neologism “subject-matter” (pred-met, literally, “that which has been thrown before [us]”). This must be taken into consideration if we are to approach strictly to the definition of Ethnosociology in an international scientific context, at international conferences, symposia, congresses, etc.


  In the framework of the European scientific tradition the object (or subject-matter) of Ethnosociology is the ethnos, studied by sociological methods.


  In the framework of the Russian one, however, we can say that the object of Ethnosociology is society and the subject-matter is the ethnos as a form of society.


  However, the structure of Ethnosociology is not exhausted by the simple application of the sociological method to ethnic societies. The ethnos is not simply another form of society: it is a form that lies at its basis, i.e., a koineme. This is the main thesis of Ethnosociology, as a consequence of which, it can be stated that Ethnosociology is the study by society of its own deepest and most basic foundations, of that point from which space is made, or that seme on which rests the grand edifice of cultural and linguistic meanings. For that reason, we can give yet another definition of the object and subject-matter of Ethnosociology. The object of sociology is the deep foundations of society, identified as ethnic societies, koinemes; its subject-matter is the structure and arrangement of these foundations. In the European context, the object and subject-matter can be combined, giving us the following definition: the object (objectum) of Ethnosociology is the pure, radical structure of society or basic society with a null-dimension, on the basis of which other, more complex types of society historically unfold. 


  Thus, Ethnosociology studies the ethnos–not separately but as the basis of society itself — tracing the transformation of the ethnos at different historical stages, including its various dialectical derivatives, which sometimes are not proper ethnoses, but in one way or another (often in the form of direct antagonism) remain connected with it.


  Definitions of Ethnosociology That We Should Reject


  The contemporary English sociologist Anthony Giddens gives a definition of Ethnosociology as “a form of dual hermeneutics — sociological and ethnomethodological simultaneously.”18

 “Ethnomethodology” is a sociological approach, developed by the contemporary American sociologist Harold Garfinkel, which has no direct relation to the ethnos and proposes merely that at the basis of the behavior of members of a society (in a “people” or “the masses”) there lies not the chaos of accidental circumstances, experiences and emotions, but a peculiar sociological model, which can be studied scientifically.19

 In his youth, Garfinkel bumped up against the sociological problem of a systematic explanation of the behavior of jurymen, their motivations, logics, etc. In the apparent spontaneity, fortuitousness and groundlessness of decisions Garfinkel saw in the actions of a group of random simple people, not professionals and not specialists, a peculiar logical structure, entirely subject to study. The “ethnos” in this case is nothing more than an extended metaphor for a group of random laymen, connected with one another by practically nothing.


  The combination of the classical sociological method and the ethnomethodology of Garfinkel (as Giddens interprets Ethnosociology) is a very productive and promising approach in Sociology, on par with the phenomenological approach developed by the sociologist Alfred Schutz.20

 But this has no relation to the classical conception of Ethnosociology. The ethnos is something entirely different from an accidentally gathered group of laymen for the decision of some artificial (for them) problem.


  Another famous sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu (1930–2002), understanding “Ethnosociology” to be something close to Garfinkel’s scheme and contrasting Ethnosociology as a discipline, turned to a concrete, empirical unit of society, with all its anomalies, deviations, and forms of behavior, unable to be subsumed under general rules, to forms of Sociology that operate with highly abstract theoretical and normative constructs. Although Bourdieu offered to “erase the borders between Sociology and Ethnology,” not only did he not consider the ethnos as the basic instance of society (koineme), but he did not even make it an object of sociological study.


  We should recognize the definitions of Giddens and Bourdieu, and others similar to them, as the private opinions of well-known sociologists, all the more so since none of them dedicated a separate book or even a full-fledged essay to Ethnosociology.


  The Ethnos as a Phenomenon and the Phenomenological Method


  Ethnosociology in its fullest expression operates with the ethnos as a basic social phenomenon. The ethnos is both a theoretical concept (the object of Ethnosociology) and a phenomenon that can be observed in real life. For this reason, Ethnosociology bases its conclusions on perceptions of the ethnos as a given and derives theoretical constructions from the study of this given.


  If we return to Shirokogoroff’s definition, then in the ethnos are distinguished: 1) language, 2) belief in a common origin, 3) the presence of common customs and traditions, culture. In all societies, there are necessarily all three components of the ethnos. We know of no society, neither in current period nor in the historical chronicles of its past, that did not have at least one of these three components. For this reason precisely, the ethnos is a basic phenomenon. All societies known to us are, to one degree or another, ethnic.


