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Introduction

Therearesomeobvioussimilaritiesbetweenboththeethnographicworksof Mor-
ganandthe theoreticalworks of Tylor, andtheconceptspresentedby Marx and
Spencer. This paperwill attemptto bring forth thesimilaritiesbetweenthesetwo
pairsof scholarsby examiningthepremisesusedto supporttheir argumentsand
theoverall conclusionsof their arguments.

I

In thearticleby EdwardTylor, “The Scienceof Culture”, evenjust by theuseof
the title, implied that civilization asit standsnow in culturesacrosstheglobeis
somethingthatcouldbemeasuredobjectively in thenameof science.Theprinci-
plesof civilization werebasedon thenecessityof causality;eachuniform action
hada uniform cause.[4, p. 27] HereTylor wasspecificallydrawing a connection
betweenthe predictability of natureandpredictability of people,henceturning
sociology, anthropologyinto a “real” science.Although therewasuniform ac-
tion with uniform cause,hestatedthat thevarying typesof culturesin existence
throughouttheworld couldbeexplainedthenby historicalevolution.

CompletingTylor’sconnectionbetweenthenaturalworld andthesocialworld
he underscoredsomeof naturalscience’s irrefutabletenets:the unity of nature,
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thefixity of laws, thecontiguityof causeandeffect,andgeneralorderof thecos-
mos(thatnothinghappenswithout sufficient reason.)[4] In thestudyof humans,
however, metaphysicsandreligion have put too muchbehindargumentsagainst
regular laws. The basicconceptbehindthe denialof basiclaws for humans,ar-
guesTylor, is persistenceandnecessityto believein freewill: freedomto act,and
to do so at random.Humansactingat randomis aboutaspreposterousasa fog
settlingat randomwithout duecause(I.E.: without theactionof warm andcold
air mixing.)

In Tylor’sstudyof civilization,hedissectedthecultureinto its constituentde-
tails or parts: weapons,textiles, mythsandreligion, etc. In sucha manner, the
ethnographerscanthenact asa naturalistwould. He makesan analogousargu-
mentto animalsin that the availabili ty anduseof tools from onecultureto the
next constitutesdifferent“species”of study. So that, for example,theflattening
of skullsto thecountingby tenswould constitutedifferentspeciesto him. He ex-
tendsthenaturalist-animal analogyto encompassthegeographicaldistributionof
humanartifactsandtheir transmissionfrom region to regionasanaturalistwould
studyan animal’s migrationpattern.[4, p. 31] Every eventhasa cause,andthe
varyingtypesof cultureswereproducedby thesamecauses;yet to seehow sim-
ilar thingsareis proof of theevolution of culture. Tylor explainsthesimilarities
throughthediffusionof culture.Dif fusionof culturethroughoutcountriesdenotes
aconsensusonsomeestablishmodesof behavior: language,religion,art,law, etc.

FurtherTylor arguedthat culture obviously evolvesbecauseinventionsand
discoveriesleadto otherinventionsandaccumulationsof knowledge.Thosethat
remainthe same,he calls survival artifacts. The survival artifactsareold cus-
tomsthat areunchangedbecausethey areproven solutionsto problems. Other
cultural artifactsarethe resultof oneof progress,degradation,survival, revival
andmodification;theactive influencesof life on societyconstitutethesegeneral
characteristicswhichphysicallyembodythemselvesasfashion,languageetc.

This evolution of culturebasedon accumulatedknowledgeis Morgan’s ba-
sic premisein his article “Ethnical Periods.” However, unlike Tylor, Morgan
actuallycollectedhis dataout in the field, arriving at his categorization of cul-
ture baseon artifacts-thematerialproductionof the necessitiesof survival. He
outlinedtheprogressof civilizationsinto sevenbasiccategoriesfor comparison:
subsistence,food production;government,clansto political structures;language,
sign languageto speechto thewritten word; thefamily, genealogy;religion, un-
understandablebecauseit dealswith emotionsandimagination;architecture, from
hut to skyscraper;andproperty, from public to private.

Morganalsoexplainedtheoriginsof government,in sodoingnotingthediffer-
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encebetweennation(kinshipgovernment)andstate(propertybasedgovernment);
while the formerconsistsof a patrilinealunit of organization, the latter is based
on thetown astheunit of organization. In this case,thetown is representativeof
theconceptof realprivateproperty, wewill returnto theimplicationsof thiswhen
we discussits link to Marx. Theevidenceto backhis theoryof thedevelopment
of governmentmainly comesfrom theremaininginstitutionsof thenative races,
therepetitivepatternsof organizationfrom sex, throughkinship,to territorial,and
that theexperiencesof mankindhave all run a similar coursedueto similar ob-
stacles,andhencesubstantiallysimilar resultsbecauseof thesamephysiological
equipment.

