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A CA* BOOK REVIEW 

Social Anthropology of Work 

[With the agreement of the publisher, potential reviewers were sent 
copies of Social Anthropology of Work, edited by Sandra Wallman 
(Association of Social Anthropologists Monograph 19; London: 
Academic Press, 1979). The contents of the volume are listed below, 
and following them are reprinted (with the permission of editor and 
publisher) Wallman's preface and introduction; these are followed by 
the reviews received. Further comment is invited.-EDITOR.] 
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PREFACE 

The papers which make up this volume were circulated in draft 
and presented to the A.S.A. Conference 1979, "The Anthro- 
pology of Work". It was held at Derwent College, University 
of York. The local Organiser was Anne Akeroyd. Only one of 
the papers presented is not included: Jonathan Parry's complex 
analysis of the work of funeral priests in Benares will appear 
somewhat later than this volume goes to press. I am grateful 
to the other contributors for making their papers available for 
publication within two months of the conference. The A.S.A. 
now normally aims to produce each monograph within a year 
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of the occasion at which the collection was presented. In this 
case we were concerned to do so for two additional reasons. 
One is that many of these papers constitute reports of work in 
progress which will lose credence and point if too long delayed 
in the pipeline. The other is that there is a marked resurgence 
of popular interest in the topic "work" at this time. While some 
A.S.A. conference topics are esoteric to the profession, others 
are "folk" notions reflecting the concerns of ordinary people 
and, in some historical phases, of politicians and policy makers. 
Work is one of these latter notions and this is one of those 
periods. Discussions of incentives, occupational identity, labour 
organisation, industrial action, unemployment and the "threat" 
of new technology crop up in the mass media as often they do 
in social scientific publications. Various "futures of work" are 
prophesied, some glowing, some gloomy, all of them implying 
change of the present circumstances and of the needs, con- 
straints and opportunities which structure the business of 
livelihood. 

In this sense the question of work has become the stuff of 
political and economic debate-at least in industrial countries, 
and quite often in the so-called "developing world". Closest to 
home, both the recent British election campaign and the 
European parliamentary elections which followed immediately 
after it have been "about" unemployment, pay restraint and 
the ownership of resources on the one hand, and "about" 
national, regional and occupational status on the other. On the 
local level, similar issues arise: the efficiencv of agricultural and 
industrial production and the provision of personal and social 
services seem more and more directly to hinge on questions of 
incentives to work, the just reward for labour, and the scope 
for individual initiative and autonomy in particular work 
processes or in the political economy at large. 

The debate is heated and confused; two fundamental human 
issues are involved. While the preoccupations of work are 
directly concerned with the work of making a living, they are 
indirectly but equally concerned with the work of personal and 
group identity. If these issues loom largest in industrial societies 
it may be only because our habits of self-examination are more 
explicit and our means of communication more elaborated: the 
organisation, the experience and even the classification of work 
are matters of moment to people in a variety of social and 
technological settings. 

This small collection includes examples from pre-industrial, 
industrialising and late industrial "stages of development". 
Because the same problems occur across the range, a com- 
parative analysis of the dimensions of work and of variations 
in the relations between them cannot but be interesting. It may 
even be useful. And if, as social anthropologists, we claim to 
have insights relevant to contemporary social issues, then we 
should not be coy about entering contemporary debate-even 
if with an imperfect script. The mood of the conference was 
exploratory but positive. Accordingly, this volume is offered 
as the preliminary statement of an anthropology of work; the 
final word may follow later. 
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The editorial framework imposed on these separate cases is 
built around two very simple questions. Firstly: what is "work" 
about? Secondly: what does social anthropology have to say 
about it that has not already been said? 

Pursuing the first question, the conference solicited views 
from three widely different other disciplines-biological anthro- 
pology, psychiatry and economics. We are indebted to Geoffrey 
Ainsworth-Harrison, Leonard Fagin and Walter Elkan for 
agreeing to venture across the boundaries of their respective 
disciplines in order to contribute to our professional conference. 
Their respective short statements have served to broaden the 
perspective of our discussions. Certain aspects and anomalies 
of work which arise in the social anthropological contributions 
have been signalled from outside social anthropology; views 
from other disciplines are neither less relevant nor less exotic 
than views from other societies. To counter the argument that 
other practitioners of other professions should also have been 
asked to state their views, we can only state the pragmatic con- 
straints: virtually every academic discipline shows or has 
shown serious interest in the topic; no single conference could 
reasonably hope to cover every aspect. This volume does not 
therefore purport to review the field of work studies or the 
many theoretical issues raised in the literature. The references 
following each contribution do, however, provide specialist 
bibliographies to the subject matter. 

Here it should be noted that the topic is not new to social 
anthropology either. Indeed the 1979 "Work" Conference took 
place forty-seven years after the publication of Audrey Richards' 
classic Hunger and Work ini a Savage Tribe (1932)-one of the 
first of many intricate analyses of work organisation and 
process in non-industrial societies. It may be that this Con- 
ference has extended the anthropological range by including 
industrial societies within the same rubric as the "savage". It 
is this extension which requires us to pose the second of our 
two questions: What does social anthropology have to say 
about work that has not already been said? 

No single answer will speak for the whole discipline, nor even 
for the few cases presented here, but a number of characteristic 
social anthropological approaches can be used, in combination, 
to indicate what a social anthropology of work might be about. 
These are: (i) social anthropologists take a comparative per- 
spective and so recognise that not everyone classifies the same 
world in the same way; (ii) we pay particular attention to con- 
text and to the systematic relation between elements of culture, 
structure and organisation-which is only to sav that we tend 
to ask "what else is happening?" when seeking to understand 
social events; (iii) we are able to visualise the innumerable sub- 
systems of culture, structure and organisation as domains or 
spheres-whether of activity, exchange, or meaning-to which 
particular kinds of resources pertain, and between which they 
can be transposed when conditions are appropriate; and (iv) 
this perception allows us to notice, if not to account for, con- 
tradictions of value, and the ordinary anomalies of ordinary 
life. Because the understanding of Work will be advanced by 
these perspectives, then we may claim to have something useful 
to say about it. 

This volume begins with views of work from biological 
anthropology, psychiatry and economics, then takes up the 
two questions posed here in relation to the social anthro- 
pological contributions which follow. 

INTRODUCTION 

A SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY OF WORK? 

Within any society, "work" has a number of very different 
meanings. When the word is used in English, only the personal 
or professional interests of the speaker provide the gloss. It 
can be analysed in terms of physical transformations, social 

transactions, economic activities or personal identities. For the 
worker himself it is both a psychic necessity and the cause of 
pain and alienation. It makes no sociological sense without 
reference to control and the division of labour, no phvsical 
sense unless the level of technology available for its perfor- 
mance is considered. Across cultures, those activities that are 
called "work" (or by the word which is translated as "work") 
change, and the component parts of work processes appear in 
different combinations and with different significance. A com- 
parative perspective on work must therefore take into account 
not only what is done, how it is done and who does it, but also 
how and by whom it is evaluated. 

In each of these respects, work is "about" control-physical 
and psychological, social and symbolic. The primaeval purpose 
of work is the human need to control nature, to wrest a living 
from it and to impose culture on it. By definition there is no 
social group that does not "work" at this level. Because the 
business of controlling nature is a matter of technical ingenuity, 
it is both eased and complicated by inventions of culture and 
patterns of organisation. The control of nature is therefore 
transposed into a more general need to control the environment 
and the business of livelihood. Central to the rubric of this 
volume is the fact that the working relationship between man 
and nature is never unembroidered and that much of the social- 
cultural embroidery on work tends to be concerned with the 
control of one person or category of people over another- 
whether direct control by means of command over the actions 
of others, or indirect control achieved either by limiting their 
access to resources and benefits (cf. Nadel 1957) or by devaluing 
the resources and benefits which they have. These resources 
may pertain to any or all aspects of work. 

In the loosest possible sense, people can be said to "make" 
others work just as they "work" machines, but the analogy is 
limited by three particular considerations. Firstly, because 
work is "about" social transaction as much as material produc- 
tion. Indeed its significance is more often seen to lie in the 
quality of the rel(tionsh/ips involved in the allocation, production 
or distribution of resources than in the bald facts of material 
survival (Firth 1967:4). Secondly, work controls the identity 
as much as the economy of the worker, whether as an individual 
or as the member of a caste or an occupational group. Being 
(also) a psychological matter, it is both more and less than 
economic activity; however instrumental or impersonal the 
attitude of others to his work, it is, for the worker, a personal 
experience, his relation to the reality in which he lives. At the 
same time it is only a tiny part of the wider processes of the 
environment and must be understood in an economic frame- 
work. We may say that work is "about" the physical and psy- 
chic energy a worker puts into producing, maintaining or con- 
verting economic resources, but that the choices, decisions and 
rewards of the worker are constrained by the logic of the system 
in which he works. Thirdly, the control of work entails not 
only control over the allocation and disposition of resources, 
it implies also control over the values ascribed to each of them: 
Giriama feel in control of the value of wage labour, Melanesians 
of unpaid work (Parkin, Schwimmer, this volume). Classifica- 
tion of the activities and achievements of others is more subtle 
than the physical constraint of their actions, but it is no less 
controlling for that. Most of us are not conscious that we evalu- 
ate the environment within frames we learned from our parents. 
The categories of any culture feel so natural and unquestion- 
able to the "members" of that culture that changes in evalua- 
tion are hard to accept and slow to come about. So it is with 
the meaning of work. We need not only to ask what activities 
are called "work" and how their economic value is computed 
in that setting; we need also to know which forms of work are, 
in that setting, thought to be socia4lly worthy and personally 
fulfilling. 

Criteria of control provide the base for a cross-cultural over- 
view of work, but the comparative perspective does not of 
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itself resolve the anomalies of classification. It has been ob- 
served, for example, that specific hunter-gatherer peoples make 
no distinction between work and non-work activities (Sahlins 
1974). The same may be true of artists (Schwimmer, this vol- 
ume). Concepts of leisure are specific to rare contexts of time 
and place (Parkin, Schwimmer, this volume); and in any 
society the boundaries between work and non-work, or between 
sub-categories of work, are not always drawn in the same place 
or in the same terms (Cohen, Murray, Parkin, Schildkrout, 
Schwimmer, Searle-Chatterjee, this volume). A peasant pauses 
in the hard labour of hoeing to say: "I see no work between 
here and the grave . . ." (Wallman 1969): "work" is what he 
gets paid cash to do (Murray, Parkin, this volume). An actor 
by contrast "rests" between contracts by taking a paid job: 
"It's not work, it's only for money": "work" is what he identi- 
fies with. The Japanese are said to work at leisure and the 
English to play at work. Jogging is work or recreation; some- 
times it is both work and recreation. And three similar questions 
asked of members of the tribe Nacirema would elicit three 
quite different answers: "What's your job?" "What do you 
do?" "What are you into?" Non-member outsiders would not 
even recognise that these questions all apply to work and to 
work of very different sorts. 

