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Anthropologists often characterize themselves as mavericks and
individualists, holding an “I did it my way attitude about ficldwork,
as Jean Jackson confirmed in several of her interviews. Despite this
iconoclastic “Indiana Jones syndrome,” as she calls it, there is consider-
able order and pattern in the ways anthropologists operate, more than
many may wish to believe. Patterns in fieldnote practice have changed
from the 1880s to the 1980s, as | show in “The Sccret Life of Ficld-
notes” (in Part III). But first we need to establish a vocabulary for the
discussion of fieldnotes.

“What are fieldnotes?” George Bond asks (this volume). He answers
that they are first, certainly, texts; they are documents with “the
security and concreteness that writing lends to observation . . . immu-
table records of some past occurence.” Yet fieldnotes are written,
usually, for an audience of one. So they are also “aides-mémoire that
stimulate the re-creation, the renewal of things past,” Bond explains.
Fieldnotes can make difficult reading for anyone other than their
author, as Robert J. Smith discovered in his first reading of Ella Lury
Embree’s fieldnotes about the Japanese village of Suye Mura. Ficld-
notes arc meant to be read by the cthnographer and to produce mean-
ing through interaction with the ethnographer’s hecadnotes.
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Headnotes and Fieldnotes

«Headnotes,” the felicitous term coined by Simon Ottenberg, iden-
ifies something immediately understandable to ethnographers. We
come back from the field with fieldnotes and headnotes. The field-
potes stay the same, written down on paper, but the headnotes con-
rinue to evolve and change as they did during the time in the field.
Ethnography, Ottenberg explains, is a product of the two sets of
npotes. The headnotes are more important. Only after the anthropolo-
gist is dead are the fieldnotes primary.

Other anthropologists have written about headnotcs without using
the term (Davis 1984: 304—5; Ellen 1984b: 279; Holy 1984: 33; Van
Maancn 1988: 118). On her third visit to Manus in 1965, Margaret
Mead was struck by the importance of her headnotes: “Because of my
long acquaintance with this village I can perceive and record aspects of
this people’s life that no one else can. . . . It is my individual conscious-
ness which provides the ground on which the lives of these people are
figures” (1977: 283).

Niara Sudarkasa (Gloria Marshall), while working in another field
site, wrote a rich account of her 1961—-62 fieldwork in the Yoruba
community of Awe. Her fieldnotes, diaries, and letters remained at
home; only her dissertation and a few photographs were with her.
“What follows, therefore, might best be described as remembrances
of, and reflections upon, my cfforts as an anthropologist in the mak-
ing. These are the encounters, the evaluations, the episodes that are
chiseled in memory” (Marshall 1970: 167). She relied on her head-
notes.

Martin M. C. Yang's 1945 classic, A Chinese Village, was written
from headnotes alone. In China during 1931 he drafted a paper about
his home community which was later published. Still later,

early in 1943 Ralph Linton invited me to work on a project entitled
“The Study of Modern Chinese Rural Civilization” in the department
of anthropology at Columbia University. . . . The project, which lasted
about sixteen months, resulted in my writing A Chinese Village. . . . In
My imagination [ almost completely relived my boyhood and adoles-
cent years. 1 did not merely recall facts or occurrences, but mentally and
¢motionally retraced my role in the lifc of the community. All came

ack to me—my parents, brothers, sisters; the people of adjacent neigh-
borhoods, of the village, the market town, the market-town school;
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their personalities, lives, and work; their relations with each other.
[Yang 1972: 71—72]

Srinivas wrote The Remembered Village also primarily from head-
notes. And like Yang, but more cxtensivcly, he had done earlicr
writing about Rampura (sec Srinivas 1987 for several of these papers).
A. C. Mayer raised the question about Srinivas’s book:

Has not that memory been “mediated” by diary-writing and note-
taking . . . by the later “processing” of the field notes, and for some of
the data, by the writing up in articles? . . . The question is, then: how far
was Srinivas able to forget his field notes and other writings? . . . He
may have had his memory “shaped” by these other data, in much the
samc way, though to a much lesser extent, as might the person working
openly with notes in an orthodox way? . . . Perhaps, then, Srinivas has
not so much used a new method of providing cthnography . . . as varied
the mix—of memory and written aids—in the usual one? [Mayer 1978:

43-44]

Mayer is correct, of course. Srinivas’s headnotes of 1970, his memories
at the umc he wrote the book, were different from the headnotes
formulated in Rampura at the timc of his fieldwork in 1948 and 1952.
All the episodes of writing and thinking about Rampura between these
points in time affccted the headnotes and led to The Remembered Vil-
lage.

Several of the authors in this volumc comment on the headnotes-
fieldnotes relationship. Jean Jackson mentions that for many anthropol-
ogists, changing topical interests and theoretical orientations “make rc-
reading fieldnotes an eye-opening experience.” Margery Wolf writcs
that feminism brought new questions to the fieldnotes she and Arthur
Wolf had produced in Taiwan. Nancy Lutkehaus’s post-fieldwork
headnotes provoked a reading of Camilla Wedgwood’s Manam Island
fieldnotes different from that preceding Lutkehaus’s residence therc.
Rena Lederman considers extensively the tensions between fieldnotes
and the evolving “sense of the whole,” both during and after fieldwork.
George Bond concludes, “When we review our notes we fill in gaps,
we give order to the immutablc text.”

The Field and Writing

Fieldnotes are produced in the field, but where is the field? Clifford
asks: “Can one, properly speaking, record a field note whilc not
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physically ‘there’? Would a remembered impression first inscribed at
one’s home university count as a fieldnote?” And what of the in-
creasing number of anthropologists who do fieldwork “at home,”
often in their home communities?

Lederman offers an answer. Being “in the field,” she says, “neced not
involve any traveling at all: it sometimes simply involves a shifting of
attention and of sociable connection within one’s own habitual mi-
lieus.” Fieldnotes are “of”’ the field, if not always written “in” the field.

But what, physically, are they? Anthropologists bring back a vaniety
of objects from fieldwork, including much paper. Jackson found no
defining consensus on what to include; notes on readings, photocopied
archival matenal, a ceramic dish, even thc ethnographer her- or himself
(“I am a fieldnote,” stated one storer of headnotes)—all were con-
sidered fieldnotes by some. Anthropologists also bring back photo-
graphs, films, videotapes, audio recordings, and recovered documents
of many sorts, including informant letters or diaries.

Here our focus is on what the anthropologist writes in the field:
““What does the ethnographer do?”—he writes” (Geertz 1973: 19). We
shall identify scratch notes, fieldnotes proper, fieldnote records, texts,
journals, diaries, letters, reports, and papers written in the field (cf.
Davis 1984: 297—304; Ellen 1984b).! We will briefly discuss also taped
interviews and informant statements, which are often transcribed out-
side the field but then become written documents used in writing
ethnography, like field-produced fieldnotes.

Scratch Notes

For many anthropologists, a first step from field perception to paper
is handwritten “scratch notes,” to use another of Ottenberg's well-
chosen phrases (cf. Ellen 1984b: 279—80, 282). Scratch notes are some-
umes produced in the view of informants, while observing or talking
with them, and sometimes out of sight.

William Partridge, in Colombia, felt uncomfortable carrying a note-
book early in his 1972—73 research, but with time he was able to record

'Ottenberg’s and Clifford’s essays guided my analysis of the fieldwork literature.
tead Ellen’s edited volume (1984a) after writing the first draft of “A Vocabulary for
Fieldnotes.” All of our views of fieldwork writing are gratifyingly coincidental, even if
We, or other authors in this volume, do not always use the same terms for conceptualiz-
Ing different types of field writings. I wish to acknowledge the published priority of
Ellen’s typology (1984b) and of Davis (1984).

95
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notes in front of his informants (Kimball and Partridge 1979: 52, 17y
Lederman always carried a steno pad; sometimes she wrote fulje,
notes as people were talking, and at other times she reconstructed he,
observations later, from *“abbreviated jottings” on the pads. In outdog,
observation among the Skolt Lapps in 1958—59, Pertti Pelto was oftey,
prevented by cold weather from producing more than bare scratch
notes (1970: 265—66). Edward Norbeck, in Japanin 1950-51, choosing
to “devotc as little time as possible to writing while in the presence of
informants,” produced his scratch notes afterward; during long inter
views he often excused himself “to go to the toilet, where I hastily
jotted down in Gregg shorthand key words to jog my memory later”
(1970: 255).

Morris Freilich, in 1956 research among Mohawks in Brooklyn and
Canada, soon learned that open note-taking would not be tolerated:
“[I] had to keep a small notebook in my hip pocket and periodically go
to the men’s room in the bar or the outhouse at Caughnawaga and
write notes to myself. As frequently as possible, I would go to a coftec
shop to write down longer statements” (1970b: 193. See also Gupta
1979: 113; Keiser 1970: 230). William Sturtevant (1959) even published
a short statement about his technique of writing scratch notes un-
observed during long ceremonial events: he used a two-inch pencil on
two- by three-inch slips of paper held together by a paperclip in his
pants or jacket pocket. Some of Hortense Powdermaker’s fieldnotes in
Mississippl were written with similar surreptitiousness (1966: 175,
178).

Scratch-note production is what James Clifford calls inscription: “A
participant-observer jots down a mnemonic word or phrase to fix an
observation or to recall what someone has just said.” It might also
record fuller observations or responscs to questions the ethnographer
brings. Either way, as Clifford observes, “the flow of action and
discourse has been interrupted, turned to writing.” For some of Jack-
son’s anthropological informants, inscription disrupts participant-
observation: “Fieldnotes get in the way. They interfere with what
fieldwork is all about—the doing.”

Inscribing scratch notes, usually on a small pad contemporancous
with or soon after the events observed or words heard, is anthropolog-
ical fieldwork (Boissevain 1970: 74—7s, 79; Freilich 1970b: 200-201;
Gonzalez 1970: 171; Gulick 1970: 133—34; Kobben 1967: 42; Marshall
1970: 190; Powdermaker 1966: 94—95; Whitten 1970: 351; Yengoyan
1970: 416). But so is the “typing up” Ottenberg speaks of, the produc-
tion of an enhanced and expanded set of fieldnotes (sce Beals 1970: 50;
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Beattic 1965 41, LeClair 1960: 34-35; Marshall 1970: 190; Powder-
maker 1966: 95; Wolff 1960: 24T1).

Scratch Notes to Fieldnotes

This second stage of ficldnote production is epitomized in the photo-
graph on the cover of the paperback edition of this book, Margaret
Mead and Gregory Bateson at work in “the mosquito room” in the
[atmul villagc of Tambunam in 1938. They sit opposite each other at a
small desk, each behind a typewriter. Bateson is looking to his left at a
small notebook, his handwritten scratch notcs. Mead, her notebook to
her right, next to Bateson’s, is either reading her typewritten page or
thinking. They are busy in description, as Clifford charactcrizes it: “the
making of a more or less cohcrent representation of an obscrved
cultural reality . . . for later writing and interpretation aimed at the
production of a finished account.”

The scratch-notes-to-descriptive-fieldnotes writing act must be
timely, before the scratch notes get “cold” (Mecad 1977: 202). But more
than preserving their warmth is involved. As Ottenberg notes, other
ingredients are added in the process. Aneeta Minocha, whosc circum-
stances of field research in a women's hospital in Delhi made taking
scratch notes relatively easy, is precisc about her additions in writing
second-stage descriptive fieldnotes.

During my talks I scribbled key words on a small notebook. Later 1
wrote extensive reports of my conversations, and also recorded my
explanations and interpretations as they occurred to me at that time. I
also recorded the contexts in which particular conversations took place,
as well as the general physical and emotional condition of the infor-
mants, their appcarance and behavior, and the gestures they used.
Usually it took me three to four hours to put on paper five to six hours
of field work. It was because of such immediate recording of my field
experiences that I was able to recreate the atmosphere in which each
conversation or event took place. Even now;, as [ writc, I can vividly feel
the presence of the participants. [1979: 213]

John Gulick, in a Lebanese village in 1951—52, used brief scratch

Notes in conjunction with his memory of conversations to produce his
fieldnotes.

Often . . . I would have to wait until the evening to do this, and tired
thC’.ugh lusually was at the end of the day, [ found that it was essential to
write the day’s notes before going to sleep. If I failed to do this and
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postponed note writing till the next day, I found that the notes were
useless, except insofar as they might contain simple factual information.
The subtleties of cues and responses—some of which one can catch in
notes if one writes them soon enough—became lost in sleep, and what I
wrote the next day was essentially a second-hand account, an over-
simplified version, in which the events and my reactions to them were
truly blurred. [1970: 134]

Other anthropologists may handwrite fuller, longer-lasting, scratch
notes (Powdermaker 1966: 95), though these also vary in completeness
from one time to another (Beals 1970: s5; Honigmann 1970: 44
Wagley 1977: 18). Few are as candid about the compromises they make
as Pelto:

My plan was to type up the day’s field notes each evening, or, at the
latest, the next morning. However, 1 was frequently at a roundup or
other activity for as long as two weeks at a time, which meant that on
returning to home base I would have to schedule lengthy typing ses-
sions to catch up on back notes. While typing up my notes, | often
recalled significant events that I had not jotted down in my notebook. [
wrote up these additional notes in thc same manner as the information
from the notebook, although the nature of the materials often madc it
clear which data had been written on the spot and which were later
recollections. [1970: 266]

A backlog of scratch notes to be typed plagues more anthropolo-
gists than Pelto—probably most anthropologists (see Briggs 1970: 33;
LeClair 1960; Powdermaker 1966: 170). When possible, some eth-
nographers take short periods away from their ficldwork location to
catch up on processing their scratch notes (Norbeck 1970: 25; Shah
1979: 32). Mead comments on the pleasure that being caught up
brings, if only momentarily: “For the first time in two months I am
almost up to date in writing up notes, which is the nearest I can ever
come to affluence. It’s impossible to get on the credit side of the matter,
but just to be free of the knowledge that there are pages and pages of
faintly scratched, rapidly cooling notes waiting for me is almost afflu-
cnce”’ (1977: 228—30).