  The phenomenological essence of the ethnos is extremely important to the method with the help of which Ethnosociology studies it. These methods, based on a reliance on the ethnos and its structures and empathy (“living into,” “feeling into”), are necessary in order to describe, study, and understand the structures of ethnos as adequately as possible.


  Different historical schools study the sources of society’s origin differently. Aristotle thought that society is built on the basis of the family. Evolutionists see as the source of society a form of development of feral (animal) flocks or herds. Marxists think that society is formed as a superstructure over economic relations, and at its basis lie the phenomena of labour and its instruments. All of these theories suppose that human society as we know it is a product of some other factors.


  Ethnosociology approaches this problem differently, phenomenologically speaking. Society is a phenomenon, and at its roots this phenomenon is ethnic. All forms of society known to us today and about which reliable information has been preserved have always had common structural roots. In concrete lived experience these roots are the society as ethnos, i.e., a group of people united by language, belief in a common origin, and common traditions. This is confirmed by observation and all forms of verification.


  But we cannot see the process of the expansion of the family to the extent of the ethnos (according to Aristotle), trace the transformation of a herd of monkeys into a human collective, or fix the role of the instruments of labour in the establishment of social forms. Ethnoses are simple and complex, archaic and developed, but they are always something other than an extended family, evolved animals or autonomous products of economic activity. For the existence of even the smallest tribe-ethnos at least two lineages (i.e. two big families) are required, as a minimum, as Lévi-Strauss shows. But as concerns the evolutionary hypothesis or Marxist dogma, they are purely theoretical constructions. And on the contrary, the ethnos is an easily verified phenomenon. We see this phenomenon everywhere and always. And it is precisely the ethnos which we see at the sources of the most complex and differentiated societies. It makes itself known even at the most complex stages of development.


  For this reason, Ethnosociology, focusing its attention on the ethnos, is dealing with something unconditionally existing, i.e., with a phenomenon.


  Phenomenology, both philosophical (Husserl and Fink) and sociological (Schutze), is the privileged method of ethnosociological study. This appears especially clearly in the works of one of the founders of Ethnosociology, Wilhelm Mühlmann, who considered Shirokogoroff his teacher.21

 


  Examples of an Ethnos: Contemporary Chechens


  Let us give some examples of the ethnos in the contemporary world. We will look at the Chechen ethnos in today’s Russia.


  What characteristics must Chechens possess, in order to be considered an ethnos? Let us turn once again to Shirokogoroff’s definition.


  1. Language. There is a Chechen language, which the Chechen people speak. It relates to the Vainakh linguistic group and is very close to the Ingush language. Nevertheless, Chechens themselves, like the Ingush, consider their ethnic languages distinct (despite their objective resemblance), and this is a not insignificant factor in their ethnic self-definition.


  2. Chechens believe that they have a common origin, that all of them are descendants of the same tribes, which separated gradually into a few branches. Some Chechens think that they are the direct descendants of Noah, interpreting the self-styling of Chechens Nokhchi as “descendants of Noah” (in Arabic, Noi [Noah] is pronounced as nuakh).22

 


  3. Chechens possess a common complex of customs, which are a specific mixture of properly ethnic and religious, Islamic, customs. To this we should add the mystical orientation in Islam of Sufism, which possesses its owns mores, rituals and doctrines. The community of Sufis in Chechnya is called the wird. The celebrated round-dances that the Chechens dance is the zikr, a form of collective Sufi prayer, which is different in every wird. The mores, customs and culture of Chechens are a unique combination of purely ethnic, Islamic, and Sufi elements. In the self-consciousness of Chechens themselves, this cultural complex distinguishes them from all other ethnoses and comprises their identity.23

 


  At the same time, is it possible to discover in the Chechens a clear expression of a shared racial type? This is impossible. Chechens are tall and short, dark and swarthy, blue-eyed and red-haired, recalling classical Indo-Europeans, and even red-bearded. There is a Mediterranean type, spread over all the Caucasus. There are brachycephalic Chechens, but there are also dolichocephalic ones. It is likely that from the point of view of race, various biological lines and different racial groups combined to form the contemporary Chechen population, as is the case in the overwhelming majority of ethnoses, coming across in waves, one over another, and “settling” in the difficult to reach mountains of the Northern Caucasus. However, Chechens themselves practically do not record the phenotypic differences and variation of types as a decisive or significant factor in the recognition of themselves as an organic unity, i.e., an ethnos.