It is clear the variation within and across cultures is very 
great. We might choose either to conclude simply that work 
means different things to different people and so to call the 
discussion to a halt (which is what our detractors inside and 
outside the profession probably expect us to do), or to prolong 
it until we have pulled a new and all-purpose definition of work 
out of the cross-cultural hat (which, no doubt, is what our more 
loyal supporters and debating partners would like us to do!). 
Insofar as our professional addition to the debate lies exactly in 
recognising that the world is both simpler and more complex 
than it appears (Firth 1967), neither course is satisfactory. The 
first implies that work is too trivial or too general a notion to 
bother about, or that notions of work are anyway beside the 
point: if all livelihood is controlled by structures of power and 
exploitation-sexual, local or international-then the real 
meaning of work is governed by larger and more inevitable 
processes than those analysed bv the methods of social anthro- 
pology. The second underestimates the complexity of systems 
called work and of the variations in organisation, meaning and 
function that occur from one system of work to another. It 
will be clear to lumpers and splitters, formalists and substan- 
tivists alike that neither stance will, in pure form, solve the 
problems of work. It is heuristically useful instead to proceed 
by compromise. If we can first chart the elements involved, 
one layer at a time, we can then attempt to monitor the rela- 
tions between them. It is in terms of the relations between con- 
stituent dimensions of systems of work that social anthropology 
is most likely to inform both the practical and the theoretical 
issues. 

In the following discussion the order in which the dimensions 
of work are mentioned should not be read as a ranking of their 
importance; each depends on every other. The final section 
deals explicitly with the multilineality of relations between 
them. 

ENERGY 

Work is the application of human energy to things, which 
application converts, maintains, or adds value to the worker, 
the thing worked on, and the system in which the work is per- 
formed. This physical definition can deal with the work of 
economic sectors and occupational groups as much as with 
individual workers. It could even be made to take in the work 
of managers, brokers, intermediaries, artists, ritual specialists 
-all those whose work cannot be measured by its material 
product or "use value" (Firth, this volume). In physiological 
terms, each is expending energy and is therefore altered by the 
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work effort; even psychic energy burns calories (Harrison, this 
volume). And if "the thing worked on" can be read to include 
non-material resources (institutions, symbols, information), 
then all svstems of work are energy systems. At a base line, 
this must be correct. But work can never be understood as a 
mechanical function of energy expenditure: human work is 
energy directed to more or less explicit goals. 

INCENTIVE 

In Tikopia as in business economics an element of purpose is 
contained in the simplest definition of work: work is the ex- 
penditure of human energy, to accomplish ends, with some 
sacrifice of comfort and leisure (Firth, this volume). We can 
agree, however, that the ends or objectives of work vary. 
Despite the heat generated by wage bargaining in democratic 
industrial systems, few would seriously argue that the maxi- 
misation of money or other material gain is the sole form of 
rational economic behaviour or the only incentive to effort. 
By the same token, work is not only "economic" activity: it 
has more "reasons" than that. "Work is at one time an eco- 
nomic, political and religious act, and [it] is experienced as 
such" (Godelier 1972:266). 

Incentives to work are embedded in a total set of norms. 
There is, in real life, relatively little autonomy for economic 
objectives, or for economic criteria of evaluation alone. Eco- 
nomic purposes are "hemmed in by the social prescription of 
means and ends", by other-than-economic assessments of what 
is and should be happening-although in industrial society, 
in particular spheres of economic activity, the social is said to 
be kept out of account (Cohen 1967:112-13). It is hard to 
accept that this could ever be so. Studies of "informal" orga- 
nisation within "formal" institutions demonstrate that social, 
symbolic, existential or "non-economic" purposes are essential 
parts of their operation. The most rational and impersonal 
bureaucratic procedures always leave room for particularistic 
criteria and often depend on personal relationships (Wadel, 
this volume. See also Flett 1979). Strike action is as often about 
the dignity of working conditions as it is about wage rates; 
some people go into factory work "only" because it is more 
sociable than being in an office or at home, or because they 
want to be with their friends (see, e.g., Klein 1976; Beynon 
and Blackburn 1972; Saifullah Khan 1979). In this latter 
respect at least, the incentives of industrial workers are not 
unlike those of Melanesian gardeners (cf. Schwimmer, this 
volume). Certainly the most serious implications of "the 
silicone chip revolution", human redundancy and unemploy- 
ment in industrial process are not the narrowly economic 
(Harrison 1976; Marsden and Duff 1975). But because the 
dominant definitions of this society equate "work" with a job 
in the formal economy (Elkan, this volume), the question 
"What is work about?" can be approached by asking what it 
means to be unemployed (Fagin, this volume). If we visualise 
a circumstance in which the State (or the extended family) 
pays the basic bills so that the absence of a job has no monetary 
implications, we may then begin to see other-than-economic 
incentives in perspective; to know what work apart from a job 
is necessary to livelihood. The "work" of maintaining social 
status and personal esteem is most often reported as para- 
mount, whether the focus is on authority within the family or 
credibility in the community (Fagin, Wadel, this volume; 
Wadel 1973). The incentive to regain formal employment is 
hard to distinguish from a pressing need to put structure and 
purpose back into everyday life (see Time, Identity, below). 

Incentives to employment, however they are distinguished 
from incentives to work, are not the same for everyone: formal 
employment means quite different things in different settings. 
The job comes closest to being an end in itself in those rare 
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cases where people are paid to do what they would do "at 
leisure"-i.e., if they could choose. Usually it is experienced as 
a means to other ends, at least until the job is lost. And as the 
ends of employment vary, so do incentives to it. Both Giriama 
and Basotho people migrate to wage work to meet an immedi- 
ate need for cash. But the former see "a job" as a means to 
better control over the uncertainties of the future (Parkin, this 
volume), the latter use it to shore up the traditional system at 
home (Murray, this volume). Whalsay islanders are markedly 
more affluent than Basotho but express similar incentives to 
wage work: it allows them to continue the now uneconomic 
traditions of crofting (Cohen, this volume). Similarly, young 
Moslem girls in one part of Kano work as street or market 
traders for the explicit purpose of making money, but the in- 
centive to their doing so is the desire to accumulate the dowry 
to make a good marriage. Moslem girls in another part of the 
same town use a different means to the same end: they stay 
out of the public arena and work at getting educated (Schild- 
krout, this volume). 

The incentive to take up a particular kind of work or even 
to work at all has a logic distinct from incentives to working 
well. Most obviously, people are inspired to make the extra 
effort necessary for a better performance by the promise of 
extra reward. It need not of course be material reward: in 
industrial society personal satisfaction is said to be better than 
money in the bank. In many economies as well as in societies 
where money values are beside the point-either because there 
is no currency or because money is used only in very limited 
spheres of life-the incentive to a specially good performance 
or product may be its extra value in use or in direct exchange, 
but it is probably as often the kudos or "differentials" gained 
from special skill or the satisfaction of having created some- 
thing with which one is quite simply proud to be identified 
(Firth, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume). 

Questions about incentive are usually of the kind: How can 
people be persuaded to work? What gives them the incentive 
to work especially well at particular tasks and to take pride 
in the work they do? How is work to be rewarded when sub- 
sistence is anyway assured-whether because nature provides 
warmth and fish and fruit, or because a reasonable minimum 
wage is guaranteed by an affluent state? Incentives to work 
are built up of the dimensions of work itemised in the sections 
following. They depend particularly on the complex relations 
between resources, values and identity structure. But the really 
interesting question turns the problem of incentives around: 
How come people tend to work as much or as little when they 
are not forced to as when they are? 

RESOURCES 

Even a job in the formal economy of an industrial society has 
other than monetary value and implications for other than 
formal economic activity (Elkan, this volume). Other-than- 
economic resources are a necessary part of getting and perform- 
ing a job; other-than-economic criteria will be used in the 
worker's (and in society's) assessment of how good that job is 
(Beynon and Blackburn 1972; Klein 1976; Terkel 1977; Willis 
1977). 

By the same token, the loss of any work may cause the loss 
of necessary non-economic resources, notably of identity, status 
and the structure of time (Jahoda, Lazarsfeld, and Zeisel 1972; 
Wadel 1973). It is bound to entail changes in the way those 
resources are managed. Consider: when people of working age 
in a wage economy are not "at work", what are they doing 
instead? Improving their property or their minds? Looking 
for or travelling to formal employment? Living off the land 
and barter? Watching television or tending the garden? Baking 
bread or finding out where to buy it? Relating to their children? 
Dealing with the bureaucrats that give them unemployment 
benefit (Wadel, this volume)? How far do segments of a single 

population differ in these respects (Gershuny 1978)? Does it 
mean the same to be out of a job in the 1970s as it did in the 
1930s? 

We can begin to assess "what they are doing instead" if it is 
recognised that both in and outside the formal economy, work 
is the performance of necessary tasks, and the production of 
necessary values-moral as well as economic. The task of 
meeting obligations, securing identity, status and structure, 
are as fundamental to livelihood as bread and shelter. On this 
basis, work may be defined as the production, management or 
conversion of the resources necessary to livelihood-"the sum 
total of capital, skills and social claims" (Frankenburg re: 
Barth 1966). These will vary according to environment and 
technology and, of course, according to what is regarded as 
"necessary": the notion presents the same difficulty as Malin- 
owski's "basic needs". But for the moment let us assume the 
necessary resources to be six: the classical trio, Land, Labour 
and Capital (or their equivalents) are joined by Time, Informa- 
tion and Identity. Each can be used for or converted into the 
other. Work is then not only "about" the production of material 
goods, money transactions and the need to grow food and to 
cook the family dinner. It must equally be "about" the owner- 
ship and circulation of information, the playing of roles, the 
symbolic affirmation of personal significance and group identity 
-and the relation of each of these to the other. 

VALUE 

Each system of work involves the management of resources 
and the ascription of value to those resources. These two 
processes are ultimately what work is about. Its value may be 
assessed in social, personal or economic terms and measured 
by moral or material criteria. Nor are the weights of these 
values fixed: the relative value of any resource depends on what 
it is being measured against; its converted value on the techni- 
cal processes applied to it; its added or "surplus value" on the 
structure and state of the market (see Firth, this volume). 
None of these value dimensions is autonomous: in any one 
system, the value of particular forms or aspects of work, even 
of work itself, depends on other elements in that system. This 
is as true for individuals as for social forms. The extent to 
which a person values one kind of work above another de- 
pends not only on the values of the society in which he lives, 
but on other things happening at the time-other options, 
other constraints, other obligations. The evaluation of work 
therefore changes with historical and social context but also 
with personal circumstances. It is necessary to be clear whose 
evaluation is at issue, the context to which it pertains, what 
kind of evaluation it is-whether the criteria used are economic 
or social or personal, and what dimension of work is the focal 
point of assessment. 

Even from the limited evidence of this volume it is obvious 
that the variation of value across cultures is very great and 
that both the concept and the value of work change with 
historical, technical and social process in particular cultures 
(Cohen, Firth, Gudeman, Parkin, G. Mars, Ortiz, Schwimmer, 
Searle-Chatterjee, this volume). Changes in the relations, the 
means and the techniques of production and distribution affect 
relations between worker and work, worker and product, skill 
and status, means and ends, incentive and effort "on the 
ground", and must affect the organisation and evaluation of 
various forms of livelihood (Wadel, this volume). 