The disposition of scratch notcs is probably the wastebasket in most
cases. Ottenberg kept his for some years, then threw them out. Nor-
beck apparently kept his longer. He wrote in 1970 about his fieldwork
in Japan: “My handwritten field notes consisted of two very shim
notebooks more or less filled with cryptic symbols. My typewritten
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potes consisted of a file of § by 8 inches equal to perhaps 2000 manu-
script pages. The slim notebooks contained . . . the basis for typing
lengthy accounts™ (1970: 256).

Ficldnotes Proper

When Solon Kimball arrived in West Ireland in 1933, it had been
«drilled” into him that success “would be e¢vident in fat piles of field
notes” (1972: 183). The “lengthy accounts” brought back from the
field—Norbeck’s 2,000 cards, for example—are the heart of our con-
cern with fieldnotes. It is this body of description, acquired and record-
ed in chronological sequence, that I shall term *“fieldnotes proper,”
though others have different names for it: “journal,” “notebooks,”
“daily logs.” Scratch notes precede ficldnotes, and other forms of
writing in the field are arranged around them.

At the core of the more specialized fieldnote records and journal
from Margery and Arthur Wolf’s 1958—60 research in Taiwan are, on
five- by eight-inch cards, “some 600 closely typed pages of what we
came to call G data, or general data. Thesc notes include detailed
descriptions of funeral ceremonies, intensive interviews with unhappy
young women, lengthy explanations by village philosophers, and
rambling gossip sessions among groups or pairs of women and men.”
Simon Ottenberg’s 1952—53 Afikpo fieldnotes are similar—“a thicket
of ethnography.” Rena Lederman’s New Guinea “daily logs” were
handwritten, from her steno-pad notes, in chronologically kept bound
books: “Very often there is no clear indication of why any particular
item was deemed noteworthy at the time. Neither could a naive reader
tell whether what is contained in an entry is complete in itself.”

Nancy Lutkehaus and Robert Smith, coming across other ethnogra-
phers’ fieldnotcs, have found in them the properties and problems that
Wolf, Ottenberg, and Lederman ascribe to their own. Following Mali-
nowski’s advice to produce “a chaotic account in which everything is
written down as it is observed or told,” Wedgwood kept her 1933-34
fieldnotes in “thirty-four neatly bound notebooks” that record “obser-
vations of daily activities, genealogical data, fragments of texts with
terlineal translations, narrative descriptions of events and processes,
and drawings diagramming such things as house construction and the
Various parts of an outrigger canoe” (Lutkehaus, this volume). Among
the Suye Mura field materials were “two typescript journals. John

mbree’s contained 1,276 pages; Ella’s 1,005.” Ella Embree, reports

99



I00

UNPACKING ‘“‘FIELDNOTES”™

Smith, “wrote down what she had seen and heard, and often what sh,
thought about it, at the end of every day. The journal . . . begins oy
December 20, 1935, and ends on November 3, 1936. The difficulty
was that increasing familiarity led the journal’s author to use short.
hand references to individuals and places.”

Allen and Ora Johnson (this volume) suggest solutions to the
problems of unevenness and haphazard organization that may charac-
terize comprehensive fieldnotes. They also point out, provocatively,
that the “interpretive” and “scientific” camps of contemporary an-
thropology have had little to say about the implications of their posi-
tions for the ficldnotes that anthropologists produce: “We suspect that
both humanistic and scientific anthropologists keep their journals in
roughly comparable ways. . . . Open discussion of our ficldnotes . . .
might reveal more similarities between varietics of anthropologists,
illuminating the bases that link us as a unified profession.”

Whether in handwritten bound books or typed on five-by-cight
cards or full-sized typing paper (“I. . . use the best rag-content paper”
[Mead 1977: 11]), a substantial corpus of sequentially produced, wide-
ranging fieldnotes is at the heart of the ethnographic enterprise (Barn-
ett 1970: 4—5, 28; Boissevain 1970: 79, 81; Ellen 1984b: 283; Fenton
1972: 109; Gulick 1970: 133, 134; Honigmann 1970: 40; Wolcott 1981:
256; Wolff 1960: 241). Extracts from such fieldnotes have been pub-
lished in several books discussing fieldwork (see Boissevain 1970: 75;
Conklin 1960: 119—-25; Freilich 1970b: 197-98; Kimball and Partridge
1979; Kobben 1967: 37—38, 43—47, 50, $3—s4; Mitchell 1978: 101-3,
107-8, 160, 172-76, 185, 232—33; Wagley 1977: 90—93; Whiting and
Whiting 1970: 293, 299-311).

Fieldnote Records

Some of Jean Jackson’s anthropological informants contrasted
“fieldnotes,” in the sense of “a running log written at the end of cach
day,” with “data.” For these cthnographers, fieldnotes are “a record of
one’s rcactions, a source of background information, a preliminary
stab at analysis.” Data, for them, are sociological and demographic
materials, organizable on computer cards or disks.

The Johnsons point to the differcnces in design and use between
fieldnotes and more spccialized ficld materials—both the “question-
naircs and surveys” of quantitatively oriented anthropologists and the
“folktales, life histories, or taxonomies” of the humanistically in-
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clined. Robert Maxwell (1970: 480), reviewing his 1964 rescarch in
Gamoa, distinguished “thesis-relevant information” (“tests and sys-
tematic observations that provided me with enough data for a disserta-
tion”) from “soft data” (his fieldnotes, recorded on 1, 500 five-by-eight
cards, concemning “the sociological characteristics of the village, the
dreams of the inhabitants, . . . gcneral information on the way people
in Laovele pattern their lives,” and a mass of details on the lives of two
individuals).

In an organizational sense, these contrasts arc between fieldnotes
proper and fieldnote records—information organized in sets separate
from the sequential fieldwork notes that anthropologists produce (El-
len 1984b: 286). While Jackson and the Johnsons identify a strain of
contemporary anthropological thinking in which fieldnote records, or
“data,” are a more important goal than wide-ranging ficldnotes, and
Maxwell provides an example, the point here is larger than “scientific”
models of fieldwork.2 Records, as the Johnsons note, are produced by
all brands of anthropologists; this was the case for many decades
before anthropology became a “behavioral science” in the 1950s.

In addition to the two sets of fieldnotes totaling more than two
thousand pages from thec Embrees’ fieldwork in Japan, Smith was pre-
sented with their houschold census records, along with documents,
letters, reports, photographs, and an informant’s diary. The records
from Margery and Arthur Wolf’s 1958—60 Taiwain research were even
more extensive: thousands of pages of timed observations of children,
hundreds of pages of formal interviews of children and parents, and
hundreds of questionnaires administered in schools, all in addition to
their “G data” fieldnotes.

Other extra-fieldnote records that anthropologists have mentioned
1n accounts of fieldwork include household data cards, genealogies,
and folders for information on “certain persons . . . and subjects such
as kinship, godparenthood, church organization” (Boissevain 1970:
75, 77—78, 80); a list of personal names and their meanings, informant
Comments on a set of photographs, questionnaires, life histories, and a
day-by-day record on political developments “in which every conver-
sation, rumor and event was kept” (Codere 1970: 157—-61); forms for
data on knowledge of plants and animals and on material culture, and a

*Ottenberg writes in a personal communication, “There is a danger for some
Persons of overemphasizing records at the expense of fieldnotes. We had an ethno-
Musicology student who in his research did great work with the video camera but it so
Preoccupied him that he had few written notes.”

[ 4
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World Health Organization form on household composition and pos.
sessions, economics, and health and nutrition (Dentan 1970: 95-96): ,
questionnaire on values and the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT),
both adapted for local use (Diamond 1970: 138—39); topical notes o,
“change, children, communication, co-operatives, dances, employ-
ment, interpersonal rclations, law, leadership, marnage, personality
and recreation” and a “data bank” on individual community residents
(Honigmann 1970: 40, 66); and Rorschach tests, a comprehensive
“sociocultural index schedule,” and an “expressive autobiographic
interview” (Spindler and Spindler 1970: 280-82, 285, 293-95).

As these accounts explain, some fieldnote records are envisioned in
“research designs” beforc ficldwork, and others are developed as the
research progresscs. Lcderman carcfully cxplains the evolution of her
“daily log” fieldnotes and “typed files” records, and the relationship
between them. Her records, kept according to topic in ring binders,
included accounts of complex events, long interviews, a houschold
census, land tenure histories, data on garden plots and pig production,
gift exchange account books, and systematic interviews on exchange
network memberships, marriage, bridewcalth, and mortuary presta-
tions.

In a valuable account of William Partndge’s fieldwork in Colombia,
the precise points at which systematic records emerged from field-
notes are identified. Some six months after arrival in his research
community, Partridge wrote Solon Kimball: “I am going to begin a
scrics of directed interviews,” choosing respondents from “the costerio
[coastal] hamlet of laborers, the cachaco vereda [mountain settlement]
La Piedra, and selected older pecople of the town’s upper crust. 1 will
record the interviews on five-by-eight-inch sort cards.” Up to that
point, information from these three groups had been included in
Partridge’s chronological fieldnotes. Six months later a new sct of
records—interviews on marijuana production and use—was begun.
Again, this crystallized data collection alrcady under way in Par-
tridge’s fieldnotes (Kimball and Partridge 1979: 131, 172).

The balance between fieldnotes and records is unique in each re-
search project, and most if not all anthropologists produce both kinds
of documents. Many ethnographers would probably feel uncomfort-
able speaking of research as fieldwork if it produced records but no
fieldnotes. Yet the demands of particular subdisciplines and theoretical
approaches increasingly drive fieldworkers toward more directed rec-
ord collection. Attention to wide-ranging fieldnotes correspondingly
recedes. '



Vocabulary for Fieldnotes

John Hitchcock, in his 1960—62 fieldwork in Nepal, used a carefully
formulated intcrview guide, yet “much that we lcarned was picked up
fortuitously” and recorded as fieldnotes.

On balance . . . it was a boon to have well-defined rescarch objectives
and easily drawn lines between relevance and irrelevance. Yet the situa-
don was not without paradox. The same design that was guide and
support . . . could becomc a demon rider . . . and I railed atiit. . . . It did
not truly lay to rest a conscience enhanced if not derived from written
exposure to eminences likc Boas. . . . The communal live sacrifice at the
fortress described in The Magars of Banyan Hill [Hitchcock 1966] could
not have been written without notes that from the point of view of the
research design did not scem strictly relevant. [1970: 176]

Margery Wolf, in wnting The House of Lim (1968) and Women and the
Family in Rural Taiwan (1972), drew upon both fieldnotes and records.
She was “gratified by all the seemingly purposeless anccdotes, conver-
sations verging on lectures, and series of complaints that had been re-
corded. Clearly, the presence of unfocused, wide-ranging, all-inclusive
fieldnotes was essential to the success of this unplanned project.”
During her 1980-81 interviews in China, it was impossible to produce
much in the way of similar fieldnotes; in her view, a more restricted and
limited book necessarily resulted.

“If we are to develop authentic descriptions of individual behavior
and beliefs,” the Johnsons write, “we must accompany the subject into
the several significant settings that cvoke the many facets of the whole
person.” They identify the dangers of records without fieldnotes: “The
tight, deductive research designs of the behavioral scientist are neces-
sanly reductionistic. . . . Anthropologists generally agree that most
human behavior is overdetermined, serving multiple purposes or re-
flecting multiple meanings simultaneously.” Among ways to balance
record-oriented research with wide-ranging cthnographic fieldnotes,
the Johnsons propose a “cultural context checklist” as a medium for
Constantly reintroducing holistic concerns into fieldwork routines—
much as Honigmann (1970: 43) reports that reviewing Murdock’s
Outline of Cultural Materials was useful to him.

Texts

Among fieldnote records, “texts” are a particular kind, with their
(C)?‘f‘m long history in anthropology. They are produced by transcription,
ifford’s third type of ethnographic ficldnote writing. Transcription,

103
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unlike inscribing scratch notes, usually involves an encounter betweey,
informant and ethnographer away from ongoing social action and
conversation. Ideally, the cthnographer and informant sit alone t-
gether; the ethnographer carefully records answers to poscd questions,
or writes down in the informant’s own words and language a dictated
myth, spell, recipe, or life history remembrance. While handwritten
transcriptions may be retyped and translated later, the point is to
secure the informant’s precise words during the fieldwork encounter, as
they are spoken. The results of such fieldwork procedure are texts.