  From the point of view of Ethnosociology, this is the deciding factor. Chechens recognize themselves as an ethnos. Other ethnoses living alongside them also consider them an ethnos. At the same time, all of the signs of the ethnos, according to Shirokogoroff, are present. Hence, we are dealing with an ethnic phenomenon and can study it by ethnosociological means.


  Another question: is it possible to consider the Chechens only as an ethnos? This assertion will be imprecise, since in addition to ethnic identity there also exist civil, national (the majority of Chechens, excluding the members of the diaspora, are citizens of the Russian Federation), territorial-administrative (they live in the Chechen Republic), and religious (Chechens are predominantly Muslim) identities. But all of these other identities are built on top of the ethnic identity. In diverse people these superstructures have diverse meanings, but all who consider themselves Chechens and who consider Chechens different are in the first place united on the deepest level precisely by their ethnic commonality. This is an empirical fact. Through it we meet the phenomenon of the ethnos directly. To the extent to which they are, Chechens truly are an ethnos.


  What we have said relative to Chechens can be applied to all ethnoses, whether they live in Russia or beyond her borders. They are a phenomenon, and should be studied as such.


  The Main Rules of Ethnosociology: The Plurality of Ethnoses and Their Classification


  In the course of Ethnosociological research we must follow a set of rules, which are of paramount importance:


  On the one hand, when we study an ethnos specifically as an ethnos, we apply general criteria to it. Any ethnos in its pure guise is a simple society, with the domination of a collective identity, a synchronism of ethnic reactions and exceedingly weak vertical and horizontal differentiation, which corresponds to Shirokogoroff’s three indicators. That is, we are dealing with a koineme.


  But this common quality of all ethnoses expresses itself in practice in the most variegated and often unexpected forms. Even the simplest ethnoses have a different structure of their simplicity, precisely as the languages humanity speaks have something in common (after all, they are all languages), but at the same time contain a tremendous number of differences.


  Consequently, after identifying some ethnos as an ethnos, the ethnosociologist is dealing with a koineme. But this does not yet mean that a koineme in the case of one ethnos will be exactly the same as a koineme in the case of another one. Even the most archaic and simple tribes differ from one another substantially.


  Consequently, ethnosociology does not deal with the ethnos but with ethnoses in the plural. A koineme differs from more complex social systems, and, at the same time, from other simple koinemes, with other structures of this simplicity.


  The first rule of Ethnosociology is to recall the plurality of ethnoses, even in their most radical and simplified foundation.


  The second rule concerns the classification of ethnoses. To speak of more or less “developed,” “civilized,” or “progressive” ethnoses means to take a racist approach in relation to them, to separate them into “higher” and “lower.” And even if this racism is not dogmatic or biological and is based on an analysis of technical, economic, or some other kind of criteria, it nevertheless remains racism (even in a veiled and cultured form). This is absolutely unscientific, since in doing so we approach the study of one ethnos from the position of another one, evaluating its condition, values, and social structures with an aloof, extraneous gaze. Such an approach is inadmissible, since the entire structure of the ethnic phenomenon becomes invisible as a result.


  Thus, the founder of American Cultural Anthropology (an analogue to Ethnosociology) Franz Boas wrote in his letters from the expedition to the Eskimo-Inuit: “I often ask myself what the superiority consists in which ‘developed’ society possesses over a society of ‘savages,’ and I find that the more I study their habits, the more I understand that we simply have no right to look down on them from above. We do not have a right to judge them for their forms and prejudices, however absurd they might seem to us. We ‘highly educated people’ are much worse than they are…”24

 


  The sole correct form of the classification of ethnoses is their placement on the scale “simple–complex.” At the same time, the concepts of “simplicity” and “complexity” should not carry anything at all positive or negative; these are two neutral constants, founded on the description of a phenomenon. There are “simple societies” and “complex societies.” Neither one is better or worse than the other. They are simply different. This is a non-hierarchical classification, fixed on the state of affairs and in no way evaluative of it.


  Here we should notice that the simpler a society is, the more ethnic it is, and the more complex it is the less ethnicity comes forth by itself, both on the surface and at a glance. In a simple society ethnicity is obvious; in complex society, it must be looked for. The more complex a society is, the deeper ethnicity is hidden in it and the less apparent it is to superficial familiarity.