But the evaluation of work will vary within one culture at a 
single point in history as well as between cultural systems. A 
number of reasons for internal variation can be designated. 
Firstly, whatever the central measure of work, the assessment 
of efficiency, productivity, worthiness, value itself, must de- 
pend on where, in any system, the actor sits. This is most 
obviously crucial because structural or status position governs 
the resources at his/her disposal. It is also crucial because the 
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assessment of values is an assessment of relative worth. The 
value that I put upon my work is in some part a function of 
what else I could be doing; what I see others doing; what I 
expected to be doing at or by this time; what I expect to do 
next year; whether my position has changed and whether that 
change is for the better (Harrison, Fagin, this volume; Wall- 
man 1977, 1979a); whether I am prepared to sweat for the 
sake of my own or my children's future benefit or I must have 
my returns now (compare, e.g., Kosmin 1979 with Willis 1977). 
Migrants in any system are said to work harder and to put up 
with conditions that no indigenous worker would tolerate, 
exactly because they tend to be future oriented and to see con- 
ditions "away", however inhospitable, as somehow better than 
conditions at home (Murray, Parkin, this volume; Wallman 
1979b). All these values are governed by other things happen- 
ing, or more directly, by what particular categories of people 
know about or think about what is happening. The (relative) 
value of work is therefore a function of its opportunity costs. 
What am I giving up to achieve this end? And of its alternative 
costs. How else could I achieve it? Could anyone else do it for 
me? One recent study used this last notion as the defining 
feature of work itself. It is called "the third person criterion": 
if I could pay someone else to do this task, then this is work ... 
(Hawlyryshyn 1978). This definition does not fit the frame of 
this volume, but it does indicate that, insofar as the value of 
work depends on what else one could be doing, it is a function 
of information systems and creative imagination as well as of 
the strictures of power and competition (Gudeman, Loudon, 
this volume). 

Secondly, endogenous valuations of work will vary because 
work is not always assessed by comparable elements in the 
work process. This may be because not all the possible dimen- 
sions pertain to every kind of work-certainly not to all 
"occupations": most work can be assessed by the value of its 
product, but the products of social workers, service employees 
and politicians are always intangible and commonly without 
cultural definition. These products in effect depend on a 
recipient client in order to exist at all: in a system of work in 
which a person qua client is "the thing worked on", the value 
of the work depends not only on the client's assessment of its 
success, but even more fundamentally on his playing of the 
client's role (Fred, G. Mars, L. Mars, Wadel, this volume). 
Sometimes one dimension of work is subsumed in or identified 
with another (Gudeman, this volume). Some evaluations, ap- 
parently for no systematic reason, focus on one aspect of work 
to the exclusion of others-on the performance rather than 
the product; on the product's beauty or efficiency rather than 
on the time or the energy invested in its making (compare 
Ortiz, Schwimmer with Harrison, all this volume). 

Thirdly, work is, even in a single culture, not always evalu- 
ated by the same criteria. This may be because the different 
kinds of work are so unlike: subsistence work and social work, 
artistic work and drudgery, marriage and management are 
comparable but not similar activities. More important, the 
ordinary anomalies of the system can only be made tolerable 
by the shifting of values. This can be achieved by denying the 
moral contradictions of everyday life and concentrating on the 
"higher" and more cohesive values of ideology or tradition 
(Cohen, Gudeman, Loudon, Schildkrout, this volume). Some- 
times contradictions are built into the organisation of the work 
process itself and the shift of values occurs in a tidy cycle over 
predictable periods of time (G. Mars, L. Mars, this volume). 
Since different kinds of value pertain to different contexts, 
contradictions are resolved to the extent that the context of 
valuation can be clearly bounded and held distinct. There are 
numerous cases in which economically worthless work is per- 
sonally highly valued (Cohen, Schwimmer, this volume), or 
socially despised tasks are a source of personal pride and 
identity (Searle-Chatterjee, this volume). Similarly the fact 
that works of art and ritual performances are neither useful 
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nor negotiable in exchange does not preclude their being of 
immense personal or social worth (Murray, Schwimmer, this 
volume). 

TIME 

The concept and value of work vary according to when it is 
done: "overtime" can be paid at the value of "time-and-a-half" 
only if it has been agreed that a specific quantity of time is 
worth more at particular moments in the daily, weekly or 
annual cycles (L. Mars, this volume). On a different time di- 
mension, personal age or "time of life" is pertinent too, in two 
respects. One is that some tasks become easier with experience, 
others harder with age; it was observed in the conference dis- 
cussion that activities designated pleasure and play in youth 
may turn, in time, into laborious obligations. The other is that 
the perception of amounts of time and so of time cost is not 
consistent throughout a lifetime: a young child feels the year 
between Christmases like a century; his grandmother insists 
that "the days drag and the years fly". The difference is due 
in some part to changes in biological process, but it must also 
reflect patterns of livelihood. In some cultures, at least in the 
performance of some tasks, no time cost is computed-i.e., 
time, as such, appears to have no value (Schwimmer, this vol- 
ume. See also Wallman 1965, 1969). From this perspective the 
scope for using time as a measure of value in economic spheres 
without a money currency is very limited (see Belshaw 1954, 
and the discussion in Firth, this volume). Even where money 
values pertain, time and money belong to different work 
equations: work structures time; money rewards (some) work. 
Remember the unemployed man in Marienthal in the 1930s 
whose dav had no time structure and so was "empty". Remem- 
ber too that he reported talking to his wife as an obligation, 
along with waking his children for school, fetching wood and 
eating a midday meal (Jahoda, Lazarsfeld, and Zeisel 1972:68). 
It is as though, in the absence of formal employment, other 
activities took up the function of giving shape and purpose to 
his day-they "became work"-although not in this case 
satisfying work. We could argue that they already were "work" 
on the grounds that they were necessary to livelihood, but 
Wadel has demonstrated (this volume) that while the value of 
even the most essential tasks remains unacknowledged, "hid- 
den", those tasks will not be dignified by the status of work 
and their performance will score no points, neither social nor 
existential, for the worker. We might also ask how and how far 
the various activities of livelihood can be computed along a 
single time dimension. Does less time spent at one mean more 
time available for another? How elastic is the time curve? Does 
the unemployed man at home in fact spend more time tending 
the garden or relating to his wife and children than he did 
when he had a job which kept him out of the house all day 
(Fagin, this volume)? 

Levels of energy govern both the perception and the pro- 
ductivity of time. These are not strictly a matter of kilocalories 
or kilojoules (pace Harrison, this volume). Consider: when my 
partner is away for days or weeks I have many more household 
tasks to perform. Logically, I must be "spending" his share of 
task time as well as my own. But if he is absent I can spend no 
time at the work of relating to him. The balance of the day's 
work is therefore altered-more household tasks, less affective 
energy. The number of working hours in the day is not signifi- 
cantly changed. Do I spend more or less energy than usual? 
Do I have more or less to spend? At what point is the lack of 
emotional re-charge reflected in overt energy levels? 

Ideally, if we want to know the relation between time and 
work we should know not only who does which necessary tasks 
and how long each takes, but also who chats to whom; how 
much time each parent spends (or thinks it spends?) with its 
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partner, with each child ... While X was doing the cooking 
or tending the garden, what else was happening (Schwimmer, 
this volume). It is not hard to ask an informant who plants the 
yams and who tends the garden. Should we not ask also who 
else was at home and what they were doing at that time? and 
was anyone else in the garden, not helping with hoeing, but 
relating to the gardener (Cohen, Firth, Loudon, Murray, 
Wadel, this volume)? 

Work in a sociable atmosphere or work which, while accom- 
plishing economically necessary tasks, also fulfills specific social 
obligations-what Murray (this volume) has called "the work 
of custom" -is in some languages distinguished from work 
which has no explicit social dimension (e.g., Ortiz, this volume). 
Perhaps the distinction signifies that the time spent on such 
work is doubly valuable, much as the French talk of industrial 
overtime as extra quality time because it occurs in what should 
be social periods (Grillo, personal communication), and shift 
workers have peculiar wage rates to compensate for "unsocial" 
hours-i.e., for timetables of work which disrupt normal social 
life-although there is evidence that shiftwork timetables 
actually increase the "social" options of some categories of 
shiftworker (Clark 1979b). Clearly the social debits and credits 
accruing to time spent in particular forms of work alter the 
value of that time and so the value of the work itself. 

PLACE 

Similarly it often matters very much where work is done. In 
some cases the work is so closely identified with a particular 
place that the place becomes the means of its performance 
(Gudeman, Cohen, this volume). In others it is the purposes 
or the technicalities of the work process which require particular 
kinds of setting: dockers need ports (G. Mars, L. Mars, this 
volume), bureaucrats need offices (Fred, this volume), farm 
labourers farms (Loudon), market vendors markets (Schild- 
krout) and migrant wage workers need industries to migrate 
to (Murray, Parkin, this volume). In this sense some places 
are peripheral to the market nexus, although of course the true 
measure of peripherality to any system is a measure of distance 
from the centre of power (Murray, this volume). Sometimes 
the jural right to work is restricted to particular places (Loudon, 
Searle-Chatterjee, this volume), but legislation is not always a 
necessary condition of labour immobility: workers made re- 
dundant by the closing of mines or plants in one part of Britain 
are often fiercely reluctant to move to work-even the same 
work-offered elsewhere. In Melanesia, people are paid to do 
work outside the village which they are not paid to do in it, 
but work outside they do not control and cannot identify with 
(Schwimmer, this volume. See Identity and Alienation below). 

The most common evaluation of work by the place in which 
it is done pertains to the place in whicn women most often 
work, whether in "traditional" or "'modern" societies: home- 
centred work, household production and housework are defined 
by the place of performance and are economically undervalued, 
sometimes given no formal economic value at all (Murray, 
Schildkrout, Wade], this volume. See also Gershuny 1978). 
The same work performed outside the home is evaluated quite 
differently. Outworkers or home-workers are invariably paid 
below factory rates for doing essentially the same as factory 
work, yet for some the lower money returns of their work are 
more than compensated by social or cultural advantages accru- 
ing to staying at home (Saifullah Khan 1979). The fact that 
work is done outside one's own home also makes a difference to 
its value, even to the criteria by which it is evaluated. In this 
society cleaning and caring done by a woman in her own home 
are not formally paid tasks because they are not, in the terms 
of this society, "economic" (Wadel, this volume). The same 
tasks performed in someone else's home are evaluated like 
work done in a public institution. Similarly, Italian women 
find the political work that they do in other women's homes 

existentially more valuable than in their own (Piccone-Stella, 
personal communication). 

PERSON 

In the latter example most cogently it can be seen that the 
value of work also varies with the person of the worker. Some 
work is more highly valued when performed by one category 
of person than by another. It should go without saying that 
this is not always because the performance of the work, the 
quality of the product or the amount of time and energy in- 
vested in it differ (see Harrison's reference to Brooke Thomas, 
this volume). It is more often the (relative) value imputed to 
the worker which governs the (exchange) value attributed to 
the work (Firth, Loudon, Murray, Searle-Chatterjee, Schild- 
krout, this volume). Some work is appropriate only to particular 
kinds of people, either because the "real" requirements of its 
performance demand strengths, skills or talents that only they 
have, or because it is restricted by custom, by right or by 
obligation to particular social categories. 

Specialisation on any basis is both a bind and a privilege. 
The right to work at a particular task fixes both identity and 
livelihood-however lowly the task or meagre the livelihood 
it provides. Two effects follow. One: a person identified with 
or by a particular kind of work cannot lose or change it without 
loss of social and psychic esteem. Both the reluctance of 
workers made redundant by changes in industrial process to 
re-train into other jobs of equal status and difficulty, and the 
existential trauma of retirement, whether from professional 
employment or agricultural labour, show this very clearly. 
Two: if no one else may or can do my work then I must. Ex- 
clusive right is also biending obligation. However exalted the 
work and the position of the worker in any hierarchy, this 
paradox of specialisation pertains. It is particularly important 
because readily overlooked as an aspect of the work of indi- 
viduals or status groups at the top of hierarchies of privilege 
or power, and in the analysis of exploitation. In this volume, 
its effect is explicit in two discussions of the work roles of tradi- 
tional rulers (Firth, Schwimmer, this volume) and in a sensitive 
and controversial exposition of relations between white farmers 
and black farm labourers in South Africa (Loudon, this 
volume). 