Texts figure promincntly in the fieldnotes of Franz Boas. He pub-
lished more than 3,000 pages of Kwakiutl texts and translations, many
written by George Hunt, and some 6,751 pages of texts from all his
fieldwork (Codere 1966: xiv;, White 1963: 23—24). These texts give us
“the lincage myth as its owner tells it, the potlatch speech as it was
given, the point-by-point procedures in making a canoe,” according
to Helen Codere (1966: xxx), who knows as well as any anthropolo-
gist the full Boas corpus. Her three examples stand for three differcnt
social contexts of transcription: (1) a myth recited for the anthropolo-
gist—a text reproduced away from its normal context of recital; (2) a
speech given during an event—a text recorded in the context of its
social production, hcard by natives and cthnographer alike; (3) an
account of a technical procedure—a text crcated at the prompting of
the ethnographer and not recoverable in such form elsewhere.

Although the second context—recording ongoing speech events—
certainly results in texts, it partakes of both inscription and tran-
scription. In a contemporary sociolinguistic appraisal of interview
methods, Charles Briggs (1986) argues against imposition of the West-
crn/middle—class interview speech event and in favor of culturally
grounded forms of listening and talk, learncd over time through
participant-observation. His cautions arc relevant to both the first.
displaced mode of transcription and the third, fabricative one. His
argument would favor the sccond inscription-transcription mode.
Texts resulting from such ongoing speech events would also be morc
appropriate to the goals of text transcription professed by Boas.

These goals, according to Stocking, are well presented in a 1905
Boas letter on the importance of published texts:

I do not think that anyone would advocate the study of antique civiliza-
tions . . . without a thorough knowledge of their languages and of the
literary documents in these languages. . . . In regard to our American
Indians. . . practically no such literary matcrial is available for study. . . .
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My own published work shows, that I let this kind of work take
precedence over practically everything else, knowing it is the founda-
tion of all futurc researches. Without it . . . deeper studies . . . will be all
but impossiblc. Besides this we must furnish . . . the indispensable
material for future linguistic studies. [Stocking 1974: 122-23]

The linguistic value of Boas’s displaced and crcated texts is most
uscful in work on morphology, syntax, and semantics; it is less so for
stylistics and pragmatics than the texts of actual speech cvents would
be (Jacobs 1959). In “antique civilizations,” texts and physical remains
are all wc have. In living societies, however, other anthropologists
havc not elevated text-recording in fieldwork to the height that Boas
did; rather, they have valued participant-observation, with its other
forms of note-taking. Nonetheless, it is the potential of texts to assist
in “deeper studies” that has accounted for their continuing transcrip-
tion.

For Boas, one aim of ethnography was to “disclosc . . . the ‘inner-
most thoughts,’” thc ‘mental life’ of the people,” and texts were a
means “to present K wakiutl culture as it appears to the Indian himself”
(Codere 1966: xi, xv). With fieldnotes and other kinds of records, texts
have been used by other anthropologists to meet similar goals. On
Manus Island in 1928-29, Reo Fortune “concentrated on texts, once
he had trained Pokanau to dictate the contents of last night’s seancc. He
took everything down in longhand” (Mead 1972:174). The limits of
displaced transcription, howcever, werc revealed to Mcad in 1953 when
Pokanau told her that her more rapid typing of his texts permitted him
to “‘put it all in.” The ‘all’ simply meant an incredible number of
repetitions.” But it is precisely “repetition” and other performative
and paralinguistic features that today so interest analysts of transcribed
texts of ongoing rituals and other specch events.

Like Mcad (see also 1977: 297), Mandelbaum in India in 1937 tran-
scribed texts directly by typewriter from his English-speaking Kota
informant Sulli. Although “my notes and the quotations of his words
usually preserve the structurc of his utterancc, . . . as | typed I would
Tepair, for the sake of future clarity, some of his direct spcech” (1960:
279n). Sulli’s texts covered a wide range of Kota culture. He also
dictated texts for Murray Emeneau, who mentioned in Kota Texts
(1944)—based entirely on Sulli’s displaced oral productions—that he
Was a “fine storytellcr who adjusted to the slow pace of dictation
Without losing the narrative and entcrtainment qualitics which are
characteristic of Kota tales” (Mandelbaum 1960: 306). In candor, Man-
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delbaum also adds that Sulli’s narratives tended “to be neater and more
integrated than was the historical actuality,” and that he tended “¢,
figure much larger in his account than he may have in the event” (196¢:
307). Displaced and created texts arc here certainly Kota “culture as ;
appears to the Indian himself.” Like all texts, nonetheless, they and
their creator arc positioned in their local socicty.

Life histories turn around the disadvantages that such texts, created
at the ethnographer’s prompting, have for any general appreciation of
“the mental life of thc people.” Instead, they purposely position the
informant within her or his local society. In addition to large chunks of
texts, life histories as genre present analysis based upon fieldnotes and
other forms of records. John Adair (1960: 495—97) describes the life
history fieldwork process, with an extract from his transcriptions once
they reached a text-productive stage. Informative accounts of collect-
ing life history fieldnotc texts are provided by James Freeman (1979),
Sidney Mintz (1960) and Edward Winter (1959). Langness and Frank
(1981) offer a history and overview of this ethnographic option.

With literacy, the displaced oral productions and created accounts of
informants may take on a self-edited form (Goody 1977, 1986, 1987)
more like ethnography and, before recent interests in narrativity and
rhetoric, well suited to the ethnographer’s textual goals. Recalling
fieldwork with the Copper Eskimo, Jenness conveys the frustration of
many past text transcribers with nonliterate informants and their non-
Western/middle-class speech conventions.

We then closeted ourselves with two old men, whose hearts we warmed
with some hard biscuits and cups of steaming chocolate. The comfort-
ablc tent and the unusual beverage loosened their tongues. . . . Inthe end
it was not their secretiveness that hampered our researches, but our
ignorance of their ways of thought and their own inability to narrate a
story from the ground upward; for they invariably began with the cnsis,
so to speak, and worked backward and forward, with many omissions
and repctitions, on the tacit assumption that our minds moved in the
same groove as theirs and that explanations were needless. [1928: 202—3]

Sulli’s texts no doubt reflect his schooling. So did the detailed,
sequential account of the three-day Agarabi male initiation ritual dic-
tated to James B. Watson on his sccond New Guinea field trip in 1963~
64 by “a handsome, clean-cut youth” whosc “clothing, his bearing,
and his excellent pidgin, deliberately intersperscd with English, be-
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craved that he had been to school and had also worked for a time in a
own or on the coast.”

“The First Day,” the young man announced like a title, flashing me a
self-conscious smile. He began to detail the preliminancs of the rit-
ual. . . . I'finished the last unused leaf of the notebook and . . . continued
the notes on the inside back cover, then on the outside. . . . He stopped
to ask if I did not have another book. . . . I called out to the house.. . . for
someone to bring me the book. . . . We picked up where we had
stopped. . . . My eyes were straining now from seldom looking up.
Page by page we noted all the events of “The Second Day,” finally
reaching the third. . . . At last the session ended. . . . We had been atit for
well over two hours. . . . My collaborator told me cheerfully that he
would be available tomorrow for any further questions. . . . Sure that I
knew the village well ten years ago, | had found no one like this. . . . No
elder I had ever talked to could do what had just been done. [Watson

1972: 177-79]

The next step with literate informants, as Boas long ago learned with
George Hunt, is to add texts written by the informants themselves to
the ethnographer’s own body of fieldnotes. This happened spontane-
ously for Mintz in 1953 after he asked Don Taso, a Puerto Rican sugar
cane worker, if he could tape-record his life story. “He asked for time
to think about it. . . . The following evening when we sat down
together again, he produced from his pocket several sheets of lined
paper, torn from a child’s notebook, on which he had written down his
story. . . . So the formal gathering of the data on Taso’s life began with
a wntten statement.” Mintz published an English translation of this
text, and reproduced a page from the handwritten Spanish original, in
Worker in the Cane: a Puerto Rican Life History (1960: 27-31; illus. 4).
Letters from informants on ethnographic topics (Kluckhohn 1960:
450; Lowic 1960: 431—32) are another form of text, as is “The Diary of
an Innkeeper’s Daughter,” found among the Suye Mura materials that
accompanied the Embrees’ fieldnotes when Smith reccived them. In
RWanda in 1959-60, in addition to transcribing forty-eight life histo-
ries, Codere (1970: 157) had a dozen Rwandan “reporters” fill many
notebooks for her. Meeting the Boasian mandate, “the good notebook
Material does give a picture of the activities and preoccupations of the
Young Rwanda that year, of their mobility, and of their version of
What they saw around them.” Several of Jean Jackson’s anthropologi-
€l informants also gave their field informants notebooks to produce
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their own fieldnotes (sec also Beattie 1965: 26—27, 30-34; Epsteip
1961; Evans-Pritchard 1974; Lewis 1951: xix; Parsons 1917; Schaper,
1935: 318). Perhaps thc uncertainty of ownership between sponsor ang
author of these informant-produced texts is involved in the lack of
clarity many of Jackson’s informants expressed over what to include
under the “ficldnotes” label.

Journals and Diaries

Journals and diaries are written products of fieldwork that serve
indexical or cathartic purposes for ethnographers (Ellen 1984b: 28¢).
Chronologically constructed journals providc a key to the information
in fieldnotcs and records (cf. Carstens ct al. 1987); diaries record the
ethnographer’s personal reactions, frustrations, and assessments of life
and work in the ficld. In some cascs the same account will contain
elemcnts of both forms, as is evident of two extracts from S. F. Nadel's
“diary” of his Nuba fieldwork (Husmann 1983; see also Turner 1987:
94). Latterly, the increasingly intertextual nature of post-field ethno-
graphic writing has intruded on both journals and diaries. Journals
may now record reactions to ethnographics read or reconsidered in the
field; and diaries, one suspects, may be written with the aim of pub-
lishing a “personal account” of fieldwork (as with Barley 1983; Ccsara
1982; Rabinow 1977; Romanucci-Ross 1985. See Geertz 1988: 89—91).

In her Pacific fieldwork Margaret Mead kept “a diary” —or joumnal,
using the distinction I make here—*“stripped of comment, as an index
to events and rccords. This was an act of responsibility in case my field
work was interrupted and someone elsc had to make sense of it” (1977:
11). Honigmann’s 1944 and 1945 journals from his fieldwork among
the Canadian Kaska Indians were similarly a daily record of activity;
his ficldnotes were “on 4" X §”slips of paper and categorized according
to the advice in George P. Murdock’s manual called Outlitie of Cultural
Materials” (1970: 40). In Honigmann’s case, there were no “fieldnotes
proper”; the journal and topical fieldnote records togcther contain the
information that morc ordinarily appears in chronologically kept field-
notes. Boissevain’s 1960—61 Malta fieldwork journal—*a daily diary
into which [ entered appointments and a rather terse summary of
persons and places visited during the day” (1970: 79—80)—is anothcr
example of the journal form.

Rosemary Firth’s 1939—40 Malayan fieldwork diary was something
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different from these three examples of journals, or from that of her
husband:

[1t] became for me a sort of lifcline, or checking point to measure changes
in myself. I believe Raymond Firth kept a mainly chronological-rccord
type of diary when he was in Tikopia [Firth 1936: 2] and Malinowski the
more personal sort when he was in the Trobriands. Mine was used as an
cmotional outlet for an individual subjected to disorientating changes in
his [sic] personal and social world. Perhaps ideally, both kinds should be
kept; first the barc facts, the news summary as it werc, then the personal

reactions. [1972: 15]

Bronislaw Malinowski’s Diary in the Strict Sense of the Term (1967) is
certainly well titled. It has been the subject of many assessments, of
which that of Anthony Forge—Ilike Malinowski, an ethnographer of
Melanesia—is both sympathetic and uscful.

It was never intended for publication. . . . These diaries are not about the
Trobriand Islanders. . . . They are a partial record of the struggle that
affects every anthropologist in the field: a struggle to retain a sensc of his
own identity as an individual and as a member of a culture. . . . Under
these circumstances a diary is . . . your only chance of cxpressing
vourself, of rclieving your tensions, of obtaining any sort of cathar-
sis. . . . The negative side of fieldwork . . . predominates in the
diaries . . . a place to spew up one’s spleen, so that tomorrow one can
start afresh. [1972: 292—96. Also scc Geertz 1988: 73-83; Mead 1970:

324n]

Other anthropological diarists, whose work we do not scc in full as
we do Malinowski's, stress the personal functions identified by Forge.
When experiencing *“despair and hopelessness” in her fieldwork in
Mexico, Peggy Goldc (1970a: 75) vented her feelings in her diary.
Margery Wolf, ranging more widcly, recorded her “irritation with
village life, some wild hypothcses of causation, an ongoing analysis of
the Chinese personality structure, various lascivious thoughts, dia-
tribes against injustice, and so forth.”

Diamond Jenness’s 1913—-16 Arctic fieldwork led to both diary (1957:
9. 88) and fieldnotes (1928: 14, 28, 41, 83—84). Dawn in Arctic Alaska,
Covering the first months of his rcsearch, portrays Alaskan Eskimos
Much more acculturated to Western society (1957: 100, 103, 122) than
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the Canadian Copper Eskimo described in The People of the Tiviligy,
(1928), one of the earliest and best of many pcrsonal ethnograph;,
accounts. Dawn in Arctic Alaska was written from Jenness’s diary, |,
tells us (1957: 8)—plus his headnotes, of course. An extract from the
diary is included (1957: 88-89), and the book incorporates both the
factual (journallike) and the personal (diarylike) qualitics that his fic]d
diaries clearly contain. No prefacing statement identifies Jenness'
textual sources for The People of the Twilight, but its chronologica)
structure must also be based on his diary; again, the factual and the
personal are comingled.