  The simplest society is a purely ethnic society, which has no content besides the ethnic. Using our terminology, we can say that it is practically identical to the koineme.


  The most complex society is one in which the ethnic factor is found on a fundamental level, over which are built a few floors, imposing and striking to the imagination. The attention of the observer is drawn to these floors, and few lower their gaze to the foundation or take an interest in the construction of the basement.


  These two rules — the rule of the plurality of ethnoses and the rule of the non-evaluative criteria “simple-complex” are the basic principles of ethnosociology.


  The Ethnos and the Lifeworld


  The ethnos cannot be considered in isolation from the surrounding environment. The ethnos always lives in a concrete space, and this space is integrated into its own structure; it is apprehended, transformed, and dwelt in by it.25

 Gumilev referred to it as “[an] accommodating landscape,” emphasizing that the ethnos in its existence is a single whole with the surrounding environment, and their interaction [TN: inter-influence] lies at the basis of the different phases of an ethnos’ transformation.


  The philosopher and founder of phenomenology Edmund Husserl introduced the very important concept of a “lifeworld” (Lebenswelt), which is a set of arrangements and acts of consciousness that are not subject to logical verification along the lines of subject-matters and phenomena found opposite a person, i.e., objects.26

 The “lifeworld” is contrasted with the “scientific world,” with its conception of what is “real” or “objective,” and what “imaginary” or “subjective,” where consciousness ends and material begins, etc. The “lifeworld” does not know such stringency and simply identifies thought with reality, representations and models with that which actually is. For this reason, the “lifeworld” does not distinguish between a person and that in which he lives, i.e., his surroundings, understanding both one and the other as an integrated whole.


  The “lifeworld” is the only world in which the ethnos lives. Simple society (the koineme) is built precisely in this manner. There are no borders in it between culture and nature, the inner and the outer. A person and his surrounding environment comprise an indissoluble unity, a common “living space.” The “lifeworld” is that floor on which the ethnos dwells. In simple societies, this floor is the sole one; in complex ones, other floors are built on top of it.


  From the point of view of ethnosociology, the identity of the “lifeworld” with the ethnic space is fundamental.27

 


  An Example of the Space of the Ethnos: The Lezghins


  Let us see how this is expressed in practice. We’ll take the contemporary Caucasian ethnos of the Lezghins as our example.


  The Lezghins have their own language, belief in a common origin and shared traditions: we are dealing with a classic ethnos.


  The space in which today’s Lezghins live is from an ethnic point of view something unified (edinoe). It is an accommodating landscape, “native places” for the Lezghins, situated in the mountainous regions of the Caucasus.


  But according to a territorial-political division, the Lezghins today reside partly in Dagestan and partly in Azerbaijan. Dagestan is a subject of the Russian Federation. In Azerbaijan, the Lezghins are citizens of Azerbaijan, subject to its laws and are considered Azerbaijanis from the point of view of the nation. Lezghins living in Dagestan are citizens of Dagestan and accordingly of the Russian Federation. These Lezghins are Russians (by citizenship), the others, Azerbaijanis (by citizenship).


  Legally, Russians (by citizenship), whether they are Lezghins or Great Russians, and Azerbaijanis (by citizenship), whether they are an ethnic majority of Azerbaijanis or ethnic minority, are entirely different categories, which comes about as a result of their being two different sociopolitical organizations, the Azerbaijani and the Russian (i.e. as politico-legal nations, not ethnicities). The legislation of the Russian Federation and of the Republic of Azerbaijan are such that in neither of these countries is it written in the passport of Lezghins that they are Lezghins. It turns out, then, that a Lezghin who lives on one side of the border and his own brother living on the other side of the border are legally members of two different societies and two different political, national, and administrative spaces, while their kinship is not recorded anywhere. One group must know Russian in order to be normal citizens; the other, the Azerbaijani language. Legally the house and lot of one group of Lezghins is anchored to one territorial-administrative unit; the house and lot of the other, to a completely different one. Furthermore, they live according to different laws, in different societies, and in different spaces. The fact that they are Lezghins finds no expression anywhere.


  Nevertheless, outside of direct legal rules and legislations the Lezghins themselves clearly recognize their ethnic unity, their integrity and indivisibility. And the earth on which they live — on both sides of the border — is considered by them as a common earth, as “native places,” the Motherland. Surrounding ethnoses on both the Russian and Azerbaijani sides and in Dagestan also recognize the Lezghins as an ethnic unity, by their silence, and they develop special relations with them and with the territories in which they traditionally dwell.