Morganusedevidencefrom the tribeshehadstudiedto categorizeandcom-
parethevariouscivilizations. In orderto categorizeheneededa separateanddis-
tinct setof periodsthatdo not overlap.For this hecreatedhis threemajorstages
of savagery, barbarism,andcivilization,furthersubdividedinto lower, middleand
upper. The purposeof the classificationwasto demonstratethat many different
tribesmight beat differentstagesbut at the same time; time maybe immaterial,
but condition is a material fact. Further, it givesdirectionto thestudyof specific
culturesandtribeswhich demonstratetheparticularperiodspecifically. Morgan
explainsthat the diffusion of the variousracesof humanscausedthe evolution-
ary processto be disrupted. The developmentor lack of pottery, for example,
in the differentracesthroughoutthe world, apartfrom beinga strongindicator
for village life, show that therewasa materialneedfor it even long beforethe
technologywasdiscovered.Hencepotterywasa technologicalbreakthrough.

II

First off, Tylor’sentiretheoryis just that; it hasno basison really goingout into
thefield ananalyzingdirectdata.In fact,headdressesaconcernof thereaderthat
the datahe collectsfrom peopleout in the field might be disingenuous,or erro-
neous.Onthisnote,Tylor, unlikeMorgan,entersinto aquestionbeggingpremise
with hisexplicit explanationof culture“clearly” evolving. While hestatesthatthe
samecausescouldhave produceddifferentculture,the fact that the culturesare
similar, is clearanddistinctproof of theevolution. To this end,hestatesthefact
that two distinctpeoplelet’s call themSmithandJones,in theEastandtheWest
comeup with identicalobservationsof two differentculturesprovestheveracity
of theobservations,to which onemayconcludethat thesecultureshave evolved
from thesame“causes”.Somethinghedoesnotdirectly addressis thefactthatif
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thetwo observationsaredifferent,thenwhatdoesthatsayaboutthetwo cultures?
Tylor arguesthatit shows thattheculturesarein differentstagesof development.
To usea cliche,it is a win-win situation;to referencePopper, hedoesnot put his
theoryforth for falsification,makingthetheoryaboutasaccurateasFreudianism:
there’sno evidence,soad hoc patchesmaybemade.Thelink betweenTylor and
HerbertSpencerthenis apparent:they areworking, not from thegroundup, but
from theorydown. BothSpencerandTylor aremakingthefactsfit thetheory, not
theotherway round,asa resulttheir argumentsaretautological.

Tylor’s argumentaboutthediffusionculturewithin a nationandits resulting
similarity beingbasedon commonconsensusis anotherlink to Spencer. Through
thiscommonconsensusof people,canwethenclassifyculturein ordertocompare
them.[4, p. 32] Spencernotedthat thewill of thepeople,or a societyis basedon
theaveragesof thewill of individual. [5, p. 13]

Lastly, the largestlink betweenSpencerandTylor is theuseof natureto jus-
tify the evolution of human-kind.ThroughoutTylor’s article therearecommon
analogicalreferencesbetweennatureandhumans.His entiresectionon causal-
ity demonstratesthat link: just asin naturenothinghappenswithout duecause,
in human-kind,nothinghappenswithout duecause.Hence,thenaturalevolution
of human-kindfrom savagesto civilization is demonstratedthroughdifferences-
advancedtechnology.

The evolutionarytheoryof mankindwasnot endemicto Tylor andSpencer,
both Marx andMorganheld this belief. However, Marx andMorgangrounded
their theorieson thematerialproductionof cultures.Morganworkedhis way up
from theactualpracticesof thevaryingculturesheobserved. Unlike Tylor, this
placedMorgan’s theoryon the table to be falsified (leadingto the easydecon-
structionof his theory later). However, it alsomadehis theorystrongerat that
moment.

Time and again,Morgan referredto the creationand evolution of the sav-
ageand barbariancivilizations as a necessaryproductof the living conditions
of the tribes. From the evolution of the body politic, propertybasedgovern-
mentsthroughthenecessityof theestablishmentof thefamily for kinshipbased
governments.[3, p. 43] Morganalsomakesreferenceandexplainsin detailthene-
cessityof aseemlyinsignificantartifactwith whichto draw theevolutionarylines,
pottery, asresultantof a materialneedfor storageof food, pointing to the exis-
tenceof otherlow-techstoragemechanismslike basket-weaving, asa pre-cursor
to hi-techpotterymaking.[3, p. 49-50] In theserespects,it seemsthat Morgan
is usingMarx’s argumentthatevolution is not applicablein thenatural physical
sciencessense,but ratherasameansto anend:survival.
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Morgan’sbasepremiseasoutlinedin thebeginningof his essayalsopointsto
thefactof materialcausation:“[the tribes’] strugglewith opposingobstacleswhile
winning their way to civilization.”[ 3, p. 41] And mentionsthis point again,when
referringto thepowersof comparativestudynot in temporalrelations,which he
regardedas“immaterial” , but conditionalrelations:“...differenttribesandnations
on the samecontinent,andeven of the samelinguistic family, are in different
conditionsat thesametime, ... thecondition of eachis thematerialfact,the time
beingimmaterial.” [3, p. 48]
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