The intertextual environment of contemporary anthropology fig-
ures centrally in the extensive personal journals—*“the most private of
my notes” which “I imaginc I would never want to make public”—
that Rena Lederman kept along with her fieldnotes and records dunng
her New Guinea recsearch: “Therc are reactions to the books and
articles I was reading—some anthropology, some history, and some
other things—usually entered . . . in the form of ideas for a disserta-
tion/book or for articles.”

A textual influence on anthropological journals and diarics that has
registered powerfully in recent decades is Lévi-Strauss’s Tristes Tropi-
ques (1955), in English translation since 1961. Clifford Geertz says of it:
“Though it is very far from being a great anthropology book, or even
an especially good one, is surely one of the finest books ever writtcn
by an anthropologist” (1973: 347: sec also 1988: 25—48). While other
personal accounts of fieldwork predate it (Cushing 1882—83; Jenncss
1928; Kluckhohn 1927, 1933; Osgood 1953; Wissler 1938), none cx-
ccpt Laura Bohannan'’s Return to Laughter (Bowen 19 54) has had nearly
the impact of Lévi-Strauss’s work, as is evident from references to it in
several fieldwork accounts (Alland 1975; Rabinow 1977; Romanucci-
Ross 1985). One also suspects its inspiration or stylistic influecnce
several others where it is not mentioned (Barley 1983, 1986; Cesara
1982; Gearing 1970; Maybury-Lewis 1965; Mitchell 1978; Read 1965:
Robertson 1978; Turnbull 1961; Waglev 1977; Werner 1984).

Stirred by this burgeoning genre since the mid-1950s, intentions t0
write personal fieldwork accounts later have no doubt revivified a
fieldwork diary tradition that had been giving way to indexical jour-
nals under the growing influence of social anthropology and behav-
ioral science models. Simon Ottenberg, writes of his 1952—53 Afikpo
fieldwork: “I did not keep a diary . . . which I very much regret today.
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But we were brought up in a positivistic age where personal impres-
<ons were seen as less important than the ‘facts out there.’”

Letters, Reports, Papers

Fieldnotes, records, texts, and journals and diaries remain in the
feld with their author and one-person audience. Many ethnographers
mail carbon copies of fieldnotes home for safekeeping, but not, nor-
mally, for reading by anyone else. The exceptions are usually graduate
students who send scts of fieldnotes to university advisors and men-
cors, as did William Partridge to Solon Kimball (Kimball and Partridge
1979).3 Kimball’s investment in Partridge’s fieldwork via return letters
was considcrable—and unusual; in few other places in the fieldwork
literature arc similar involvements recorded. When advisors write to
students in thc field, it is more likely in response to those in-field
compositions written to leave the field—Iletters, reports, and papers.

Probably most anthropologists in the ficld write letters to family
members and friecnds, to mentors and professional colleagues. Letters,
first of all, inform others that one is alive and well, or alive and
recovering. They also allow the fieldworker to report on his or her
psychological state and reactions—see Rosemary Firth’s lettcr to her
father (1972: 16)—although not as fully or cathartically as do personal
diaries. “The long letters that Ruth and I wrote to our families are poor
substitutcs for a diary” (Dentan 1970: 89).

Perhaps more significantly, letters allow the cthnographer to try out
descriptions and syntheses in an informal fashion. Hazel Weidman'’s
1957—58 field letters from Burma include evocative descriptions of
Rangoon and of the hospital in which she conducted fieldwork (1970:
243-46). Buell Quain’s 1938 letter from Brazil to his advisor Ruth
Benedict (Murphy and Quain 1955: 103-6) is a rounded, rich descrip-
tion of Trumai Indian culture, more human in tone than the abstrac-
tions of fieldnotes.

Letters are a first step in committing headnotes to paper (e.g.,
Mitchell 1978: 96101, 104—7). As Lutkehaus reveals, Camilla Wedg-
Wood’s letters from Malinowski, received while she was doing field-
work in Manam, indicate that her letters to him were the beginnings of

3Triloki Nath Pandey's lctters to his advisor Fred Eggan were indeed his fieldnotes:
; dltinot take notes in front of his Zuni informants, but he could safely write to his
0ss” (1979: 257).

III
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her analyses. “Cut out certain portions of your information and pyt,_
lish them in Man as it might be easier to do it out of informal letter,
than for you to stew over the writing up of an article,” he advised her,
Letters certainly can be a useful tool in constructing a personal accoup,
of fieldwork such as A. F. Robertson’s for his 1965—66 research i
Uganda (1978: 1-2).

Like her ethnography, and her marriages, Margarct Mead’s lctters
from the field are monumental. A substantial selection of them (Mead
1977), published shortly before her death in 1978, form an essentia)
complement to her memoirs (Mcad 1972) and Jane Howard’s biogra-
phy (1984) for an understanding of Mead’s career in anthropology.
“Letters written and received in the field have a very special signifi-
cance. Immersing oneself in life in the ficld is good, but one must be
careful not to drown. . . . Letters can bc a way of occasionally righting
the balance as, for an hour or two, one relates oncself to people who
are part of one’s other world and tries to make a little more real for
them this world which absorbs one, waking and sleeping” (Mcad
1977: 7).

In her early ficldwork Mead wrote individual letters to relativcs,
friends, and mentors Franz Boas, Ruth Benedict, William F. Ogburn,
and Clark Wissler. But from her first fieldwork in Samoa in 1925-26,
she also typed multiple carbons of letters addressed to a group; her
mother too retyped letters and sent them to others. This practice
netted Mecad return mail of seventy or eighty letters every six wecks in
Samoa, as well as setting a pattern that continued through her field
experiences into the 1970s. By the 1950s her ficld letters werc circulat-
ing to fifty or more persons (1977: 8—10).

The final two forms of fieldwork writing we will consider arc
reports and papers. In preparation for such writing, as well as for later
dissertations and publications and to identify gaps in their fieldnotes,
many anthropologists report “rereading,” “reviewing,” “working
up,” “going over,” “organizing,” and “thumbing through” thcir ficld-
notes while in the field (Barley 1983: 91, 112, 169—70; Becker and Geer
1960; Ellen 1984b: 282; Firth 1972: 21; Gonzalez 1970: 171; Jenness
1928: 14; Lévi-Strauss 1955: 376; Pelto 1970: 263—64; Read 1965: 39;
Whitten 1970: 351; Yengovan 1970: 417—18). On his own, Pelto “occa-
sionally wrote short essays on such materials (sometimes in the form
of letters from the field)” (1970: 266).

Most reports, however, are directed outside the ficld, toward spon-
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SOTS and overseers of the research. From Samoa, Mcad sent the Na-
ronal Research Council a report (1977: 42). John and Ella Embree
wrote “progress reports to the Social Science Rescarch Committee of
the University of Chicago which had funded the study,” as Smith
found in the cache of their Suye Mura materials. In the month before
leaving Somaliland in 1957, I. M. Lewis wrote a report that “runs to
140 roncoed foolscap pages and is pompously titled The Somali Lineage
System and the Total Genealogy: A General Introduction to Basic Principles
of Somali Political Institutions™ (1977: 236). Similarly, Ledcrman’s first
extensive writing was a report on Mendi rural political economy,
written for thc Southern Highlands Province Research Committee,
and submitted before she left the field in 1979.

Reports, if read, may produce responses useful in later cthnographic
writing. Boissevain sent the Colonial Social Science Research Council
a 14,000-word, six-month rcport from Malta: “Writing the report
forced me to rethink basic problems and to look at my matenal. . . . In
doing so I discovered numerous shortcomings. . . . Moreover . . . |
was able to elicit valuable criticism and comments from my supervisor
[Lucy Mair] and her colleagues at the London School of Economics.
This feedback was invaluable. . . . I should have been consolidating
my data frequently in short reports” (1970: 80, 84). In addition to
letters and fieldnotes, Partridge sent Kimball six-week and six-month
reports (both reproduced in Kimball and Partridge 1979: 28—48, 136—
48). Unlike too many supervisors, Kimball replied to Partridge with
his rcactions and suggecstions.

Professional papers are occasionally written from the ficld, although
the lack of library resources makes this difficult. Frank Hamilton Cush-
ing wrote many papers while at Zuni pueblo between 1879 and 1884,
several of which were published (Green 1979: 12—13), among them his
personal fieldwork account, “My Adventures in Zuni” (Cushing 1882-
83; Grecn 1979: 46—134). Ninety years later Partridge wrote “Cannabis
and Cultural Groups in a Colombia Municipio” after a year in the field;
Hew to deliver the paper at the 1973 Ninth International Congress of
Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences in Chicago; and returned
0 complete the final months of his research (Kimball and Partridge
1979: 190, 192, 220). The paper was subsequently published (Partridge
1975). While in Bunyoro, Beattic wrote a paper for an East African
Institute of Social Research conference (1965: 44, s1). Also in the field,
Lederman prepared an abstract and outlinc for a paper she presented at
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the American Anthropological Association mecting later that year afge,
returning home, no doubt a more common cxperience than that of
Partridge.

Tape Transcripts

Transcripts of taped, dictated fieldnotes and texts may be typed oy
of the ficld—Dby paid assistants in some cases—but the resulting docu-
ments work much like fieldnotes in relation to later forms of cthno-
graphic writing. Dictating ficldnotes is by no means a common prac-
tice among ethnographers, though the technology to do so has becn
available for decades (but see Barley 1983: 62; Warner and Lunt 194:
69). Speaking into a microphone whilc one is alone would no doubt
appear a suspicious practice in many parts of the world. But I suspect
the missing scratch-notes-to-fieldnotes step is the primary reason that
dictation is rarcly used. Sitting and thinking at a typewriter or com-
puter keyboard brings forth the “enlarging” and “interpreting” that
turns “abbreviated jottings” and personal *“shorthand” into fieldnotes.
Margaret Mcad wrote in 1953, “I don’t dare usc tape because there is no
chance to work over and revise—or, if one does, it takes as long” (1977:
252). Untypically, Gertrude Enders Huntington and her family mem-
bers, in a study of a Canadian Hutteritc colony in the carly 1960s,
dictatcd some fifty typed pages’ worth of fieldnotes a wecek into a tape
rccorder; they also kept written ficldnotes and records, but writing
time was at a premium in this communal society (Hostetler and Hunt-
ington 1970: 213). If tape-recording one’s own fieldnotes has not
become a popular ethnographic practice—for good reason—taping
texts is another story. Laura Nader, in a short study in Lebanon in 1961,
tape-rccorded informant accounts of cascs of conflict; these proved
“much richer in contextual information” than similar cascs recorded
by hand (1970: 108). R. Lincoln Keiser taped interviews and life histo-
ries with Chicago Vice Lord gang members in 1964—65: “I was able to
record highly detailed accounts of interviews that I could not have
written by hand. Transcribing the tapes was the main difficulty. It took
mec months of steady work to finish” (1970: 230).

Untranscribed tapes sit in many offices and studies. The disadvan-
tages mentioncd by Keiser are real, but so are the advantages that h¢
and Nader found in having instant texts of the sort that Boas and
others labored for hours to record by hand, and with the oral features
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that are often lost in written transcription encounters. Agar used

articipant-observation, documents, and taped “career history inter-
views” in his study of independent truckers. The lengthy interviews,
«, format designed to let the interviewee have control,” were the core
of his rescarch: “to work with this matcrial, transcripts are neccssary;
their preparation is tedious work, since a clean hour of talk might take
six to eight hours to transcribe. . . . Transcription was done on a word-
processor to facilitatc ‘proof-listening’—going over the transcript,
listening to the tapc, and checking for errors” (1986: 178). Agar had an
assistant transcribe most of the intervicws, and his ethnography in-
cludes extensive quotations from thesc texts.

Current anthropological interests in political language and what
Audrey Richards (1939; see also Briggs 1986) called “spcech in action”
require a good ear and a quick hand, or a tape recorder. The tape
recorder is probably winning out. As David Plath reminds us, portable
tape recorders arc now a commonplace in rural villages as well as cities
worldwide; their use by ethnographers in taping others no longer
invites curiosity. New-fashioned styles of fieldwork are emerging in
which transcriptions of taped texts arc the primary if not the only form
of fieldnotes produced (Agar 1980, 1986). Quinn’s cultural analyses of
American marriage (1981, 1982, 1987) are based on taped interviews—
“patterned as closely as possible after ordinary conversations”—that
average fifteen to sixteen hours for each partner in eleven marricd
couples (1982: 776). As in Agar’s work, extensive quotations from
these texts appcar in her publications, and the relationship between
fieldnotes and analysis is as close as in any more traditional ethnogra-
phy. Technology marches on, and tapcd texts arc here to stay.
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There are two roof making grcups in the village: one ir
Imamura consisting of Kitagawa old man, Sakaguchi and two Kurohigi
(Chokichi's brotner and Kumaichi).

Another group consists of Kaneda, Ishikawa &nd & Kamo uan,
They are usually invited to work ty regions - i.e, Imemure in zthgt
buraku and neighboring, Oade for this regi:n. But I heard pscyple
say that the Qade kumi is better.

I watched a Kawaze group of children play"ishi iri". At first

a set of small squares are made like this

Some children vary this and make éé;ggoie lines curved, or the whole

set in a circle.