  Thus, a structured ethnic space is independent of legal, national, and administrative-territorial borders.


  A question arises. If we should want to formalize the Lezghin ethnos, to interpret and describe the structure of Lezghin territories, to which means should we have recourse? The status of the ethnos is not registered in any legislation of the national governments and is not a legal category. But this means that the ethnic space, too, has no legal meaning. Nor is the ethnos (in our case, the Lezghins) a political category. The sole instrument for the description, study and understanding of the ethnos and ethnic spaces is Ethnosociology. No other discipline is able to cope with this problem correctly and by means of a strictly scientific apparatus.




  2. The Fundamental Concepts, Instruments, and Methods of Ethnosociology


  I. The Basic Concepts of Ethnosociology (Types of Society)


  The Concepts and Terms of Ethnosociology


  Ethnosociology operates with a set of specific concepts and terms, which in other contexts, and all the more so in common use, might have an entirely different meaning. Thus, we should emphasize these terminological peculiarities and describe the semantic structure of these basic concepts. Then it will merely be a technical problem to correlate the terms and concepts of ethnosociology with classical sociology and political science. Otherwise, a confusion of concepts might arise.


  In this chapter, we shall describe the basic concepts and terms of ethnosociology and give their definitions.


  The Problem of a Synonymous Set


  Let us begin with the concept of the ethnos, the definition of which we gave in the previous chapter. The definitions of Shirokogoroff and Weber, and also the group of additional examples given, reveal the ethnos as a phenomenon with which Ethnosociology operates. The ethnos understood in this way is a scientific concept. At the same time, this concept has as its referent in the world surrounding us a concrete phenomenon. In other words, the concept of the ethnos is phenomenological and is developed not as an abstraction but as the product of scientific observation, as something derived from the phenomenon itself. In a certain sense the ethnos is an empirical concept. We live in a world in which there are ethnoses and we take them as the basis of our theorization.


  At the same time, in common use, the term “ethnos” is used very loosely: as a synonym of people, peoplehood, the nation, nationality, and race. We add to this the shades of meaning that these words acquire in their translation into European languages. In the last chapter, we listed the set of Greek synonyms of the concept “ethnos”: génos, phylé, démos, laós. Latin gives us two words, populus and natio, from which are formed the majority of the corresponding words of contemporary European languages (the English “people” and “nation,” the French peuple and nation, the Italian popolo and nazione, and the Spanish pueblo and nación, as well as the German Nation, etc.). The synonymy of this set, to which we could add various derivatives, is rather subtle: all its members indicate approximately the same phenomenon, but in each case and in each linguistic context there occurs semantic shifts, which essentially change the meaning of the word. All of this gives rise not only to numerous problems in political journalism, debates, and discussions, where this terminology is employed freely, but also in scientific circles, in particular in sociology, where the meaning of these words is also modified substantially depending on the national context, the school, or even the specific author. Sometimes different phenomena are indicated by the same term; other times, the same phenomenon is given different names.


  The Structure of Basic Ethnosociological Terms and Concepts


  Ethnosociology establishes in its sphere a strict semantic structure and gives each term only one concrete meaning. This allows for the systematization of ethnosociological studies as a whole and gives them the necessary scientific rigor.


  In Ethnosociology, the above-listed synonyms are not synonyms at all. Each word is a term and indicates an entirely distinct phenomenon. Thus, we get a specific ethnosociological taxonomy of social phenomena and a structure, which lies at the basis of the entire discipline.


  The basic concepts of the ethnosociological taxonomy are the following chain:


  Ethnos — narod (the Greek laós, the German Volk) — nation (the Latin natio) — civil society — global society — post-society or post-modern society.


  Each of these concepts has a strictly defined meaning and sense, which does not overlap with any of the others. This chain can be depicted in the form of logical succession, which in the case of Western society coincides on the whole with historical succession:


  Ethnos → narod → nation → civil society → global society → post-society


  In order to elucidate the structure of the ethnosociological method, we should also arrange these concepts hierarchically. But inasmuch as this hierarchy, as we showed in the previous chapter, describes only the degree of complexity of a society and nothing else, it is built on the principle “from simple to complex,” from less differentiated to more differentiated. At the same time, we can describe this hierarchy as a vector directed from the organic and integral to the mechanical, combined, and complex.
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  Figure 3. The main ethnosociological concepts in their hierarchical order.