People can be specialised into forms of work by very different 
criteria. Specialisation on the basis of physical characteristics 
like sex (see Murray, Parkin, Schildkrout, this volume, and 
the extensive literature on the position of women), age (Schild- 
krout, this volume. See also La Fontaine 1978), and nationality, 
"race") or caste (Fred, Loudon, Murray, Searle-Chatterjee, this 
volume) seems most fundamental: specialisation or discrimina- 
tion on these bases is indeed justified by "natural" laws of 
ability and appropriateness. But since much of the significance 
of physical characteristics is a function of the social status 
ascribed to them, changes in their significance do occur (as 
Wallman 1979a, 1978)-even to the extent that, in some con- 
texts of time and place, they count for nothing. They tend 
nonetheless to govern patterns of access to work: status as- 
cribed by inheritance of one kind or another facilitates or 
restricts access to capital means of production (Cohen, Gude- 
man, Loudon, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume); to information 
essential to the getting or the performance of work (Fred, 
Gudeman, Loudon, G. Mars, L. Mars); to the necessary skills 
-whatever combination of training or talent they represent 
(Firth, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume); and even to work 
itself (Loudon, Murray, Searle-Chatterjee, Schildkrout, this 
volume). 

The "causes" of a specialised division of labour are neither 
plain nor autonomous, but three degrees of constraint can be 
distinguished for the sake of analykis. The most stringent we 
may call specialisation by decree. Examples of this are less com- 
mon than in previous centuries, but they are not made less 
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appalling by anachronism. The conference included two papers 
dealing with different aspects of apartheid job reservation in 
southern Africa (Loudon, Murray, this volume) and two on 
the hereditary restrictions of caste in India (Parry, forthcoming; 
Searle-Chatterjee, this volume). These four cases demonstrate 
anomalies of hierarchv which call into question the possibility 
of the total constraint of work by decree, but the lack of flexi- 
bility in the formal structure of work is in all of them indis- 
putable; it is outside or in cracks within the formal structure 
that individuals or groups find room for "informal" manoeuvre 
(Wallman 1979b). (Formal economics, we may note, does not 
or cannot adequately deal with systems of work that are not 
part of formal economic organisation. See Elkan, this volume). 
It might be expected that specialisation by custom would give 
the individual worker more scope, but in fact it does not. In 
the cogent case of women's work: even in settings which do not 
legislate against women in politics, banking or engineering, or 
forbid by decree their handling cattle, ploughing fields or 
slaughtering animals, social (or socio-biological?) forces desig- 
nate categories of "women's work" and assume it specialised 
to women whatever the empirical evidence to the contrary. 
By a similar logic, when work which falls outside the customary 
frame of women's work is done by women, either the work or 
the sex of the worker can be conceptually and politically 
invisible (Murray, Parkin, Schildkrout, Searle-Chatterjee, 
Wadel, this volume. See also Wallman 1978). Given the power 
of custom and practice, the notion of specialisation by choice 
rings a trifle hollow. Nevertheless it is clear that individuals 
do choose the work they do, however limited the options open 
to them. They certainly can choose how well they do it (Cohen, 
Firth, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume) and how closely they 
identify with it (see Identity, below). The way in which a 
whole category of people becomes "by choice" specialised is 
less clear. Can we say that American blacks "chose" to become 
specialised as musicians and sportsmen? No measure of choice 
makes anthropological sense without reference to those ele- 
ments of the social system which structure its scope. 

TECHNOLOGY 

The division of labour concept is useful to us only if we give 
it a time dimension, and if we recognise that labour is an 
expenditure of time and energy on all kinds of work-instru- 
mental, social, symbolic, existential. Similarly a realistic assess- 
ment of the time values of work cannot be made without 
reference to the technology used in the performance of that 
work. This technology counts in a number of ways. The most 
obvious is the crudely instrumental: tools extend the efficiency 
or the energy of the worker; the better the tools the better the 
performance. A given piece of work done by hand costs so much 
time and energy, although these costs vary with the strength 
and the skill of the worker (Harrison, this volume). If a machine 
is bought to do the same task, (some) human energy is re- 
placed by machine energy and the input of time is reduced. 
The scope for conversions of this sort is by definition extended 
by "advances" in technology, but it is not easy to calculate, 
even in a money economy. The debate between economists 
concerned to distinguish proportions of time and money spent 
on services rather than goods and on goods that are bought to 
replace services, and to use the ratios as indicators of "the 
future of work" in industrial society makes the difficulty plain 
(Gershuny 1978). In this line of argument the discussion of 
technology merges with the discussion of opportunity costs. 
It is not unreasonable to assume either that the first-level 
explanation of any form of work (as of any other activity) lies 
in the relative costs and benefits of alternative forms (as Harris 
1979) or that people will choose to do or to use what they 
think is best for them out of the options available at the time 
(as Barth 1966), but it should be noted that these arguments 
are circular unless dimensions of value are inserted (Paine 
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1974). What, otherwise, is the measure of "appropriate" 
technology? 

Whether for this reason or by coincidence, none of the papers 
submitted to the A.S.A. Conference and presented in this 
volume makes technology central to the analysis of work: there 
is more frequent reference to the relations than to the means 
of production (but see Firth, Gudeman, Ortiz, Searle-Chatterjee 
Schwimmer, this volume). Where objects of technology are at 
issue it is implied that they are not simply instruments of pro- 
duction or tools of work. Other meanings are ascribed to them: 
they have other uses. People define themselves as owners of 
particular tools or types of tool and they may identify with 
material items or technical processes as strongly as they do 
with places or people (Cohen, Gudeman, G. Mars, L. Mars, 
Ortiz, Searle-Chatterjee, this volume). Objections to changes 
in technology are not therefore explained by the fear of re- 
dundancy alone. A change in the technology used at work may 
constitute a change in and so a threat to the concept of self. 
Conversely people are not only "social" resources or the focus 
of affect in work svstems. Exploitation consists in making 
people stand in for instruments in the production of "use 
values" (Firth, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume). Where the 
worker is converted into an item of technology, he can be said 
to be totally alienated from the work he does. 

IDENTITY AND ALIENATION 

The extent of individual or group identification with one kind 
of work or one aspect of work rather than another ultimately 
depends on the structure and the values of the society of which 
that work is a part. Since the social system is in process, so 
must be the identitv investment in work. Some changes in 
identity patterns occur through historical time, usually follow- 
ing developmental changes in technology or organisation such 
that the economic value of particular forms of work is altered. 
Often there is a lag in the change. People may find the new 
forms threatening and so continue to identify with work that 
has lost economic significance (Cohen, this volume; Wallman 
1977). Sometimes the significance of new forms of work is 
"hidden" by a general unwillingness to recognise that change 
has occurred (Wadel, this volume), or obscured by lack of 
definition (Fred, this volume): either way, such work will 
probably not "satisfy" the worker. The "identity crisis" of 
service workers whose economic role in late industrial societies 
has increased enormously over the last few years is a useful 
case in point. 

Historical development apart, patterns of identification with 
work shift with changes in situation or circumstance. Total and 
unwavering identification with one kind of work must be rare, 
even for people whose caste identity might be expected to 
dominate their lives (as Parry, forthcoming; Searle-Chatterjee, 
this volume), or whose formal work obligations tend towards 
obsessive (Fred, Loudon, G. Mars, L. Mars, this volume). 
Where "over-identification" occurs in industrial society it is 
diagnosed as pathology: anyone too closely identified with 
work is "workaholic", bound to be neglecting other obligations 
(Wadel, this volume), and probably suffering from stress 
(Harrison, this volume). The normal balance in any society 
would seem to be a spread of identity investment across all of 
livelihood so that each role gets and gives its due. Very likely 
the balance is easier to maintain in those settings-usually 
small-scale but not necessarily rural-in which role frames tend 
to be overlaid and relationships "multiplex": a person brings 
all his identities to bear in each context, or finds them made 
relevant by others who "know all about him" willy-nilly (Firth, 
Gudeman, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume). In such settings 
the likelihood of anomie is remote; so is total identification with 
a single work role. 
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The reverse of identification with work or aspects of the 
work process is alienation from it (Schwimmer, this volume). 
Just as complete identification is unlikely, so is total alienation: 
logically it would mean the worker being-not just being 
treated like-a machine. Degrees of alienation are greatest 
where the worker has negligible control over the value and the 
disposition of his product, least where he initiates the work 
effort, organises time, place, person-all the elements of the 
work process, and can identify with the product and the values 
of the product. 

The relationship of the worker to the product is most often 
used to assess the extent of his identification/alienation with 
work. The product, in effect, is a projection of the self, its 
value an extension of the value of the worker. If the product 
is taken from him, he loses part of himself and is presumably 
diminished unless that value is returned, perhaps in some other 
form, in exchange, or is replaced bv the satisfaction of using it, 
or using it up (Firth, Ortiz, Schwimmer, this volume). It is 
difficult to generalise with any conviction since it is seldom 
clear how use value and exchange value are to be distinguished 
and who gets which (Firth, this volume); or which value the 
worker-as-producer is identifying with or alienated from 
(Schwimmer, this volume). Nor is it easy to say how far the 
value of the product is self-projected and independent of the 
assessments of others (Schwimmer, Wadel, this volume). It 
seems to matter whether the product is consumed directly or 
recycled in distribution-both for dock worker trade unionists 
(G. Mars, this volume), and for funeral priests in Benares 
(Parry, forthcoming). Perhaps it matters whether it is to be 
used for subsistence or for ceremony, at least to the extent that 
the worker may identify with more immediate returns if he is 
producing food for himself and his family and more deferred 
returns if he is producing it to placate the Gods. Murray (this 
volume) argues that so firm a distinction cannot be made 
since the two kinds of work are closely integrated, but whatever 
the analytic evidence it is likely that the worker identifies with 
one aspect over another in the course of any one transaction: 
however hard the early Protestants worked in this world, they 
identified with or were said to identify with the value of the 
reward they could expect in the next. 

In all these cases the character of the product is important. 
Is it efficient or only beautiful? A work of art has no value in 
use and often as little in exchange, yet the artist identifies and 
is identified more strongly with his product than the producer 
of much more "valuable" items. Is the product tangible at all? 
The product of many kinds of work, even work in the narrow 
sense of occupation, is ephemeral. This is true of all services, 
brokerage and management, and of academic or intellectual 
pursuits (Piccone-Stella 1969; see also Schwimmer, this vol- 
ume). The worker must therefore be identified with or alienated 
from other dimensions of the work process-with the personal 
satisfaction or the social rewards he gets for performing. Still 
he has no control over the value of such work; it cannot be 
self-projected because it depends on the evaluations of clients, 
audiences, customers. It is their work (Wadel, this volume). 
Perhaps for this reason those whose product is not subject to 
standardised evaluations are most likely to feel ambivalent 
about identifying with the work they do, or with social assess- 
ment of it (Fred, Loudon, Schwimmer, Wadel, this volume). 

An alternative may be to identify with a generalised status 
or lifestyle: the efforts of white-collar workers to preserve 
differentials of salary and patterns of consumption are made 
unusually desperate by the fact that their occupations have no 
explicit locus of identity. In the terms of this volume, they 
(therefore) identify more importantly with other kinds of work 
(Wadel, this volume). A similar adaptation would be one of 
the better possible outcomes of a future without jobs; there is 
no reason why the jobless could not build integrity and identity 
on the work of running a family and participating in com- 
munity life, once these kinds of work were recognised to be 

socially and economically valuable. There is already massive 
evidence to show that some forms of "informal" economic 
activity fulfil these functions for some people (Elkan, this 
volume). 