A small stone is put in some square at either end and one
must ¢. ver the entire surface knocking the stone #ith a fineer trick
from one square to another., As one covers the course one rubs out
lines between squares alreedy covered, which makes it that ruch
harder for the next person %ho had o shoot longer distances.between

squares. When all lines have been rubbad out, the whole sguare 1S

3. A page from Ella Embree’s Suve Mura fieldnotes. (Size: 8.5 by 11 inches.)
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18

;;;ay is @5th of Aug. 0.c. - jugoya Kaymxfiexfmiixgexx.
T?gfrangement of kaya (the fall grass) and cooked taro and
- now out (sweet?) are offered to jugoya san, although
know of Mrs.Ké®la who made them and she has no worms to
2T,

y of the worms are spinning, but some are still down and

ys people are busy with them.

er supper children began to gather, they went from haouse
collecting straw from each (and 2-3 sen from none farmers)
ey brought to the empty lot next ot us. Bunjl and the two

ng men came to do the job - other young men came up later
 fﬁnot do much. The rope was woven by BunjJi and Kuranei's

t while the son held the pole which they used as support,

were to turn the rope as it emerged at the other end

i

1?:‘etty heavy rain instead of moonlight - the men came into our
nd one made a huge warabi while the other one made an ecually
ashi naka.

2nko were offered to the jldzo san and the zori hung there. Then
was colldd in £he one huge lump and senko were stuck into it
there and children told to give an offering preyer - they
ned over the co;l and inchanted unintelligible words in

Lon of pra*ing. Then they grabbed one end and the tug of war
There 1s no winning and loosing since the rope won't break

: ¥ Jjust pull, now one side getting stronger, now the other

';;ng each other along the slippery road. Eventual.y xthexy the
:;Qbecame weak and when tired of the gare they stop. Children
i}chief participants - all girls end bows turned out in their
0 outfits.

]
T

nother page from Embree’s notes, for September 30, 1936.
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Ceneral: (See Caurches; Schools, Bducrtion and (issions; Hoslenms;
Histcry, Amade-Utosi, Long Juju-Aro; Swear Erosij Yam Priest
and Shrine; lrestling; ‘‘arfare, Inheritarce; Funerals; Clon .
round and Umudi, Village zrd Wards, Vill-ge-group, Cgo; Ikir,,
etc.). Here list under General only itans th:t do not scenm
to fit well elcexkere.

Ter: 2rosi, 37

.iscellaneous, 95=6, D-42-43,

Three erosi ia Covernnent Stztion, 119.

acrifical materials, 247.

Three wonen's srosi, 299-300, 22t1-%2, 2455, 228%, 1-96-99, 2307, 2376,
2377, 243%-39. See ikvu, umudi, funerals, inheri-
tance, “lcebe's notes.

Egbo erosi, ogbo's tree, 5738.

Cross River erosi, SWHKL5.

Seven animals, 2%36-37, 2521-22 and variouse

Ogbe, 1504-11.

Aho- New Lear, 973=75, 1099-20 and Phoebe's notes. :iine Z2ud trip also?

Szerifices to skeines on aho day, 975-79.

Cztholic attitude toward work, L-74

Blessing, 1729

Lzek of belief in erosi and in dibias, 244)l; see elso Emic's attitudes,

Tom Ibe's, maing ¥ rcgard to Ogo. Also Jane lwachl. rlso CE 9%-95,

Fish in sirezns are erosi, 0-%1, 0-33-8Y4,

8.4 Yaed, Hose me £, ‘(E.-(Tk. ~Of SIS, OKL (7L,

Diviners and Divination
5"31,

55, 164-69, 1054-56, 108%, 167-168, 168, 411--15, 53C-34, 305, 1493-99,
1505‘09. 512'11"’0 1572’.?u" 15210 15710 1837“"’()» 1853'510 1966'5'?. 1972':
21£1-63, 2119, 2174=79, <186, 222448, 1505-09, 2262, 2233-87, 2283-89,
2296-2306, 2323-3L, 2345, 236€-70, 2371-75, 2376-80, 2.03-06, 2:29-30,
2'36-39, 2440, 2159-£6, 246872, 2473, 24:83-3L, 2475-78, 2491-92, 2104,
2499-2506, 2509-10, 2513-15, 2523, 253%, 2524-28, 2530-31, 2532, 2533,
8535-50, 2541~ 2562-67, 2572-7%, 2554-2603, 2607-17, 26k7-55, 2556~ 62,
2330, 2737, LA-281, C=A4, OE-66-67s 17224 Gé-9-70.

ogbanii
2288-89, 2307-14, 2327, 2328, 2349, 2461, 2543, 2609-17, 2647-51, 2651-35»
See Phoebe's notes.

Meieja
» 2376-80, 2437. See ‘hoebe's nctes.

DNilness (see abovej see vrious other categories, escecially for Tirst trip. )
1666, 1707, 1762-65, 1766, 1972, 2241al2, 2242-43, 22Wh4-ir5, 2296, 22358=-:3C
2303, 2304<06, 2333, 2366-70, 2371, 2403, 280%, 2429-30, 2433-84, 2523,
2535-39, C-17-18, C-81, 6-83-84, 0=-£4-67.

1/ g‘)\!.

Reinczrnaticn (See I'aru, =specially genealosies, aban;i': tivinars, etce)
530-3%, 1380-90, L-141-k2, 1498, 1500, 1571, 1572, 1769, 2233-87, 2340, _ £
2376-30, 2402, 2410-16, 2439, 254, 2068-72, 2616-17, 0-38, 0-50. sp-A, /¢ %"

ALY

s. A page from Simon Ottenberg’s index to his 1952-53 and 1959—60 Afikpo ficld-
notes. (Size: 8.5 by 11 inches.)



VILLAGE-GROUP AGE GRADES

gos 8180 VILLAGE-GROUP

eral 133-40, 1084-90, 354-60,746,1005-07, 1011-13, D-62-65, L=Ig7=30,
gen L—258-L- » 1018=25, 22/-24, /05}04- 70,2279, /447,

change in powers under British 155, more powerful in old deys 719

cases where village-group grades nct called 310, 317, 322, 334, 385, éte.
yillage-group gredes ont conoerned with warfars L-132

ool mzzaz?n;?ym planting seeson-shrines and activities, ete. 745-46,218¢
::::Jofl greeting at age grade meetingn 868

yillage-grades, especially how they cove up 354-60, 921-25, 1014-17

Esa try verious ocases at market '1011-]‘3‘5:'501101'&1 rules ag vell

ikpukeisi 1012, L~124-27, L-1268§131, » D-62-63, D-109 D- 25°2, 944, 155, T,

villege-grouf plsaders 1421-28 -, /99, 2279,
Bar d e 1-118, L-120, 1-121, L-1 - 90, oty
? V-7£%4 3/%!33.!’&334’7, 3¢ l# ; .7, (}"(_ ’ 55 OD_’:£7 2.2)-
D.0. imterferes Afﬂ:po muket, 11,25’ 156. ) |ql&" 5(4
Back wamen egainst ATWA and D.O. in Igwe affeir 77-78, 148485, 2023,

in Darozo (prepare-daed)ceremany 123-29
cage in Esa court 147
Bsa set day for bush burning 157, 347
Bsa set day for farmming and harvest }‘6
Bee give ceremony to rairmaker for rain 164-67
Bse backs up decisicns of Afikpo dibia scciety 168
ostraciem of Sravo at brideprice ceremony, Mgbom 172-73, in general 303-O4,
attampt to regulate bride price cirocumvented 307-8, 51&,
part of Bsa in "plant together® lend dispute and in land ceses
in general, 542-5%;:
one large Mgbam grade in Olan Ese instead of two mmall ones 361,
ask young men as mess=ngers, but never esk village grades 365
ley down cbangee in ogo initiatiom rulinges 366-67
vhat gredes mEm one joins in village-group when a member of two in
village 395
Pase marrisge resettlement rulings 400-01 . wew covlT)
sanction money collection to try Ibi murder casep 402-03
to 4y llaru land cese 566-67 in Esa court
olders end Afikpo people do not go Amaseri market-ruling 806
tlan law violmters do not take uhichi 850
%end Ese man in Ilou dispute 860
Desting-0ji's preresentations, bride price regulstions, fining those
who elde with Okpoha in dispute, 86667
TcEéw;Yem festival and Yem priest 1010-11,(ses YA PRIEST AND SHRINE), 9/5-/9
®@me title members do not have to pay certein fines of village-group )
gredes 1035, take pert in ceremonies 1094, 134§
In Afiipo-Amaseri market dispute 110405 and ses OASES
';”1031'- payment disoute 1117
E" Ngod o-Amachara-Ukpa school site dispute 1113,
®& rules a limit of foo foo for marriage feast 1126
anume title 1129
:igel'l and D.0. rule Pirst ogo ceremany should occur on Saturdays 1234
empt to settle Anofia Nkalo-Ndibe dispute
:“Olva to import Ogu men to oatch criminels D-232,
T7 to maintain Ibe Osim women priest at shrine L-25-26
/> 4. Vo> rivrival n/u,l's'f(‘ L~ 9-23
5’“" -7'_&'/{ Lk Af 239

Hodtiny 375 — pOF

6. Another page from Ottenberg’s ficldnote index.



March 11

There is other evidence other than G's saying so, that
parts of the Bara language are lost, at least in this maloca,
He often says the 'viejos' ielk thms = the right way. We the
younger people, don't, or have forgotten, eto. Is it because
this maloca is isolated and they have the most contact with
Tuyukas?

Pwo instznces: Juanico gave me two forms for eyelash and
eyebTow; @ didn't accept the one for eyebrow, said there was on],
one term, I didn't tell him Juanico had told me the other. Alg,
Juanico gave me , term for Forehead that G didn't accept a coup),
of times; accepted it yesterday (differentiating it from 'face')

April 2

More formal work with tribe-language. G said there is
no word for 'tribe' (:which I knew), but mohoka can be asked,
‘what people are they'. Questions are: (note difference in
interrogative pronouns:

5ivtf-n\+1ohoko pakho lwtwti Estribina
Te wadego pekho Bwtati ko / Tieno wadegw eahani

G said entity of mohhko was always distinguishable by a sep—
arate language, that word for them was always the same, meaning
'Bara people'/"people who speak Bara' and that the questions
were synonymous in that they always elicited the same answers,
referringto specific persons or groups.

Kataw he
wote . Kuwvwile wsed - “do Lue

July 6

Marcelino had a quarrel with the dressed Maku Sunday
morning of the fiesta - outeide in front, He was doing most
or the talking, but the other man waen't acting subeservient
or anything. Other men looked on, expressionless. Asids
from that, there was little interaction between guests and
Nakus. The girl, Isiria, danced, Others looked at theam.
Girls giggled that 0ld women's breasts were funny-lidilsing -
one much bigger than khe other. They aren't greeted or
acknowledged in any way. In this case, they are (seem to be)

Miguel's particular pets.

7. Three fieldnote cards from Jean Jackson's 196y—70 work among the Bara Indians of
the northwest Amazon River basin. The notes were filed by subject in baskets made tor
them by the Bara. (Size: 4 by 6 inches.)



QUSE LINZ PREPARATIONS: Alwesa
13 October 78

Be

has been referred to recently as one smm of those who

wants to kill pigs this Xmas. People say he never kills
nis pigs and so has alot of them saved up to kill soon.

ye says now that he wanted to join Sale in killing pigs
soon but he doesnt think he can because he hasnt found the
shells he needs to pay off his wife's line -- y= ya tia.

foges s s ooy

What does he need in order to kill pigs: his list of
debts to his wife's kin:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Te

Pundiaep — he owes him one shell and K8
he will returm this with "5": three shells and
K20

W of Pundiaep -- two pigs
he will return this with five shells for
each plus two shells as nOpae

F of Waekiem in Komia: he owes him K10
he will return to him two shells, one of
which is nopae .
Z of his W Kalta living in Tambul: he owes her two vnigs
and one shell
he will return K80 for one pig
5 shells for enother »ig
one shell for the shell
he has already given the pgpae of one shell
Marup Okipuk he owes K40
he will return two shells for this. He has already
given the mopae of one shell

Pepena he owes K10
he will return this with two shells

Tamalu, a Kagol Yakop man in Komia, W's line he owes one shell
he will return two shells

Pigs: He killed three pigs at the recentiy parade.

8.

He says he has four he can kill at the houseline

He says no women are looking after pigs for him elsewhere
and so he has no other mok va ri payment to make

(Kus, overhearing this, says "Ah, he must have about 20
to kill, he's lying!)

A page from one of Rena Lederman’s formal interviews in the Mendi Valley, Papua

New Guinea, October 13, 1978. (Size: 8. by 11 inches.)



Sundap, 26 Juas

Timbew eame by a bt angry about Makien:
W age aMuﬁle‘S ( Makden 1s ker went-fo-last D,
Hu laat & wl Grads 4 wf Avdeew Tpopi . Bans).
Pospeyals Sou had slaued +Hw Famil s«{ﬁa‘w Ureatys,
u. a format /num/nﬁ-fh, 0141414, - Mu.n.gana.we (r) Zmdj
berw, salivhed. But Paki bad bebrewdud o- ran.