  Identity and Identification


  For an introduction into the essence of the ethnosociological problematic we offer a preliminary description of the basic ethnosociological concepts, which will be considered in detail in the corresponding chapters and sections of the book.


  It is convenient to do this through a consideration of the way the identity of a society changes during transition from one ethnosociological category to another.


  But first let us define identity and the process of identification.


  Identity is a form of identification of an individual, social group, or entire society with a certain independent structure — whole, collective, or individual. The term “identity” is formed from the Latin pronoun id, “that” (to). Hence the Russian copy “тождество” (tozhdestvo). The “identical” is the “то же (самое),” (we might say the id-enti, the being-that-thing).


  The structure of identity is based on the act of “identification,” i.e., the conscious or unconscious act, in the course of which someone (an individual, group, or society) asserts, “I (we) am that.” In the process of identification there is asserted the content, structure, meaning, and significance of “that” with which the unit identified itself, and through this act the unit that identifies itself with something describes its own content, structure, meaning, and significance. Identity is a property of human consciousness; animals and other forms of life do not know this operation. A bird is a bird, but this fact is not for it a fact of consciousness; a bird does not assert in a voluntary and conscious manner its belonging to the type “bird.” Being a bird, it does not have a “bird identity.” Only man executes an act of identification — first and foremost of self-identification. He determines himself, his being and his meaning through appeal to “that” (id); he invests “that” with content, and directs this content towards himself. He can reflect upon this process or carry it out unconsciously, but in either case, it is consciousness that is active in this process, whether actively (with the involvement of reason), or passively (automatically).


  Ethnic Identification: Do Kamo


  The basic form of collective identity, inherent in all types of societies, from the simplest to the most complex, is ethnic identity. This means that a person answering the question “Who am I?” responds “I am an ethnos.” In this case, the “that” (id) coincides with the concept of the ethnos.


  The peculiarity of ethnic identity is its utter impersonality. In the ethnos, there are organic ties between all members; all share a language, belief in a common origin, and common customs. In the ethnos, the collective identification of all its members with one another and with common (often mythological) ancestors (totems, spirits, chiefs, fetishes, etc.) is so great that the individual principle almost does not exist at all. The ethnos itself as the “that” prevails entirely over all other possible responses to the question “Who am I?” This very question is formulated in the structure of the ethnos as “Who are we?,” and the substance of the answer indicates a sort of all-embracing, indivisible and global whole. This whole is the ethnos.


  Such ethnic identification manifest itself must vividly in some archaic tribes with a very specific, systematic notion of their own beginning. The ethnologist and sociologist Maurice Leenhardt (1878–1954) studied this theme in detail in his famous book dedicated to the phenomenon of Do Kamo.28

 


  Leenhardt studied the Melanesian ethnos of the Kanak in New Caledonia and discovered that among the Kanaks there was no word for the indication of the individual “I.” In different cases when the majority of languages proposes the utterance “I,” “to me,” “mine,” etc., the Melanesians utter Do Kamo, which means “a living being,” “that which lives.” Do Kamo is the person, the group of people, the clan, the fetish-snake on the head gear of the chief, whose wife addresses him also as Do Kamo.


  Then Leenhardt noticed that Melanesian youths never walked around alone, but always in groups. And speaking of themselves, they always appealed to Do Kamo, which indicated their group as a common, indivisible being. Even when they met with girls the Melanesian youths went in small groups, as did the girls. The Kanaks do not have a notion of the individual body; for them the body is the “clothing of Do Kamo.”


  If we were to ask a Melanesian what Do Kamo represents and what he is like “in himself,” he will shrug his shoulders in perplexity. Do Kamo is he who is, he is not explained through anything else. But it is possible to be deprived of Do Kamo. If a person carries out some crime or offence, he is thrown out of the social structure, he loses his status. After this he has no name, no being. This is the most frightening thing for a Melanesian, to become a social outcast, to lose Do Kamo. This is much worse than death, since in the social context a deceased member of society becomes a spirit and continues to live in other parts of the clan; i.e., Do Kamo is preserved. To lose Do Kamo means to disappear without a trace, even if biological individuality still remains.


  In this case by the figure of Do Kamo the tribe of the Kanaks describes the phenomenon of the ethnos, the synthesizing “that” with which they identify themselves. The Melanesian tribe has its name for that which ethnosociology calls the ethnos and ethnic identification.