The individual can identify with a particular domain or 
sphere of livelihood and minimise or deny his investment in 
others; and he can shift his identity investment from one 
domain to the other according to the relative value of each, 
and to the opportunities and constraints of circumstance. The 
shift is easiest in "complex" industrial society where the do- 
mains of livelihood are curiously discrete. But each needs 
"work" if the composite identity structure of the individual 
is to be sustained: occupational status is not ascribed, it must 
be "achieved"; marriage must be "worked at"; concern should 
be "demonstrated". On the other hand, alienation in one sphere 
need not tarnish identitv in another. An explicit illustration of 
this comes from a study of bread salesmen who "fiddle" on the 
job: ". . . what they do and how they feel at work has no 
relevance to the 'real me' that is constructed out of working 
hours" (Ditton 1977: 118). 

Finally, the worker may identify with one dimension of the 
work which becomes for him its defining feature. Thus: Mel- 
anesians prefer to work "for nothing" in the village to doing 
exactly the same work "for money" outside: the work is de- 
fined by the place in which it is done (Schwimmer, this volume). 
Panamanian shifting cultivators (in one phase) identified pieces 
of land with the person who worked them and accordingly 
identified themselves with the means of production (Gudeman, 
this volume). Giriama fishermen, defining themselves in rela- 
tion not to fishing but to wage work, identify with the pre- 
dictability of cash returns as though the wages as such are 
their product and the locus of their identity (Parkin, this 
volume). And sweeping in Benares is only polluting if it is done 
for others; the work is defined not by the agent, but by the 
client or the consumer of its value (Searle-Chatterjee, this 
volume). 

DOMAINS, SPHERES, SYSTEMS 

A model of society as a single and notionallv static structure 
is suited neither to the analysis of process occurring within 
that structure, nor to the unravelling of the organising prin- 
ciples by which that process is articulated (cf. Elkan, this 
volume). For our present purposes we need a model which 
allows us to recognise that not all the elements of systems of 
work are organised in the same way, for the same reason, or 
by using the same resources; and that each is nonetheless com- 
plementary to every other. Unless this logic is recognised, there 
is no way to account for the contradictions of behaviour and 
evaluation inherent even in those variations on the theme of 
work which make up this volume. 

We have defined "work" as the production, management 
and conversion of the resources necessary to livelihood and 
constituted a rough list of six: land, labour and capital, time, 
information and identity. We have indicated that each resource 
may be assessed in terms of its economic, social or personal 
value, and that resource value is by no means a measure only 
of utility or material worth. Here enters the matter of spheres 
or domains-whether of activity, exchange or meaning-to 
which particular resources or kinds of resources pertain, and 
between which they can be transposed under particular condi- 
tions of constraint or opportunity. 

In the first respect, systems of inheritance are cogent: certain 
kinds of resources are passed to one category of kin, other kinds 
of resources to others (see, e.g., Leyton 1970). In some studies 
it is possible to follow the process by which a wholly new 
sphere of inheritance is generated by changes in economic pro- 
duction and opportunity (as Hill 1963). Similarly with ethnic 
niches: they are generated by the "arrival" of an economic 
opportunity which converts "cool" cultural variables or tradi- 
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tional loyalties into "hot" marketable economic resources 
(Wallman 1979b: passim). In the second respect, the classic 
example is that of the man who makes himself a successful 
entrepreneur by converting status resources from the social 
sphere into economic resources in the business sphere (Barth 
1963). Working the same theme we may add that he does so 
by managing, negotiating, investing in the sound information 
and good political connections entailed by his particular social 
position (see also Clark 1979a). 

Distinctions between spheres (or domains) of activity, ex- 
change or meaning, and "conversions" between resource sys- 
tems are ultimately what work is "about" from the perspective 
of social anthropology. No description of the control, evaluation 
or organisation of any dimension of work makes sense unless 
account is taken of its other dimensions and of other things 
happening in other domains of livelihood. This is never easy 
to do: the more complex the overall social system, the more 
diversified the spheres of work: it is impossible to take "every- 
thing" into account. A total system of work begins even before 
energy is expended and continues after production through dis- 
tribution, consumption, reproduction-and so around again 
(cf. Harrison, this volume). Each of these papers can therefore 
be said to deal only with particular aspects of work-often on 
those which informants themselves observe most keenly, some- 
times on anomalies raised by theoreticians; occasionally the 
preoccupations of the two coincide. 

Some papers deal with the conceptual change of gear which 
accomplishes the shift from one domain to another: in these 
the articulation of spheres of resources is plainest. The examples 
are diverse: a man unemployed in the formal economy may be 
paying his bills on the dole, defining himself by growing roses, 
and at last have the time to be productively involved in local 
politics (Wadel, this volume; Marsden and Duff 1975). The 
commercial work of Muslim girls in Kano is defined apart from 
the personal domain in which the principal incentive to work 
is a good marriage. The chances of making such a marriage 
are enhanced by money, but the activity of making money is 
itself unacceptable. The contradiction of value is contained 
only because the distinction between the commercial and per- 
sonal domains is held firm (Schildkrout, this volume). The 
move up a union hierarchy in Newfoundland also involves 
shifting between different domains of value-here the moral 
and the legal-but in this case the boundary is imperfect: 
behaviour in one is invariably tainted by contradictory be- 
haviour in the other (G. Mars, this volume). This "no win" 
outcome may be typical of "democratic hierarchies" in which 
the aspirant to office or occupation cannot avoid contravening 
important values either way (Fred, G. Mars, L. Mars, this 
volume). Some systems deliberately compensate the worker 
for bad conditions or low status by paying him disproportion- 
ately high wages or allocating special areas of autonomy (G. 
Mars, this volume), i.e., a negative value in the personal sphere 
is recompensed by a positive economic good-although neither 
economic compensation nor power seems to reduce the physio- 
logical stresses entailed by alienation (Harrison, Loudon, this 
volume). Satisfactory identity in another domain apparently 
does: sweepers in Benares do not identify with the polluting 
aspects of their occupational role but with the strength and 
courage that are said to be characteristic of the caste (Searle- 
Chatterjee, this volume). In the same analysis lowly status 
itself brings at least bargaining power since no one else will do 
such lowly work. Garbage collectors in the United Kingdom 
and in Benares have this backhanded power in common, despite 
the fact that their lives are very different in most other respects. 

The domain of work with which a person identifies is, as we 
have noted, not consistent. Even less is it predictable: he who 
makes good money as a fisherman may prefer to define himself 
as a crofter (Cohen, this volume) or as a wage worker (Parkin, 
this volume). Wage work itself is alienating insofar as it involves 
being controlled by others, outsiders (Murray, Schwimmer, this 
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volume), but it is a locus for identity insofar as it assures a 
regular cash income and allows planning for and control over 
the future (Parkin, this volume). It is the domain of work over 
which the worker has or thinks he has most control that seems 
to become the focus of his most positive identity. If he is in 
control of nothing, then he is totally alienated. The unemployed 
man who appeared earlier in this section will come apart if he 
has no control over the paying of his bills, no roses to grow, no 
community to join-if all his resource systems are in the single 
domain of formal employment. 

The fourteen papers which make up the body of this volume 
are presented here in the order in which they were delivered. 
The first three (L. Mars, Schildkrout, Loudon) were grouped 
as Systems of Organisation and Authority; the next four (G. 
Mars, Fred, Firth, Ortiz) as Systems of Value and Values; the 
following three (Gudeman, Cohen, Searle-Chatterjee) as Sys- 
tems of Identity (Parry's paper, which is to appear elsewhere, 
was delivered in this session); and the final set of four under 
the title Concepts of Work. The groupings were to some extent 
arbitrary; all the papers inform each of the topics in some way. 
The significance of work in each case is a function of the pro- 
portions of time and energy spent on all kinds of work; of the 
balance of values-instrumental, social, symbolic, existential- 
by which work is measured; and of the systems of production, 
access, distribution and consumption which determine who gets 
what. 

Reviews' 
by HERBERT A. APPLEBAUM 

153 W. Winspear Ave., Buffalo, N.Y. 14214, U.S.A. 18 i 80 
The appearance of this volume is welcome to anyone in anthro- 
pology involved with research on work. I hope it represents a 
maturing of interest in this area of study. The editor and 
participants should be commended for their efforts. The value 
of the volume is the stimulus it provides to be critical as well as 
to crystallize one's conceptualization of the anthropology of 
work. 

One of the serious deficiencies of the book is that there is not 
a single article in it on any of the mainstream work activities 
in a modern industrialized culture-factory work, white-collar 
occupations, construction, railroading, mining, the professions, 
health work, teaching, banking, and so forth. There is a great 
deal of material on agriculture, and the two articles on dock 
workers deal mainly with union politics and very little with 
the culture of longshoremen. We are not going to arrive at any 
satisfactory concept of work if we ignore the blue-collar and 
white-collar pursuits that constitute the bulk of work activity 
in modern society. 

A number of articles in the volume, particularly those on 
value, deal with economic anthropology more than with the 
anthropology of work. Wallman's introductory discussion is 
much broader than the perspectives in these articles. Inevi- 
tably, there will be a convergence of ideas and issues between 
economic anthropology and the anthropology of work. How- 
ever, economic anthropology relates the cultural environment 
to economic structure and organization; it does not deal with 
the cultural and psychological content of work itself. Further, 
it does not treat the question of cultural values generated by 
work and extended into the nonwork lives of employees. 

In her introduction, the editor presents a laundry list of 
important units of study; she does not provide a framework 
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showing how the various units fit together. Thus, the reader is 
given a substantial and very rich grab bag from which to 
choose units of study but no guidance at all as to which unit is 
more basic or important. The organization of the conference 
might have provided some conceptual scheme-Systems of 
Organization and Authority; Systems of Value and Values; 
Systems of Identity; Concepts of Work. Yet, Wallman does not 
follow this scheme in her summary or include it in her table of 
contents. She uses nine other units, all treated discretely. It is 
important in any theoretical approach to indicate which units 
are more basic than others, even though they may be connected. 
In my view, there are three crucial elements in the anthropology 
of work: (1) technology, (2) work culture on the job, and (3) 
cultural values from work that extend into the nonwork lives 
of a population. 

Wallman states that none of the contributors to the volume 
"makes technology central to the analysis of work" (p. 16). Her 
own section on the subject (pp. 15-16) does not deal with a 
crucial aspect of technology, namely, that it is a constraint on 
the social organization of work. There is a vast difference be- 
tween hand technology and machine technology in the kinds of 
social and cultural relations that ensue from them. Hand tech- 
nology engenders face-to-face relations and loose supervision; 
machine technology leads to impersonal relationships and regi- 
mented control in the workplace, to which informal work 
groups are a response and a resistance. Wallman's discussion of 
technology is confined to the notion of identity and the eco- 
nomic concept of "opportunity costs." 

For work culture on the job, we need more ethnographies, 
particularly of work in modern, industrialized societies. For an 
understanding of the role of work in generating cultural values 
off the job, we will have to examine workers' home life, social 
networks, recreational activities, and political, religious, and 
educational patterns. 

Wallman asks the question, What is particular about what 
anthropologists can contribute to the study of work? An answer 
is given in the article by Wadel, who states that work not only 
leads to economic products, but also produces cultural values, 
and this should be the focus for anthropologists. To me, Wadel's 
article is the most fruitful one in providing some guidance for 
anthropologists searching for a conceptual framework for the 
study of work. 