Olmauda. whaw botl ® werr v frum — #Hee

Olmauda. kad geree Paki fovd | sedeof Fees, a bad
20led Pati to Pnd ki a wites lotes ow, Paki kad
sugqesfed Maldern — aud nno #ew Olm. /s inn'h'nci He
Pamil 4o cheele oud Hu weal ko wank fo Guc Hem
7Tmbuf- was argrsy beeareqe M (m's ‘TH, Patu's F') said
Cumj.d.;.‘}ao alnfu—fku fo Loole o cved sieee
Riua & stel., T s “" o what oo we mhdé
A&Lamawe woit go: lo's pleased of Pospeqa’s sou's
weatl Wouge armrreaded Hat ho'd beees arleed
4o go too, hut Lo/u#a«d greer kole not ow Fo fath
out " What am | 8°'.'~5 to do? Stasd up and Aay
¢ Yuis st %a'od enouaﬂu." P (')

Who does talle out Huun? Tod (whals beew
SNHKS areund the Pue wik Wal.ﬁz N s Nm)
Saye two ket aw knwn Roy B¢ Kiluwa and Walipa
| suﬁcjcsl‘ Onge, aud ‘H1¢41 agree, Thu’ alro added:
H,M.t(ana.urc' Tak.u.na’ Kandi, aud joked tuat oF
st @ nalies of being ‘headmen’ but suet of ‘uv/;'ﬁ
a “loud voir” ! (A pashial +udt. ) |

\Na.u.ac, Naorted Hiat whan W, 2D " Pimand A

9. Two pages from Rena Lederman’s 1983 “daily log” fieldnotes in the Mendi Valley.
Papua New Guinea. (Size: 7 by 9.75 inches.)



Sot maried qum&m.‘, se was gerews KiFoo
ok nopal (05- wot epum'h.(ﬁ the money % o
papay the weddiig plgo ). Tht ks hucbasd
au ADL aud hao been stahoned all cver Heo SHP

a———

Mowe aboud Naude's 52a4.d!;u_) v teauns ot 1Gat S
wot Sucle @ speaial case. M of Nawds's MM 1S
/R—;m EBQJ\; (YOIJl). Mogna. gau< Nande Hu 54411%
Mopna was duwoerced Rem hat Bela H aud Aetuned
b ha F's plawr fo luc. % Nands i ae

e w Hu plaer 2 hae MF (ot haa Muu)—
His s the garden of ha MM doo, &) anun
w teans o war, but Us a Yansup gauden
(ME!s W)s W, bkea M's W Noﬂf.z'..g
unwual abadt Hat akall Sk wuut gaudeniny
on louds of hat MM'g gunep Cmaru—f:D —-'Hqcau.g&.,
we Hus case, sks cowld hasce Sines JTKuna.’Q

(EgriYo) @ =A Kuma: Marup)

Q(me (Mamf) Wokiam OT A Got: Yansup)
Mol sen-'-)
A=

)\

pJ

I
Korum "o = A(Bela)(ond.u.é Tinrbee.
\/:\suf) C‘lanfun;)‘ ® (Yansep)

Naude <—— GARDEN
(Molsen)

fe +yped pp., Poza_titerviecs b Hico dats o

— Uosgosen's charged afpiliaten.
Naowde wansed Al 4o hear ha konaen whaal




241

~ . - . Ggn Ankrah'm. mojhauauhmmm_l_gmm
he# as "Mada.m Quaynor"™ at the family acoounting  She ie the geni \&11
woman In the 3§ family. —
~—2 men ¥isited Mr, Q in the affernoon. (me lives ai Kwabeny Ebd \
at the A ,mic Emergy instasllation. The other, with a Fenti aoundl p

" Arohie Devlideon, was & primary_t‘éaom—q-tn—ttrroum:ngw‘j‘“\
—- -——- ——Gnat-in-the earlyl950's. Es_said then “The o0ld men were fighting Lor ™
better pay and conéitions for us." He ie now a sooiologist with tpg VP.\
and studied at Rutgers. TEey were drinking soBnappd. =

- ——————————————ytikpo-borught-shorte— NG
_ who set up his machine in front of the Q house. ~

T gave me data on the family and funeral af¥eire. ~ ———-—_.
—11/2 won——— - —Mre+- Selo-Q visited N/M-Q-in-the marning. >
S o _ Legon, notes, OT 53130. T~

we met Ben and Alex at 7 pm and walked to the Adovors,  ~ ——- —
- —Alex-esiked-Ber—to- buy-amuggled matohes "butterflies™ for him T
- , the kiosk opp. Yankah beczsue he says the Ghana matchee are no ' good,
He said they wouldnot sell to him becasue they thought he was a cop,—
- T —-Banmdid not—get -any eithers—Alex—seid beoasue—Ben-le-known-they wouls _
8611 to him,
We walked to the Adovor's house and met Attikpo who ws s leTting —
T ° 777 soweone elpe there .—Ke-also-used to-live-there,—We-went-uv-and _____
e—— . —— . _Alex excusad himpddf. Mrs. Adovor came up from the kitchen.
She said Mr. Adovor's cousin had Lkis Vi stoden today and Wr, Adovor —
T — went tu help Mm. ¥Xr. A's-brother—came -by—and asked-about-the-affsein,
-_‘_,“ _ _Wa_disouseed Ewe_food which they see as identifying them as
different, say from the Ashantis who eat only "fufu and ampesi,® and
- " Cas viEBIik_‘Emlféde “temku;—The- m:—ﬂmr-m—htn “so—many foods:"——

atudying.
- - Nr. Kk camé with a Trierd who iz from Bzodzeandt worksfor—the——
— --—— - —— ¥RA 8t Akogomboj -he is visiting in A cra._ He works in the fisheries and
studied figh farm ng in Seattle for 2 years. He told us how he used
“Parina and peanut butter to substitute for gart amt growsnut pEstes —
---He-8aid--the food-be missee most from US mas pie, esp. lemon pie,
He eald Acora is too fast and expensive for him.
" He sald you canot tell tribe of woumenm by dress In Ghzmrbm
- : 4he-Ga-and—Akan .and— Ewe wonen all drasa alike (also true in ILOme.) —
"Even by the face you cant tell,” if there are no marks, he esalid.
. L eald the Adas are related to the Gas, but there has —
-+ --——-—- ——been-some merriage with Ewes on. tha_bonter,_md‘they__m_to_agnh.othm—-
marketsp Some off the boarder speak Ewe. He sald their names are eltber
Eve or Ga. The tyes he seld have vert distinctibw names. -
—2Our--nazes - are—very—different. v —
We talked ab-ut dress differenges in men's traditionsl clotnes: —
‘The Akans dont wear jumpers, but the Gas, Ewes and Fentis do, witb cIot
——-————Nr; A geid; - ‘The Gas—wezr—the-long-shortes—They said--the—stooking
- _only vorn by Anloga peonle, S
The Efes along the Volta river, eg. Sogakofe, have a very
- —@TrrIouItdtulsct for vtherEwes—to-speak. -Nre:—Ai-seid—Adamay -head—of —
‘_______iha epprastion spesks this dialect, from Sogakofe. e

- — J-/

—

\\C‘*

10. A page from Roger Sanjek’s 1970 Adabraka, Ghana, fieldnotes. (Size: 8.5 by 1!
inches.)



EC-FN 1988 - page 66

7 May 1988 - Carmela George's Cleanup Day

yilagros and I arrived at 10 am, as Carmela told me, but 97th
street, the deadend, was already cleaned out, and the large
garbage pickup truck, with rotating blades that crushed
averything, was in the middle of 97th Place. I found Carmela, and
met Phil Pirozzi of Sanitation, who had three men working on the
cleanup, plus the sweeper that arrived a little later. The men
and boys on 97th place helping to load their garbage into the
truck included several Guyanese Indians in their 20s, whom CArmela
sald have been here 2-3 years ('They're good.']; several families
of Hispanics, and Korean and Chinese. They were loading tv sets,
shopping carts, wood, old furniture, tree branches and pruning,
and bags and boxes of garbage. Most houses had large piles of
gtuff in front, waiting for the truck. The little boys hanging on
and helping were Hispanic, except for one Chinese. They spoke a
nixture of Spanish and English together, when painting the LIRR
walls.

Carmela had put flyers at every house on Wednesday, and Police 'No
Parkin Saturday' signs (D ] were up on the telephone poles. A
few cars were parked at the curb, but most of the curbside on the
three blocks was empty so the sweeper could clean the gutters.

The sweeper this year was smaller than the one in 1986, and there
was no spraying of the streets, only sweeping the gutters. As
before, people swept their curbs, and in some cases driveways,
into the gutter. Carmela was a whirlwind. She asked her elderly
Italian neighborh Jenny, who did not come out, if she could sweep
the sand pile near Jenny's house in their common driveway. Jenny
said don't bother, but Carmela did it anyway. She was running all
around with plastic garbage bags, getting kids to help paint off
the grafitti on the LIRR panels she had painted in the past, and
commandeering women to clean out the grassy area near the LIRR
bridge at 45th Ave and National Street. She got a Colombian woman
from 97th Place, and gave her a rake and plastic bag. She then
rang the door bell across from the grassy area, behind the bodega,
and an Indian-looking HIspanic women came down, and later did the
work with the Colombian woman..

Mareya Banks was out, in smock, helping organize and supervising
the kids doing the LIRR wall painting. Milagros helped with this,
and set up an interview appointment with Mareya. She also met a

Bolivian woman, talking with Mareya, and sweeping her sidewalk on
45th Avenue.

Carmela also had potato chips and Pepsi for the kids, which the
Colonbian women gave out to them, and OTB t-shirts.

Phil said this was the only such clean up in CB4. A man in
lmhurst does something like this, but just for his one block.
They Dept. likes this, and hopes the spirit will be contagious.
We like anything that gets the community involved. He said it
began here because the new people didn't understand how to keep
€ area a nice place to live. Carmela went to them, and now they
are involved.

TL. A page from Roger Sanjek’s 1988 Elmhurst-Corona, Queens, New York, field-
Notes, printed from a computer word-processing program. (Size: 8.5 by 11 inches.)



ROGER SAN]JEK

Fieldnotes and Others

The primary relationship of fieldnotes is to their writer-reader, the
ethnographer who produces them. Yet as objects thecy are seen, and
sometimes rcad, by others. As Bond, Obbo, and Lutkehaus detail in
this volumc, these others are diverse—“the othcr” (as interpretation-
ists arc wont to call their informants) whom they are about; other
“others” in the society studied but outside the immediate ethnographic
range; and other anthropologists: tecachers, colleagues, and those who
may later read or even inhcrit and write from the original author’s
fieldnotes.

Informants, Publics, and Fieldnotes

324

Few anthropologists today, or even in the past, hidc their researcher
rolc as Mcad did among the Omaha Indians. Most take notes openly—
at least during ethnographic and formal interviews—though some
ethnographers, like Whyte (1955, 1960), prefer not to write even
scratch notes in front of informants but to rely later on their memory.
Informants arc aware of writing and its resultant documentary forms.
if not of all the kinds of notes the anthropologist maintains. On some
occasions, particularly rituals and ceremonies, the informants expe!
ethnographic note-taking (Powdermaker 1966: 87).



Ficldnotes and Others

They also hear and sec typewriters. The act of typing in the field,
howcv-er—-the reworking of scratcb notes to typed or recopied field-
qotes—Carl dampen rapport when 1ts desired privacy interfer_cs with
sociability. This was a par‘ticular problem for Jean Briggs, living in
close quarters with an Eskimo family.

[ found it hard sometimes to be simultancously a docile and helpful
daughter and a dutiful anthropologist. Though Allaq appeared to accept
mv domestic clumsiness as inevitable, she may have fclt less tolerant on
th;‘ occasions when it was not lack of skill that prevented me from
helping her but anxiety over the pocketful of trouser-smudged, dis-
organized field notes that cried out to be typed. [1970: 25]

Briggs cventually moved her typewriter, and later her residence, to a
separate tent. The point of contention in the iglu had been between
rapport and ficldnotes. The outcome, a sober lesson in what fieldwork
is all about, makes one wonder why so few of the extended personal
accounts discuss fieldnote writing with any candor at all, let alone the
mcasurc provided by Briggs.

In situations where informants can read, other anxicties may anse as
well. John Adair, working at Zuni Pucblo in the late 1940s, was
confronted by rcaction to a newspapcr article on sacred clowns based
on Cushing’s carlier account.

I learned that one of the men of the house where I was living had entered
my room during my absence and looked through the notes which I had
been careful to hide under the mattress. . . . There hc had run across the
native name for these clowns in a life history I was taking. . . . This
discovery didn’t help me with my relations with my landlord or his
veteran sons. [1960: 492]

Rumors spread about Adair, and for this and othcr reasons he moved
10 a new residence. He was aware, of course, of Zuni resistance to
anthropologists and knew that “in 1941, the Tribal Council confis-
cated the field notes of an anthropologist and burned part of them. He
Was asked to leave Zuni within twenty-four hours” (Pandey 1972:
322n).

Experience or knowledge of social rescarch methods is now com-
mon in many world areas and creates expectations about what an
anthropologist should or should not be doing. In Adabraka, Ghana, in
1970-71, I remember vividly when a newspaper reporter living in the
Same building asked me when I was going to begin doing my ques-

325
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FIELDNOTES IN CIRCULATION

tionnaire. Shah (1979: 31) deliberately chose to work in a Gujary,
village where an economist had conducted a survey in 1930: “A fey
villagers who knew English would inspect our field notes and a feyw
who did not asked us to translate them. The villagers gained confi-
dence in us only after they could place us in the social categories with
which they were familiar,” those of both rescarcher and fellow Indian.