  The Inner Structure of the Ethnos: Family, Lineage,29

 Clan


  Before we move to more complex types of society than ethnic society, let us consider the structure of the inner core of the ethnos.


  Ethnosociology equates the ethnos with the koineme, since there are no independent societies that might have a scale smaller than the ethnos. But this does not mean that the ethnos has no divisions within itself. It has them, but these divisions — which are various and often placed on top of one another — do not yet form an independent social structure. They always remain part of something else, from which they draw the fundamental paradigms and meanings of their existence. The most minimal form of society is precisely the ethnos, while those parts into which it is divided are not autonomous or self-sufficient; that is to say, they are not full-fledged societies in their own right, but only parts of a larger whole (the ethnos).


  A koineme may have parts and, moreover, must have them, but it is not composed of these parts mechanically. A koineme is holomorphic and holistic in itself, but its inner divisions are properties of its organism.


  Let us take for example the biological structure of a human organism. This organism necessarily has organs, but these organs have meaning only in a whole organism. Independently the organs are not organisms. Parts of the body do not grow from one another, for instance the head from the neck, the neck from the shoulders, etc. They exist all together as the structure of an integrated organism, which lives fully only when all its organs are present.


  It is the same with the ethnos. This is the primary social unit. It is autonomous and vital, but inside of it function various vitally important elements.


  We can distinguish as functional instances in the ethnos the lineage, the clan, and the family.


  There are various taxonomies of the inner segmentation of the ethnos. Thus, L. N. Gumilev distinguishes the “subethnos,” “consortia,” and “convictia.”30

 Certain schools of anthropologists and sociologists make more detailed and nuanced taxonomies, but we will limit ourselves to the most common.


  The most basic social cell of the ethnos is the family, consisting of a husband and a wife, along with their progeny (the nuclear family), and in some cases their parents and relatives (extended family). Family types vary widely: monogamous (one husband, one wife), polygamous (one husband, numerous wives), and polyandrous (one wife, numerous husbands). The types of extended families can also vary widely, depending on where the newly married couple traditionally dwells (in the house/village of the husband’s parents, or with the wife’s parents, etc.).


  The structure of the family in all societies, without exception, is based on an exogamous principle. This is fixed in common for all types of societies by the fundamental socio-generative prohibition of incest, i.e., marriage between the members of one family. We do not know of any societies built on another principle. And partial deviations from this norm are met with only as episodes of social history, most often in specific castes (Egyptian Pharaohs) or specific religious cults (some forms of Iranian Zoroastrianism). We should consider separately levirate and sororate, specific marriage institutions, securing the rights of the remaining brothers to the wife of one of them and the symmetrical right for the husband of one of a number of sisters.


  The exogamous principle of the family assumes the existence of at least two lineages, without which it is not possible. (The Russian word rod corresponds terminologically exactly to the Greek génos and the Latin genus). It is for this reason precisely that the family is not considered the primary cell of society. In order to get one family, it is necessary to have two lineages and an exogamous rule of marriage. But two lineages and the exogamous rule is the minimal format of the ethnos as that instance which precedes both the lineage and the family. A family can be formed only on the basis of two unrelated lineages. This is the absolute law of society as such.


  The family and the lineage are connected by a fundamental regularity, which, according to Lévi-Strauss, comprises the unique figure of each concrete society with all its original cultural characteristics — myths, rites, basic attitudes relating to the surrounding environment, taxonomy of things, social institutions, etc.31

 Lévi-Strauss asserts that in illiterate societies the institution of marriage makes of the basis of “text” and the paradigm of culture. The concrete way in which the problem of the relationship between the family and the lineage is decided, which kinds of marriages are considered permissible and which not, how which lineage one’s progeny belong to is determined (whether by a matrilineal model or a patrilineal one), where a young couple is placed (in the genus of the father — patriarchal model — or in that of the mother — matriarchal model), what norms exist in the relations between brother-in-law and sister-in-law, etc. — all this is the key to the myths and rituals, the philosophy and culture of the ethnos.


  The ethnos as a koineme in its most minimal version consists of two lineages. This duality of lineages comprises the fundamental feature of the ethnos. For this reason, the majority of ethnoses preserve this duality even in the case that the scope of the ethnos is increased. The ethnos is divided into two halves in order to preserve the conditions for exogamy — one
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Figure 4. The structure of kinship in the simplest ethnos.
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Figure 6. Identity in various types of society.


  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Attitude: Ethnic Attitudes
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