In her discussion of "place" as related to work, Wallman 
overlooks an important aspect of place, namely, the size and 
shape of the work site as it affects the social organization of 
workers within it. In San Francisco, before automation and 
containers, dock workers performed their tasks in small, con- 
fined areas and had opportunities for social interaction. After 
automation, docks were so huge that worker-to-worker con- 
tacts became difficult and infrequent (Mills 1977). 

The volume would have been improved if most of the articles 
had used maps. We in anthropology have only recently turned 
our attention to modern society. This volume reflects the un- 
developed nature of our interest in modern cultures and in 
industrial ethnographies in particular. Until we study and 
research the work cultures of modern, industrial societies, we 
are not likely to make substantial progress in conceptualizing 
and generating an anthropology of work. 

by JANET BENSON 
Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Social Work, 
Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kans. 66506, U.S.A. 
21 i 80 

This book focuses on work-work in the sense of making a 
living, but also work as it contributes to individual and group 
identity. The questions posed by the editor are simply "What 
is 'work' about?" and "What does social anthropology have to 

say about it that has not already been said?" (Wallman 
1979: vi). 

What would a social anthropology of work be like? The 
discipline's most obvious contribution, of course, is its com- 
parative perspective; the definition and social context of work 
vary cross-culturally. Wallman suggests that in the broadest 
sense work concerns control-control over nature, but also often 
"the control of one person or category of people over another" 
(p. 1). Since control is frequently applied by means of complex 
social transactions, this is clearly an aspect of work which social 
anthropologists are qualified to discuss. Wallman also stresses 
the evaluation of work, both by the individual (whose identity 
it defines) and by the society (which classifies activities as more 
or less esteemed). Wallman suggests that the most useful ap- 
proach to work, both practically and theoretically, is to con- 
sider "relations between constituent dimensions of systems of 
work," i.e., energy, incentive, resources, value, etc. (pp. 3-22); 
she wisely does not attempt an all-encompassing definition. 
Although the approach is extremely broad and overlaps with 
existing subfields such as political and economic anthropology, 
there are advantages in thinking of work as more than economic 
activity. 

It seems to me that any "social anthropology of work" 
should begin with a discussion of the sexual division of labor, 
which is after all of universal significance and was probably 
basic to the development of early human societies (cf. Lan- 
caster 1976:46-49). One point of view (Brown 1970, D'Andrade 
1966) is that women's work (other than child care) is con- 
strained by physical factors and their childbearing function, 
while another (e.g., Friedl 1975:8) emphasizes the extent to 
which birth spacing and child-rearing patterns reflect the other 
tasks which women are expected to perform. Recent research 
among sedentary !Kung Bushmen (Draper 1975) suggests that 
when women's work requires little mobility and child labor 
becomes important to a society, birth intervals do decrease. 

Another important and unresolved issue, particularly for 
those influenced by Marxist theory (cf. Murray, p. 344), is the 
widespread undervaluation of women's work even in noncom- 
mercialized economies. As commercialization increases, this 
undervaluation is reinforced, since wage labor, to which men 
usually have more access than women, becomes more presti- 
gious than unpaid work. In fact, depending on the framework 
of discussion, only the former may be considered "work" (cf. 
Parkin's paper on the Giriama of Kenya). To the extent that 
men take part in wage labor while women do not, women's work 
is consistently "hidden" or undervalued. Schildkraut, for 
example, examines the economic contribution of Hausa women 
and children in Kano and notes that here, as in many develop- 
ing countries, women and children perform a large variety of 
labor roles which tend to be overlooked, particularly by 
economists, who emphasize the formal economy. Women's and 
children's work is so often unnoticed because their economic 
roles "are not the primary means of defining their persistently 
sub-ordinate social positions" (p. 83). 

With regard to India, Ahuja (1979:8) notes that the 1971 
census grossly underestimates the number of women workers, 
particularly in agriculture, partly because of its limited defini- 
tion of "work" and "worker" and because of cultural bias on 
the part of enumerators. It also seems likely, from my own 
research in India, that women themselves do not identify with 
nondomestic occupations to the same extent as men and that 
this contributes to the "hidden" nature of women's work. More 
data on male and female attitudes toward work are badly 
needed. 

Murray, in his essay on the political economy of migrant 
labor in Lesotho, accuses liberal economists and development 
agencies of failing even to consider unpaid labor in their pro- 
posals, despite the fact that 70%O of rurAl households in Lesotho 
are effectively managed by women. The entire migrant-labor 
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system, here and in many developing countries, is in effect 
subsidized by the unpaid work of women. Murray further 
argues that Basotho women are often at an acute disadvantage 
in terms of inequality within and between households, since 
they are legally barred from seeking work in South Africa and 
have little control over resources at home. The economic im- 
portance of women's work and its low cultural valuation should 
be basic issues in any social anthropology of work and are of 
critical practical significance as well. 

bY TIM INGOLD 
Department of Social Anthropology, University of Manchester, 
Manchester M13 9PL, England. 7 i 80 

I should like to address my comments to the theme of work 
regarded as expenditure of energy, not because such a mechani- 
cal conception should necessarily take priority over the many 
other ways of looking at work considered in this volume, but 
because it is through physical effort that the socially directed 
purposes of men and women are translated into changes in the 
state of the ecosystem in which-as biological organisms-they 
are inextricably involved. Work in this sense constitutes the 
vital link in the articulation between social and ecological 
systems-which happens to have been the subject of the pre- 
vious A.S.A. conference (Burnham and Ellen 1979). It should 
therefore represent a point of contact between the perspective 
of social anthropology and that of biological anthropology, 
introduced in the present volume by Harrison. Yet the oppor- 
tunity to explore its implications is scarcely taken up, apart 
from a paragraph in the editor's introduction (p. 4) and a sec- 
tion (pp. 179-82) in the paper by Firth. No doubt this is partly 
because of a healthy disdain among British social anthropolo- 
gists for the various brands of ecological-cum-technological 
determinism that continue to enjoy some popularity in the 
United States (Wallman, p. 16). Moreover, the example of a 
recent "sophisticated" energy-flow study cited favourably by 
Harrison, in which the investigator argued that the desire for 
large families among Quechua in Peru might be partly due to 
the observed capacity of boys to perform the same herding 
tasks as men on only two-thirds of the calories (pp. 39-40), 
must have struck a social anthropological audience as quaintly 
naive. On the other hand, the tendency of social anthropologists 
to wax metaphysical on the concept of value, represented in 
many of the papers in this volume, does not exactly assist the 
promotion of mutual understanding. They would do well to 
stop worrying so much about such problems as "what Marx 
really meant" (see Firth's paper, p. 180) and follow the advice 
of Ortiz, to "re-examine what types of transformations are in 
fact involved in the working of the soil and the chipping of a 
stone" (p. 207). (If only she had followed it more closely!) 

One source of confusion, I believe, lies in a propensity to 
equate the two forms of production that we commonly denote 
by the terms "making" and "growing." For example, the 
chipping of a stone clearly involves the expenditure of human 
effort and proceeds according to a conscious, culturally trans- 
mitted design. It is patently absurd to suppose that the energy 
expended by the chipper is literally "contained" in the tool 
that he makes (see Ortiz's paper, p. 219), for all that energy is 
lost in the process. Nevertheless, there is a real sense in which 
his activity leaves its mark in the structured configuration of 
his product. The physical correlate of the creation of value is 
not the transference of energy to things, but its application in 
the construction of relative order out of relative disorder. 

The cultivator does not "make" his crops, any more than he 
"grows" his tools. He does, of course, "make" fields or gardens, 
establishing thereby the preconditions for the growth of culti- 
vated plants, but again, that energy is transferred neither to 
the soil nor to the crop. Unlike tools, crops have an energy or 
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caloric content, but this content, along with the energy com- 
ponent that is applied in the construction of organic material 
and expended in plant respiration, is derived by photosynthesis 
from solar radiation. Moreover, the "design" of the plant is 
fixed by a genetic template that can be modified towards a 
desired end only retrospectively through the artificial selection 
of naturally given variants. In short, the growth and reproduc- 
tion of plants, like that of animals (including ourselves), is an 
ecological process going on in nature-a precondition of labour, 
but not its product. The Panamanian shifting cultivators 
described in the paper by Gudeman, who credited the forces of 
nature rather than human labour with the power of creating 
new value in the form of harvestable crops, were not so mysti- 
fied as their ethnographer appears to believe (pp. 236-37). 

It is, of course, fashionable to discover mystification every- 
where. One myth of our own society that Marxism has done 
well to expose is the identification of the social reproduction of 
capital with the natural reproduction of animals and plants; 
but to subsume the latter under the same laws of value that 
apply to the working up of raw materials into manufactured 
commodities is to commit an equal and opposite error. Perhaps 
this can be more clearly appreciated if we consider the work of 
harvesting-the extraction of food from the natural environ- 
ment. Far from making anything new, harvesting has the 
effect of breaking off a growth process in the plants (or animals, 
for those peoples that keep "fields on the hoof") in order that 
another growth process, in human bodies, can continue. In 
other words, it serves to transfer potential energy and ma- 
terials from one sphere of ecological production to another. So, 
too, does eating, which is equally a form of work in the terms 
of our discussion. 

This raises a rather intriguing problem. Harrison, writing 
from the perspective of biological anthropology, points out that 
"it requires work just to keep alive-that is to say it requires 
an energy expenditure" (p. 37). In purely physical terms, he is 
perfectly correct. But then, is it we who are "working," or our 
hearts, lungs, and all the other life-supporting organs of our 
bodies? At what point do "I," as the willful subject in command 
of certain physical faculties, enter the work process? The point 
is critical, since it determines where we draw the boundary 
between social action (on nature) and organic reaction (in 
nature). On one side of the boundary fall the extraction and 
consumption of food, on the other growth, maintenance, and 
reproduction. A corollary of this problem concerns the "work" 
of animals. When animals extract their food from the natural 
environment, do they act as willful subjects? Does such action 
imply the prior construction of a conscious blueprint, that is, 
the exercise of a symbolic faculty supposedly unique to man? 

I cannot begin to answer these questions in the space avail- 
able, though I have made an initial attempt elsewhere (Ingold 
1979). However, I should like to conclude with a comment on 
the extension of the concept of work as "something that 
characterizes social relations" (Wadel, p. 381). Just as Harri- 
son's biophysical notion of work-"any form of energy expendi- 
ture" (p. 37)-includes bodily functions which have no social 
component at all, so Wadel's includes activity in relating to 
other persons that has no impact on the natural environment 
and that would hardly be registered by physical calorimetry. 
For our theoretical purposes, both definitions are too broad to 
be of any use. In order to understand the reciprocal interplay 
between social and biological dimensions of human existence, 
it is necessary to operate with a concept of work that both 
distinguishes the purposive activity of man from the organic 
functioning of his body and recognizes this activity as a 
physical process whose cumulative effect, in evolutionary 
terms, has been to transform the material conditions of social 
life. 
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by WILLIAM L. PARTRIDGE 
Department of Anthropology, University of Southern California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90007, U.S.A. 23 I 80 

Volumes of collected essays can provide a coherent and cohesive 
overview of a field of inquiry, perhaps even a new synthesis of 
major elements. Despite the efforts of the editor in an introduc- 
tion and a few cross-references among contributors, this book 
lacks such thematic integration. Instead, it is intended to 
represent recent researches at the cutting-edge of the field, a 
collection of probings which extend and reshape the field with 
little attention to the whole. The results of such efforts are 
always uneven; readers will find some essays genuine contribu- 
tions to the literature of their own intellectual tradition and 
judge others less interesting by such standards. The reviewer 
of such a book, therefore, should state his or her perspective, 
point to essays which are useful from that perspective, make 
note of the coverage of the useful essays, and leave discussion 
of the others to those who can use them. 