The Whittens chosc to hcad off misunderstandings in Nova Scotia
and avoid any loss of rapport. “We showed people our manner of
writing and filing notes, our genealogies, maps and mechanical aids
(typewriter)” (Whitten 1970: 382). Other ethnographers have dcliber-
ately read fieldnotes back to informants, as Osgood (1940: §3) did to
Billy Williams, to verify and expand on them. Stanner, in perhaps the
finest essay 1n all the fieldwork litcrature, relates that when in 1954 he
went over his notes of twenty years earlier with his Australian Aborig-
ine informant Durmugam, they stood up well and provoked valuable
reflections from their original source (1960: 86).

Many informants, even those who are illiterate, well understand the
permancncy of written records and may enlist the anthropologist to
put things of their choosing down on paper. The Bow Socicty pricsts
directed Cushing to transcribe their prayers and songs in precise.
archaic Zuni (Green 1979: 149). Mead writes:

When I arnived among the Manus . . . they had already been quarreling
for thousands of years about how many dogs’ teeth [their currency]
somebody had paid to somebody else. . . . So the first thing they said to
me when I came along was, “Ah, now Piyap [Mead| can writc it down.
You write down cvery single transaction and we won’t need to quarrel
any more.” [Howard 1984: 106]

Read (1965: 203) had a similar experience of being asked by Ncw
Guinea Highland informants to record transactions in his notebook.
The relativitics of text and experience discussed with subtlety by
George Bond have also had their equivalents for other ethnographers.
Schapera, whose 1938 Handbook of Tswana Law and Custom was a
product of his fieldnotes, found its distributed copies returned to him
with annotations by Tswana chiefs for the second edition (Comaroft
and Comaroff 1988: 563). Like the Yombe with Bond’s ethnography.
they had turned it into an open text in which to record their notes.
Christine Obbo’s essay here relates interest in her fieldnotes by
Kampala chiefs and officials curious about the neighborhoods and
activitics she was studying. She details her strategies to put them off, as



Ficldnotes and Othcrs

well as her unsettling encounters with anthropologist and academic
colleagues and their efforts to read her ficldnotes. Government offi-
aals, usually convinced that some greater secret than actually exists lies
in fieldnotes, have attempted on occasion to rcad them elscwhere as
well: In Ecuador, Ralph Beals’s fieldnotes (Paul 1953: 229); and in India,
those of Cora Du Bos, who left hers accessible to Indian intelligence
officers to allay suspicions that she and her research team were Ameri-
can spics (1970: 224). According to Cliftord’s account (1988: 277—346)
of the Cape Cod Mashpee Indian land claim trial, the thrcat of sub-
poena of an anthropologist-witness’s fieldnotes was raised; and the
fieldnotes of one anthropologist informant of Jean Jackson actually
were subpoenacd.

327

Students and Colleagues

Few students arrive in the ficld ever having seen cthnographic field-
notes. Mcad, in her field methods course at Columbia, made a point of
showing hers to her students (1972: 142—43); so do Ottenberg and
Wolcott (1981: 256). Some anthropologists have also sharcd their notes
with students working in the samc field setting, such as Ottenberg
with a student working among the Limba (this volume), Wolff (1960:
249n) with a student working in Loma, and Wagley (1977: 76) with
Judith Shapiro working among the Tapirape. Foster opened his field-
note files to three students working in Tzintzuntzan, requiring them
to share their notes with him in return, and they may freely use and
citc each other’s data (Foster 1979: 178). The Comaroffs (1988: 559)
have had access to Schapera’s Tswana fieldnotes; as in the other in-
stances, their mention bespcaks an amicable relationship.

All these cases, except Mcad’s, Ottenberg’s, and Wolcott’s teaching,
illustrate a collegial practice of sharing field data rather than a didactic
one of showing how to write fieldnotcs. More usual (but one wonders)
are situations in which a tcacher reads a student’s fieldnotes and reports
as they are mailed home, or brought back from the ficld. Nancy
Lutkehaus’s essay in this volume discusses Malinowski’s written re-
Sponses to Wedgwood’s field lettcrs. Kimball and Partridge (1979)
detail a similar dialogue founded on letters and reports more than on
fieldnotes proper. Ruth Benedict's attention to students’ ficldnotes was
remarked upon by Mead (1974: 34, $9): “She made the most of her own
field work, but I think shc got greater enjoyment out of working over
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her students’ field notcs, tcaching them how to organize them and
trying to make a whole out of their often scattcred observations.” The
heartfelt acknowledgments in many dissertations and books no doubt
evidence similar attention from other anthropological teachers.

Reports of colleagucs sharing ficldnotes are also few but usually
involve amicable relations, unlike the efforts at appropriation encoun-
tcred by Obbo. Opler was given copies of fieldnotes by the other
students—John Gillin, Jules Henry, Regina Flannery Herzfeld, Sol
Tax—in a 1931 Laboratory of Anthropology field training party led
by Bencdict among the Apache (Opler was committed to continued
work among the Apache, while the others were not) and also ex-
changed fieldnotes through the 1930s with another cthnographer of
the Apache, Grenville Goodwin (Opler 1973: 11-12, 13, 22). Scuddcr
and Colson, in their long-term Gwembe Tonga ficldwork in Zambia,
had an agreement:

Each would supply a carbon of all ficld notes to the other and . . . cach
had the right to publish independently using the total body of informa-
tion. This agrecment still stands and has worked well. Over the vears
we have shared ideas as we read field notes, talked, and poolcd experi-

ence. [1979: 234]

Acknowledgments in ethnographics point to similar cooperation.
In Navaho Witchcraft Kluckhohn cites the fieldnotes of eleven anthro-
pologists (1944: 244-52). Hildred Gecrtz (1961: 170) acknowledgcs
drawing on her colleague and husband Clifford Geertz’s ficldnotes on
Javanesc families. A for-the-record mcntion by Evans-Pritchard of
others’ use of his Nuer ficldnotes a year before his first published
article appeared perhaps points to the power asymmetry in student-
teacher relationships: “The chapter on the Nuer (Chap. VI) in Pagan
Tribes of the Nilotic Sudan, by Prof. C. G. and Mrs. B. Z. Seligman.
1932, was compiled from my notcbooks” (Evans-Pritchard 1940: 2
n.3; sce also vii).! Are students ever free to deny fieldnotes to those
who sponsor their research? Ficldnote deposition was requircd of
rescarchers at the Rhodes-Livingstone Institute in then Northern Rho-
desia and at the East African Institutc of Social and Economic Rescarch
in Uganda, although what was done with them by anyonc other than
their authors is unclear (Richards 1977: 180).

1Evans-Pritchard’s notes arc duly acknowlcdged by the Seligmans in their book
(1932: xim).
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Teams

As discussed in “The Secret History of Fieldnotes™ (Part III, this
volume), the lone ethnographer designing, conducting, and writing up
his or her own fieldwork adventure is mainly Malinowskian myth
(though true in his case) and post-1960 individual grant practice.
Until recent decades there have becn more Argonauts than Jasons.
Fieldwork in the classical period was less Odyssey than Iliad, organized
in programs, projects, schemes, and teams, with larger purposes than
those cnvisioncd in single-investigator research designs.2 After Samoa,
Mead collaborated with Fortunc in Manus, on the Omaha rescrvation,
and in the Sepik rcgion; and with Bateson and others in Bali and on her
recurn to Manus. Ficldnotes werc shared. Many of today’s leading
Amcrican anthropologists are products of organized rcsearch efforts.
Harvard, home of teams, has housed the Yankee City, Ramah, Values
in Five Cultures, Modjokuto, Six Cultures, Chiapas, and Kalahari
Research projccts. Team projects continuc in anthropology, but they
werc much less central to the discipline in the 1970s and 1980s than
carlier.

In team projects, the role of fieldnotes and their circulation varies
with project organization. Mead’s Bali research was unusual in its
multimedia pattern of integration.

The investigator may make a running record of the behavior of a group
of individuals against a time scalc. Where cooperative field-work is
being done, a parallel photographic or Cine record, or a combination of
the two may be added to this. The observations may be parceled out
among a number of observers, onc taking ceremonial behavior, another
informal bchavior not immediately oriented to the cercmony, another
recording only verbatim conversations, or another following a single
individual through the same period. (This is the method which is now
being used in our Balinese researches by Mr. Bateson, Miss Jane Belo,
Mrs. Katharanc Mcrshon, and myself, with the addition of three trained

?In this context, I disagree with Marcus and Cushman (1982: 26) and Van Maanen
(1988: 73-74) that the post-1960s personal accounts have “demystified” cthnographic

eldwork. This puts cthnography itself into a timeless “ethnographic present.” The
®mphasis these writings place on individual experience and self-knowledge (Clifford
1986: 13—15; Van Maanen 1988: 106—9)—on fieldwork as “rite of passage” in a personal
father than professional sense—are “reflexive” of the decline of fieldwork project
dominance since the 1960s, and the ascendancy of government funding of individual
Proposals. The historical “experimental moment” (Marcus and Fischer 1986) is histor-
ially determined.
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literate native observers, | Made Kaler, Goesti Made Soemoeng, and
I Ketoet Pemangkoe, working in shifting cooperative combinations.)
[Mead 1940: 328]

The result of this fieldnoting/ photographing/filming was unconven-
tional photograph-based behavioral analysis (see Mead 1970: 25859,
Plates [-XVI; Whiting and Whiting 1970: 309-12). From Mead’s
similar tcam fieldwork in Manus in 1953—54 (1956: 495—96), she r¢-
turned to more traditional fieldnotc-based prosc cthnography.

Warner’s 1930s Yankee City (Newburyport, Massachusetts) project
involved eightcen fieldworkers, who produced a wecalth of records,
informal and ethnographic interviews, and “dictaphonc” fieldnotes of
observations of events and organized behavior, filed according to catc-
gories and subcategories of the family, economic organization, associa-
tions, government, churches, and sports. Onc copy of his or her ficld-
notes was retained by each fieldworker, and they all submitted another
copy, and weekly and annual written reports of their research. These
documents, with the filcs, were available to other ficld team membecrs,
although dircction of the project analysis, involving twenty-five per-
sons, remained in Warner’s hands (Warner and Lunt 1941: 1x, 44-75).
The fieldworkers did not write their own ethnography; Warner was
author or senior coauthor of all five resulting volumes.

The control of fieldnotes in Oscar Lewis’s Tepotzlan tcam projcct
was similar. He was sole author of the ethnographic volume resulting
from the work of his fifteen-pcrson team; the only separately written
sections of Life in a Mexican Village (Lewis 1951) are a chapter on
Rorschach test results and appendixcs on maize and potsherds, none of
these written by members of the ficld team. A much looser arrange-
ment of a more tightly designed three-ycar research project in white
and Indian Minnesota communities allowed *“substantial ficld-work
experience for eighteen graduate students in anthropology™”: the final
report of project supcrvisors Pertti Pelto and J. Anthony Paredces was
complementcd by six master’s theses, two doctoral disscrtations, and
jointly and separately authored journal articles (Pelto 1970: 270-87).

This model of several coordinated fieldworkers in thc same or
nearby locations, each writing his or her own cthnographic reports,
has marked most team projects from the 1940s through the present.
Ficldnote coordination, however, has varied. Kluckhohn’s 1939—48
Ramah Navajo project (Lamphere 1979: 22-28) involved a score of
researchers, cach pursuing individual projects publishcd separately,



Fieldnotes and Others

though 2 volume based on project ficldnotes about forty-eight chil-
dren was coauthored by Dorothca Leighton and Kluckhohn, and
Kluckhohn drcw on other fieldworkers’ notes in Navaho Witchcraft
(1944)- Project fieldnotes were filed at Harvard according to categories
devised by Kluckhohn.

In 1948 Kluckhohn’s Comparative Study of Values in Five Cul-
wres Project (Lamphere 1979: 28—32)—companng Navajo, Zuni,
Mormons, Texans, and Spanish Americans—began with Rockefeller
Foundation support. By its 1953 conclusion, thirty-seven fieldwork-
ers had participated, again with separate projects and publications (a
summary volume appeared only in 1966). From the beginning, a
common-uscr organization of ficldnotes was adopted by the project.

Field notes were typed on ditto masters, and the contents of each page of
notcs was analyzed in terms of the inventory of culture content devised
by the Human Relations Arca Files at New Haven. Each item in the
inventory has its own code number, and so each page of notes acquired
from one to half a dozen numbers, depending upon how its contents
were analyzed. A copy of cach page of notes was then filed under cvery
content category involved. A partiapant in the project would then be
able to refer quickly to the numbered heading in the file to sec what
others besides himself had recorded on a large number of predcfined
subjects. [Gulick 1970: 135n]

All Kluckhohn’s Navajo files were moved to the Laboratory of
Anthropology at Santa Fe in 1963. The pre-HRAF Ramah notes filed
in Kluckhohn’s own categorics proved difficult for Lampherc (1979:
32) touse for later Ramah rescarch: “It was as if the ‘key’ to the Ramah
Files had died with Kluckhohn. Only hours of digging through ‘cut
up’ field notes revealed facts that might casily have come to light in a
conversation with him.”

The HRAF catcgorics, not tailored to a caste-divided community,
were also used in a 1950s Cornell tcam study in an Indian village.
Fieldworkers had their own projects and typed four copics of their
Notes for distribution to Lucknow, Cornell, the village field station,
and back to the fieldworker. Though notes were available to all project
Members, including those who joined during later stages, the con-
fnual delays in typing up fieldnotes from scratch notes vitiated project
Intercommunication plans. No one read all the fieldnotes, and infor-
mal discussion in the field site proved the most important source of
team integration (LeClair 1960; cf. Du Bois 1970: 222-2 3).
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Such communication of headnotcs, as well as fieldnotes, was max;.
mized in the procedurcs developed by a group of five researchers i,
mid-1970s ethnographic study of San Diego inner city hotels. Py
Bohannan, thc projcct director, met with two or more ficldworkers 4,
Icast cvery three weeks in “debriefing sessions,” where detailed re.
ports on fieldnotes were presented, discussed, and taped. Bohannap
then took notes on the tapcs, averaging twenty pages, and indexed
them according to subjects and persons of interest to the project.