Development anthropologists will find that the papers by 
Schildkrout, Loudon, Ortiz, Searle-Chatterjee, and Murray 
raise some important issues and provide useful suggestions for 
conceptualizing and measuring their significance in develop- 
ment activities. Development anthropology is basic scientific 
research with significant applications within the sociological 
and political processes of ex ante assessment of the human 
impacts of policy and program. Only Murray explicitly raises 
the issue of the applications of his findings, but the other 
essays mentioned have similar potential. 

There is general awareness among economists, engineers, and 
planners working in development that their economic projec- 
tions-hence their social impact forecasts as a whole-are 
based in very simple and abstract definitions of work. I have 
yet to meet one who does not know that salaried and wage- 
paying roles do not exhaust the enormous complex of produc- 
tive activities which provide income, health, security, indi- 
vidual satisfaction, identity, and community stability. Yet to 
utilize more realistic, empirical (not to mention culturally 
appropriate) concepts of work would require throwing over the 
quite parsimonious predictive models and theories inherited 
from the past, together with the comfortable secondary-data- 
gathering and -processing techniques which insulate urban 
professionals from the communities they seek to transform. 
This is one reason the majority of productive activities of 
human communities are "hidden" from developers. (The other 
is the pervasive belief that tradition will disappear under the 
conditions of the project and therefore need not be understood, 
but this belief is not the issue here.) There must be, then, good 
practical reasons for altering the developer's concept of work, 
and anthropologists can provide the impetus for such change. 

Murray provides a case study that points to one important 
reason to consider such a change. He has calculated the variety 
of productive activities in Lesotho which are necessary to 
maintain male migration to workplaces in South Africa. He 
demonstrates the enormous and critical contributions of fe- 
males which make migration an economically and socially viable 
strategy, on the one hand, and permit the survival and replica- 
tion of the fundamental social units of Lesotho communities, 
on the other. The argument is compelling and carefully pre- 
sented. Equally significant, however, is a telling and beautifully 
understated critique of an attempt by an economist to explain 
the same migration phenomenon using the "shadow"-pricing 
technique, comparing the real wage rate with the condition 
against a hypothetical wage rate without the condition. In the 
economist's exercise the productive activities of the entire 
household are ignored; women are assumed to contribute zero 
to the benefit-cost calculus of the migrant male. Murray's 
analysis demonstrates not only the explanatory failure of the 
economic technique, but the reason: certain work has no price 

in the market, cannot be measured by the economist's model, 
and therefore has no value. 

The point of measurement is the important one here. One can 
only sympathize with the poor economist, engineer, or planner, 
grasping at this or that new technique trickling down from 
modellers and theorists in development bureaucracies, to the 
extent that anthropologists have no alternative measurement 
techniques which will lead to reconceptualization of work 
"hidden" by existing ones. Schildkrout, in a study of women 
and children in an Islamic city, provides one suggestion for 
measuring the value of hidden work: first determine the produc- 
tive roles, in this case women and children engaged in trade; 
then count their numbers, the market value equivalents of their 
activities, and the social actions dependent upon the values 
generated (dowry). Work cannot remain hidden if it can be 
measured. Loudon, in a study of the wide range of incentives 
and constraints in one kind of farming sphere of South Africa, 
provides another suggestion: rewards such as housing, loans, 
usufruct rights/to land, services, etc., can be measured rather 
precisely in quantitative terms and compared to market equi- 
valencies. Hidden work and income can thereby be demon- 
strated to be of primary rather than secondary or tertiary 
significance to both owners and workers of the farming sphere. 
A notion as slippery as "security" can be measured and, 
through comparison with other spheres, quantified. (Anthro- 
pologists working in the American tropics will be struck by the 
organizational, structural, and ideological similarity between 
these farms in South Africa and the tropical cattle and sugar 
enterprises of what Wagley calls "plantation America.") 
Searle-Chatterjee makes much the same point in a study of 
sweepers in northern India, where paid work is only an element 
of a complex of hidden incentives and constraints which the 
economic analysis of wage work alone would distort. 

In contrast, the paper by Ortiz raises the same issue but 
arrives at a different and, I think, erroneous conclusion. The 
author's study of Paez farmers in Colombia is discussed from 
the point of view of the farmers' capacities to express with 
precision the values of labor and other inputs in their subsis- 
tence and their cash-cropping work. Ortiz points out that 
while rather precise estimates in the latter can be recalled or 
reconstructed by these peasants, no such precision can be 
elicited regarding subsistence work inputs. She interprets this 
discrepancy in terms of differences among values in their 
integration into market economies. She compares Godelier's 
observational estimates of labor required in salt production in 
New Guinea, noting his failure fully to assess the many pre- 
paratory and maintenance activities involved, with Cook's 
rather more precise and complete calculations of total labor 
inputs among metate makers in Mexico. The greater success of 
Cook in measuring the full range of productive activities stems, 
according to Ortiz, from the fact that Cook's informants are 
producing commodities for a market and therefore know the 
values of all inputs because their products have exchange 
values. The Baruya studied by Godelier cannot estimate these 
values as completely; because the salt bars they produce are 
not commodities, they tend to "forget" past labor inputs. 
Ortiz concludes, then, that in the Baruya case many productive 
activities remain hidden because the actors are not compelled 
to calculate their values; in the Paez case the full range of 
subsistence activities remains hidden because values are not 
calculated outside the sphere of commodity production; and 
in the Mexican case all inputs are precisely calculated because 
of the exigencies of commodity production. 

If values of work are not measured, even by the workers 
themselves, are we then to conclude that more precise measure- 
ment, hence, conceptualization and treatment, of work is 
impossible? According to Ortiz, certain kinds of work- 
exactly the kinds which are usually of greatest interest to 
development anthropologists- must remain hidden. I take 
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issue with this conclusion. Ortiz has ignored the observational 
techniques basic to anthropological field research, which have 
been increasingly refined over the years. Whether the actors 
can verbally express, in terms of the units of analysis considered 
important by the interviewer, the precise values of inputs is 
beside the point. (Such verbalizations are hardly necessary in 
the context of daily life among actors who share a discrete 
system of symbolic logics. One is reminded of the character of 
oral traditions in this regard. "I got the fish up yonder" is not a 
precise statement to someone who does not share the symbolic 
system; to native speaker and listener alike it can be a precise 
piece of information.) The fieldworker can measure a variety 
of indicators in order to express more precisely the value of 
productive activities through careful observation of behavioral 
regularities through time. From my perspective, the Ortiz 
chapter is nonetheless instructive because it demonstrates the 
limitations of interviews when they are not complemented by 
empirical verification. 

This essay is also a good place of departure for a more general 
criticism of the coverage of the volume as a whole. The essays 
by Schildkrout, Loudon, Searle-Chatterjee, and Murray not- 
withstanding, only passing mention is made of ways we can 
measure and thereby increase our understanding and use of 
more accurate and sophisticated concepts of work, thus ex- 
tending the developers' concept beyond that which results in 
salaries or wages. For example, no mention is made of Cancian's 
(1972) handling of the conditions of uncertainty through 
precise empirical field observations of the full range of produc- 
tion activities. Here appropriate units of measurement are 
both market-place equivalencies and labor time required for 
subsistence and commodity production. Also ignored are the 
contributions of cultural ecologists who have utilized energy 
exchanges as measured in calories as units of analysis (Rappa- 
port 1968, 1971; Nietschmann 1973). The measurement of 
the frequency, duration, and intensity of interactional/beha- 
vioral sequences pioneered years ago by anthropologists work- 
ing in industrial plants in the United States are similarly 
ignored (Chapple and Arensberg 1940, Arensberg 1978). In 
short, a number of approaches to the problem of work, some 
ongoing developments at the cutting-edge of the field and some 
well established over the years, are not represented here. All of 
these omissions have to do with measurements by which we 
come to conceptualize the phenomenon studied, undertake its 
analysis, and communicate its significance to others-particu- 
larly those others who are not yet ready to admit that they do 
not know what work is about. 

by MICHELE TEITELBAUM 
Department of Anthropology and Sociology, State University of 
New York College at Oswego, Oswego, N.Y. 13126, U.S.A. 
15 I 80 

The volume that Wallman has edited is ambitious in intent 
and admirable in many ways. However, in a first collection on 
this subject, it is perhaps inevitable that some of the most 
exciting prospects in the field are suggested by omission. 
Wallman and others are concerned, in part, with the non- 
arbitrary definition of domains of work in other cultures. It is 
this objective upon which I shall comment. 

One expects the relevance of Marxist thought to be criti- 
cally discussed. The use of conventional Marxist models in the 
analysis of work brings to mind a problem discussed by Leach 
(1961) and others: that categories appropriate to some phe- 
nomena (in this case, paid industrial work) may be inappro- 
priate when applied to others (unpaid work in nonindustrial 
societies). Thus Firth argues that Marxist models are inap- 
propriate in many instances. In part this problem may result 
from Marx's inadequate knowledge of ethnographic data. Firth 
therefore recommends that anthropologists "enquire more 
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systematically into indigenous definitions of work" (p. 192). 
Reading this after the Wallman introduction, I hoped that 
other articles would further develop the theme of ethnograph- 
ically defining the domain of work. I also hoped to find 
systematic applications of alternative models in social anthro- 
pology. Instead, it appears that where Marxist models and 
concepts of work derived from industrial society are not expli- 
citly rendered, they are implicitly invoked in most of the 
articles. Much attention is paid to the limitations of existing 
models, but few innovative contributions have yet been made 
toward the development of alternative perspectives. An excep- 
tion to this is Gudeman's excellent contribution, an analysis of 
home-made Panamanian maps. 

Of the others, Schwimmer discusses Marxist theory directly; 
some authors write of work in industrial society (L. Mars, G. 
Mars, Fred), some of populations in developing countries that 
are acquiring Western concepts of work, that is, paid work 
(Loudon, Ortiz, Parkin). Schildkrout and Searle-Chatterjee 
concentrate on noneconomic concomitants of income-produc- 
ing activities. The three remaining authors wish not to focus on 
paid work, for they criticize such a culture-bound view of the 
subject. Cohen presents a useful account of a type of work that 
of late retains only symbolic, rather than economic, value. 
Wadel writes of "hidden" work, work unacknowledged by a 
business-oriented society. Murray tackles several important 
problems: hidden work, the inability of Marxists to measure 
domestic labor, and the need for discovering appropriate units 
of work through field investigation. Many of these articles 
assert the need to broaden our definitions of work to include 
noneconomic ends and means. 

I shall focus on two articles which are relevant to the theme 
of the nonarbitrary definition of domains of work. Customarily, 
anthropologists assume the working boundaries of an appropri- 
ate domain and then refine them in the field (see, e.g., Conklin 
1969 on kinship domains). Toward this end, it seems important 
that we approach our subject matter without a priori categories 
that might structure the data and bias our interpretations. 
Both Wadel and Murray criticize the use of culture-bound 
categorizations, but I believe they nonetheless employ them. 
Wadel, for instance, advocates institutional analysis and 
characterizes all work outside of the market economy as "infor- 
mal" (p. 373). One might recall Homans's (1961:4) suggestion 
that that word "smells of old clothes and after-hours." It also 
conveys a suggestion of inferiority in comparison with "for- 
mal," or institutional, organization. It seems not to be the 
intent, but it is the effect of his manner of categorization to 
demean his subject and define it as peripheral rather than cen- 
tral. Moreover, his approach would be difficult to operationalize 
in a society with less clearly defined institutions than our own. 

Similarly, Murray advocates integrating the work of "cus- 
tom" into the political economy (p. 340). The work of "custom" 
in his article is that which serves social relations, while the 
political economy is that of migrant labor. The latter is seen as 
central, the former as peripheral. One wonders if this classifica- 
tion has any relevance to the domain of work in this Lesotho 
population. Would an explicit rendering of the decision process- 
es of Murray's informants suggest this dichotomy, or would 
it yield an as yet unknown, perhaps integrated, organization? 
The latter would be a genuine advance in the broadening of our 
perspective on work. A man from Lesotho may earn cash as a 
migrant laborer and then decide to sponsor work for a ritual in 
honor of an ancestor. It is true that his activities may be 
dichotomized by an observer as economic/social, central/ 
peripheral, or, in fact, institutional/informal. However, such 
categorizations reveal little about work as regarded by the cul- 
ture studied and do not facilitate prediction of the informant's 
subsequent social behavior. They do not broaden our view of 
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work; they in effect restrict the analytical framework by im- 
posing a priori categories derived from the study of industrial 
work. It often appears that Wadel and Murray are depreciating 
an important part of their own subject matter in deference to 
what others regard as "real" work. The point appears to be 
that we should study other forms of work but not radically 
revise our methods to accommodate new data. These contribu- 
tions are important, but alternative domains and models are 
not yet the foci of the investigations; they are subordinated by 
implication to the same culture-bound concepts that are criti- 
cized by the authors. I intend these remarks less as criticism of 
the useful contributions of Wadel and Murray than as a sug- 
gestion of what remains to be done to pursue a social anthro- 
pology of work. 

The culture-bound perspective is limiting in still another way. 
In a social anthropology of work we also wish to isolate com- 
parable units from dissimilar systems for the purpose of com- 
parison. This is not likely to be achieved by the explicit or 
implicit application of familiar concepts of work to dissimilar 
phenomena in other cultures. Some suggestions are made in this 
volume toward developing a broader perspective. Firth, for 
instance, characterizes some of Marx's observations about 
capitalistic societies as addressing specialized cases of more 
generalized phenomena. Wallman advises that "work is 'about' 
social transaction as much as material production" (p. 2). Such 
views suggest that social anthropologists could be more than 
just critics of models borrowed from other disciplines. A parallel 
may be drawn to the study of exchange, which has stimulated 
much debate about the applicability of models derived from 
market economies. However, exchange has been recognized as a 
social transaction, an aspect of a more general type of phe- 
nomenon which includes-but is not limited to-exchange 
transactions in a market economy. Thus, the contributions of 
social anthropology become central, not peripheral, to the 
study of exchange. This volume is a beginning, but much 
remains to be done in the pursuit of Firth's and Wailman's 
objective of achieving a comparable perspective in the study 
of work. 

by LILLIAN TRAGER 
Behavioral Science Division, University of Wisconsin-Parkside, 
Kenoshla, Wis. 53141, U.S.A. 17 I 80 

Shortly after reading this volume, I noticed a newspaper head- 
line, "Changing Nature of Work" (New York Times, January 
12, 1980). Not surprisingly, the article focussed on changes in 
the types of occupations open to American workers, from jobs 
in manufacturing to service and "mental" jobs. Yet, as be- 
comes apparent from this volume, "work" can mean much 
more than "occupation" or "job," both in the American and 
European industrial context and in the non-Western societies 
which anthropologists more commonly study. Of the many 
issues discussed in the volume, I will focus on two: the con- 
ceptualization of "work" by members of a society and the fact 
that categories of individuals in a society may "work" but not 
have "occupations." 

Parkin's paper examines the ways in which Giriama fisher- 
men categorize work. Although most Giriama men work as 
fishermen along the coast, they state that "fishing is not work" 
and, among younger men, that they are fishing only until they 
can get regular wage employment. Beyond the nonwork 
(fishing)/wage-labor contrast, the Giriama also contrast regu- 
lar, monthly wage employment (kazi ya mwezi) with casual wage 
labor (kazi ya kibarua); the latter concept also includes other 
types of economic activity such as trade. More important than 
the categorization are the different values placed on these types 
of activities: Giriama feel that regular wage employment in- 
volves "income which is predictable and certain and which 
facilitates some degree of control over one's own and family's 
destiny," whereas casual labor involves "income which is un- 

predictable and uncertain (even though it may overall be 
higher) and which therefore reduces the degree of control over 
one's destiny" (p. 324). Therefore, even an individual with a 
well-established business may continue to attempt to obtain 
wage employment. 

As Parkin notes, Giriama apparently evaluate the types of 
work available to them in terms similar to those of planners 
and economists-regular wage labor is "real work," other 
activities don't quite count. While planners may feel vindicated 
by this particular case, it is clear from other examples that the 
opposite may also be true. In fact, studies of the urban informal 
sector have shown that individuals may move out of wage-labor 
occupations and into self-employed, non-wage-labor activities. 
McGee and Yeung (1977) found that, contrary to expectations, 
a sizable proportion of those working as hawkers in six South- 
east Asian cities had previously been employed in such jobs as 
construction, commerce, and government service; they entered 
trade "because of perceived economic opportunities" (p. 106). 
Similarly, I found among Nigerian market traders a small 
number who had previously been employees, including several 
schoolteachers; again, they felt that their chances for economic 
gain were better in trade, and they also preferred the control 
over their own business which is possible in trade (i.e., an 
evaluation opposite that of the Giriama men) (Trager 1976). 
In all these cases, an understanding of indigenous concepts and 
evaluations of work, such as Parkin's for the Giriama, can aid 
in our understanding of the kinds of economic activities pre- 
ferred by members of a given society. 

Schildkrout's study of women's and children's work in Kano, 
Nigeria, focusses on a related issue-the interpretation of 
"work" in a noneconomic cultural idiom. In Kano, Hausa 
women and children engage in income-earning activities, but 
these are interpreted largely in terms of cultural values regard- 
ing marriage and family. Schildkrout's paper is valuable in that 
it analyzes variations in women's work activities in a single 
cultural context; she examines as well the importance of chil- 
dren's work. Through a comparison of two residential areas, she 
shows that women's and children's trade activities in one and 
school attendance in the other are used to produce income 
directed at the same goal-the accumulation of dowry. 

Beyond this, Schildkrout points to the fact that while women 
and children work, their activities tend not to be recognized as 
work; as she puts it, "women and children can be said to do 
work, but not to have occupations" (p. 83). This is true not 
only of women in purdah, as in Kano, but also of women in 
many other situations. It is true for certain types of men's 
activities as well, as in the case of the Giriama, where fishing is 
"not work." In recent research in the Philippines, I found that 
when I interviewed an informant about his/her parents' occu- 
pations, I would frequently be told that the mother was a "plain 
housewife" while the father was a "rice farmer." If I then asked 
whether the mother engaged in buying and selling or if she 
raised pigs, the answer would usually be yes-but these were 
understood as part of her role as "housewife," despite the fact 
that they brought income to the household. Likewise, the "rice 
farmer" may produce only one rice crop a year and spend the 
rest of his time growing vegetables or corn or engaging in some 
other income-earning activity (including casual wage labor), 
but he identifies himself in terms of one occupational role. 
Whenever possible, individuals in the Philippines have a variety 
of "sidelines," income-earning activities which supplement 
(indeed, may produce more income than) their major occupa- 
tion: government employees sell jewelry, wage laborers sell 
lottery tickets, and so on. It is often very difficult to discover 
what these activities are, not so much because people are hiding 
them as because they are carried out as part of a variety of 
other daily activities, they are not regular, and informants tend 
to identify themselves in terms of a single occupation. 

In other words, many income-earning activities are not 
viewed as occupations by those who engage in them, nor are 
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they included in most formal definitions of "work" or "occu- 
pation." While the papers in this volume help to extend the 
definitions of work in a number of directions, it is the, single 
economist participating, Elkan, who is most explicit about the 
problems of formal definitions of work and occupation. As he 
points out, for most economists, there is a clear distinction be- 
tween "being in or out of work," i.e., being employed or unem- 
ployed(p. 25). Yet in recent years, economists such as Elkan have 
recognized that there are large numbers of activities which do 
not easily fit into either category; people engaged in these 
activities-often labelled "informal-sector" activities-are not 
"employed" in the economists' sense, but they are working. 
The recognition of the informal sector has been largely the 
result of anthropological studies of the Third World urban poor 
(e.g., Hart 1973), yet in this volume the only explicit discussion 
of it is by an economist. 

Elkan indicates the types of activities usually included in the 
informal sector:- "making simple furniture or paraffin lamps 
from re-cycled scrap materials, hawking, . . . shining shoes," as 
well as illegal activities such as petty theft and commercial 
sex (p. 27). He also suggests that there are similar sorts of 
activities in the advanced industrial countries, referred to as 
the "hidden economy" and again involving types of work 
which do not show up in official employment statistics. The 
major contribution of studies of the informal sector, however, 
goes beyond simply recognizing the existence of a large number 
of income-earning activities not covered by employment 
statistics. Recent discussions of this sector have focussed on the 
links between the income-earning activities of the urban poor 
and the macroeconomic context in which they function (Brom- 
ley and Gerry 1979). The goal is to go beyond descriptions at 
the micro- level of small-scale activities such as food hawking 
and bicycle repair to consideration of relationships between 
these activities and the larger economic systems of which they 
form a part. In a volume such as this, I would have hoped for 
more explicit discussion of this direction in anthropological 
research on work, occupations, and income-earning activities. 
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Erratum 

m Through an oversight in the preparation of the December 
issue, one of the comments on William Y. Adams's "On the 
Argument from Ceramics to History" was omitted. The com- 
ment is printed, with apologies, below: 

by ROBERT C. EULER 
Grand Canyon National Park and Department of Anthropology, 
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, Carbondale, Ill. 
62901, U.S.A. 22 vi 79 

This is a thoughtful paper relating to Nubia and an excellent 
analysis and example of the subject. One is left with the 
implication, however, that such a correlation could be universal. 
Obviously, this is not so; for example, deterioration in the Rio 
Grande glaze ceramics of the American Southwest was occa- 
sioned by European impact upon the native pueblo peoples in 
the 16th century. 

The author has challenged the heretofore generally accepted 
correlation between the disappearance of Meroitic decorated 
pottery and the collapse of the Kushite Empire. His arguments, 
however, are based on the questioned dating of the two events, 
not on any absence of correlation between ceramic and cultural 
change. 

Elsewhere, he describes the deterioration of the wheel-made 
pottery industry as resulting from excessive taxation, clearly 
a cultural correlation. In discussing the stylistic revolution of 
the 9th century, he presents another cultural correlation when 
he suggests the advent of decorative specialists to account for 
design alterations. 

Finally, Adams's concluding reference to what he perceives 
to be a major defect in the Pecos Classification in use in Ameri- 
can Southwestern archaeology is obsolete. Archaeologists work- 
ing in that region continue to record increasing cultural dis- 
tinctness between the periods labeled Pueblo I and Pueblo II. 

While Adams has presented worthwhile data, his thesis is 
marred by what appear to me to be confusing or misleading 
overreaching statements and extraneous concerns. 
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