These notes differ significantly from a fieldworker’s notes. They con-
tain not only data, but, clcarly demarcated as such, formulations and
preliminary analyses. Somc of these latter points can be suggested to
fieldworkers, more or less as assignments. Others go back to form the
protodraft of analysis. [Bohannan 1981: 38]

As the project focus narrowed, life history interviews were conducted,
and indexed by Bohannan according to the same project categories
(1981: 40).

A complex use of fieldnotcs marked the Six Cultures projcct in
which two-person teams and local assistants conducted ficldwork
simultaneously in Kenya, India, Mexico, New England, the Philip-
pines, and Okinawa in 1954—55. In addition to gencral ethnographic
coverage, thcy agrced to collect detailed data on child rearing, using a
“Field Guide for a Study of Socialization,” which all participated in
drafting and which was later published. Copics of fieldnotes were sent
to Beatrice Whiting at Harvard, who monitored the research (Whiting
1966: vii, 1x). The six ethnographic studies, authored by the field
researchers, appeared both in an cdited volume in 1963 and separately
in 1966 (see Fischer and Fischcr 1966). Each ethnography was bascd on
the researchers’ own fieldnotes, but two analytic volumes were also
published: Mothers of Six Cultures (Minturn, Lambert, et al. 1964),
based on formal interviews; and Children of Six Cultures (Whiting and
Whiting 1975).

The Whitings’ volume analyzes fieldnotes on the bchavior of 134
childrcn between ages three and eleven, recorded in five-minute be-
havior sequences, with each child obscrved fourteen times or more
over the course of several months (Whiting and Whiting 1975: 30-31.
39—42). Except in New England, local bilingual assistants translated
what was said during the five-minute periods. Examples of the field-
notes on which the analysis is based, and of the coding procedurecs,
were published as well (1975: 187—220).
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A unique team project was the study of Elmdon, a village of 321

ople, fourtecn miles from Cambridge University (Strathern 1981).
ﬁcwas begun in 1962 by Audrey Richards* and Edmund Leach as a
udent ficldwork training cxercisc; by 1975 nearly thirty anthropolo-
bt's;ts and other students had participated (Richards 1981). Most staycd
%:,r rwo weeks or less, residing at the home of Richards, who had
moved to Elmdon in the late 1950s. They recorded family histories
and gcnealogics; thcy made notes on casual conversations, village
Jctivities, pubs, and meetings. “Intervicws were ncver more than
joosely structured. Notes were often taken in the presence of the
person talking, or jotted down immediately afterwards. The students
usually indicated remarks recorded verbatim™ (Strathern 1981: 271). A
few students who spent longer fieldwork periods in Elmdon produced
reports on local history, housing problems, and farming.

Richards retired in Elmdon in 1964. She also took notes, though
intermittently and inconsistently and not with thc short-term enthusi-
asm of a full-time fieldworker:

The notes I took during a period of over twenty vears’ residence in
Elmdon are not as systcmatic as those which resulted from two fifteen-
month trips to Zambia in 1930—1 and 1933—4. | have, of course, a much
richer supply of thosc stored memories and impressions on which
anthropologists rely to give life to their descriptive work. [1981: xx]

In 1975 Richards published Sotne Elmdon Families as a work of local
documentation. Sdll, with seventeen collective notebooks and other
documents, she hoped to write

something like an old-fashioned anthropological village study. . . . Buta
temporary run of bad health made me doubtful whether [ would be able
to complete the work. At this stage, Marilyn Strathern . . . offered to
analysc our kinship data, which was complex owing to the degree of
intermarriage in the village. However, it soon became clear that the
book must be hers alone. She had dcveloped very interesting ideas on

3.In the Ghanaian sense, Audrcy Richards was the Queen Mother of social anthropo-
Ogical fieldwork—from her discussion of censuses and quantitative approaches in
1935 and her paper on field methods (and “speech in action”) in 1939 through her

dmpioning of anthropology in the Colonial Social Science Research Coundil, her
assistance and direction to ethnographers of East Africa during 1950—56 as director of
L € East African Institute of Social Research, and the Elmdon study to the example of
le’ Bemba and Ganda ethnography (Beattie 1965: 6, 37: Gladstone 1986; Richards
935, 1939, 1977, 1981).
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the phenomenon of the core families which were of grcater complexity
and originality than my own would have been. Kinship at the Core is the
result. [1981: xxiii)

Strathern had worked in Elmdon in 1962 and returned briefly in
1977. She also drew on Richards’s hcadnotes—on her “insights and
feelings about the village, quite as much as on her extensive data,” and
on *“an invaluable commentary on my first draft” (Strathern 1981:
XXX1, XXXIV).

Inheriting Fieldnotes

Few anthropologists have cver assumed the labor-of-love task of
producing an ethnography from fieldnotes written by others. When
they have done so, it has usually been to complete the work of those
who died young—Bernard Deacon, Buell Quain, Robert Pchrson,
Grenville Goodwin. Their ethnographic executors did not enjoy ac-
cess to the original headnotes; they faced problems beyond thosc of
Marilyn Strathern, who had the collaboration of Audrey Richards as
well as her own brief ficldwork experience in Elmdon, or Robert
Smith, who benefited from the cooperation of Ella Lury Wiswell
(Smith and Wiswell 1982: ix—xi1; Smith, this volume).

After fourtcen months of fieldwork in the New Hcbrides, Deacon
died in 1927 on the eve of his departure. As Lutkchaus explains,
Camilla Wedgwood had no easy task in editing his ficldnotes into
Malekula: A Vanishing People in the New Hebrides, published in 1934.
The notes were sketchy and disorganized, and some of them had also
vanished (Langham 1981: 235—-36; Larcom 1983; Lutkehaus 1986). “To
reinterpret fieldnotes requires knowing something about what was
taken for granted when the notes were written—difhicult enough for
the writer to deal with, let alone another reader” (Van Maanen 1938§:
124). Wedgwood’s Rivers-influcnced Cambridge training, shared with
Deacon, provided the intellectual integument for the ethnography
(Larcom 1983; see also Langham 1981: 212—41); however, Larcom.
whose 1974 fieldwork was among onc of the groups with whom
Deacon had worked, argues that a better approximation of Dcacon'’s
evolving headnotes was contained in his lctters from the field.

Quain died in Brazil in 1939 after four months of fieldwork among
the remote Trumai Indians the year before. His handwritten field-
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notes, records, and journal (Murphy and Quain 1955: 1) werc typed
by his mother and turned over by Quain’s friend Charles Wagley to
Robert Murphy, who never knew Quain. Murphy faced the same
dilemmas that Smith expcrienced upon receiving Wiswell’s notes.

It soon became clear that ordering and editing were not enough [cven
though] the notes were rich in detal and insights. . . . he would have to
read and re-read the notes, learn the names of the numerous informants
and other individuals mensioned there and in the diarnies, identify them
as to age, sex, status, family membership, etc., famiharize himself with
place names and Trumai terms just as a field investigator would have to
do. [Wagley 1955: v—vi]

The headnotes Murphy brought to the writing were a combination
of his own fieldwork experience among the Mundurucu Indians of
Brazil, a theoretical orientation, and what he could glean from the
ficldnotes of Quain’s headnotes (Wagley 1955: vi): “Itis impossible . . .
to so neatly separate the Murphy from the Quain in this monograph,
for Quain’s interests and ideas have influenced my interpretation of the
data” (Murphy and Quain 1955: 2). Murphy used the notes to formu-
latc descriptive prose, quoting from them dircctly only once (1955:
95—96). The book was published under their joint authorship. 4

When Robert Pechrson died in the field in 1955 (Barth 1966), Jean
Pehrson, who had shared the fieldwork with her husband, typed 200
pages of his chronological fieldnotes on the Marr1 Baluch nomads of
Pakistan. With letters, two papers by Jean Pehrson, and texts, they
were turned over to Fredrik Barth, who had also reccived half a
dozen field letters from his friend Pehrson. Yet despite their detail, the
notes remained opaque, and Barth found writing from them frustrat-
mg—until in 1960 he spent five weeks in the locale where the well-
remembered Pehrsons had worked. Their informants’ knowledge of
Pashto, which Barth had learned in his Pakistan fieldwork among the
Pathans, made communication easy. With his own headnotcs, Barth
found Pehrson’s fieldnotes “more tractable” and writing possible. For
besides his own Marri Baluch fieldnotes, Barth concludcs,

clearly 1 had also accumulated data of other kinds, which were not
recorded in the Pehrsons’ notes but which are needed in anthropological

4Lévi-Strauss also drew upon Quain’s fieldnotes for a contribution to the 1948
Handbook of South American Indians (Murphy and Quain 1955: 83).
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analysis. . . . I believe |these critical supplcmentary data] are mainly
connected with the concrete “stage” or sctting in which social life takes
place: the sizes of habitations, the uses of space, the physical as well as
the conventional opportunities for communication. . . . The interpreta-
tion of actions, both in a strategic mcans—cnds perspective and as mes-
sages of communication, depends on this knowledge, and case matenal
remains highly ambiguous when it is lacking. [Barth 1966: x—xi]

With these physical coordinates, which Pchrson took for granted, now
in mind, Barth wrote The Social Organization of the Marri Baluch, using
Pehrson’s matcrials (rather than his own fieldnotes) and quoting liber-
ally from them in the text. The book was accordingly presented as “by
Robert N. Pehrson, compiled and analyzed from his notes by Fredrik
Barth” (Pehrson 1966).

The job of Keith Basso in editing Grenville Goodwin's fieldnotes for
publication was much simpler than that faced by Wedgwood, Murphy,
or Barth. Goodwin, who did fieldwork among the Apache of Arizona
during the latc 1920s and 1930s, had written The Social Organization of
the Western Apache (1942) and several papers before he died in 1940
(Basso 1971: xi—xii, 3—25). Goodwin had outlined further mono-
graphs, and his widow, Janicc Goodwin, organized the remaining
fieldnotes and supervised thcir typing from longhand. The published
volume (othcrs arc planned), Western Apache Raiding and Warfare (Basso
1971), consists of six verbatim narratives of elderly informants tran-
scribed in 1931-32, plus other informant statements on several topics
that Goodwin had used to organize his notes. Thescare highly readable
texts, without Boasian linguistic literalism. Nonetheless, the consider-
able number of Apache terms uscd in the notes led Basso to conduct ten
weeks of linguistic fieldwork (he had done earlier research in other
Apache groups) to authenticate cultural translation. Historical rather
than ethnological in aim, Goodwin’s materials provide an Apache view
of the unrest between the 1850s and thc completion of United States
pacification in 1890.

As more anthropologists return, like Lutkehaus, Lamphcre, and
Larcom, to scenes of earlier ethnography, and as we ask ncw questions
about the discipline’s history, access to ficldnotes will become more
important. The archival homes of the papers of Cushing, Boas, Rivers.
Malinowski, and Mecad were not difficult for scholars to find, but the
notes of other anthropologists are scattered (Kenworthy et al. 1985: 5—
6; Raspin 1984). The process of archiving one’s own fieldnotes and
papcrs is an issue of uncertainty, ambivalence, and prcsumption for
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most ethnographers (sce Ottenberg’s and Wolf’s essays in this vol-
ame)- There are also practical issues—paper quality, prescrvation mea-
surcé the range of documents that make a useful collection—which

few think about early enough (Kenworthy et al. 1985: 1-3, 10-11, and

Paflfll-::r)c remains the problem of how to preserve headnotes. More
Jocumentation of the stage coordinates that Barth identifics might
help others make sense of fieldnotes. So, no doubt, do the letters from
the field (as Larcom found for Deacon), those preliminary written
releases of what Lederman terms the “sense of the whole” component
of headnotes. Certainly, also, would more reminiscences of fieldwork
tied to professional as much as personal aspects: that is, to writing in
the field as well as to rapport and self-discovery. But the primary locus
for the preservation of headnotes should be in their joint productions
with ficldnotes: in published ethnography, the whole point of why
fieldwork is done.

REFERENCES

Adair, John. 1960. A. Pueblo G.I. In Casagrande 1960, 489—503.

Adams, Richard N, and J. Preiss, eds. 1960. Human Organization Research. Home-
wood, Ill.: Dorscy.

Barth, Fredrik. 1966. Preface. In Pchrson 1966, vii—xii.

Basso, Keith, ed. 1971. Westem Apache Raiding and Warfare: From the Notes of
Grenville Goodwin. Tucson: University of Arizona Prcss.

Beattic, John. 1965. Understanding an African Kingdom: Bunyoro. New York: Holt,
Rinchart & Winston.

Bohannan, Paul. 1981. Unseen Community: The Natural History of a Rescarch
Project. In Messerschmidt 1981, 29—45.

Briggs, Jean. 1970. Kapluna Daughter. In Golde 1970, 17-44.

Casagrandc, Joseph B., ed. 1960. In the Company of Man: Twenty Portraits of
4_‘1nthropologica1 Informants. New York: Harper Torchbooks.

Cllfford.]amcs. 1986. Introduction: Partial Truths. In Writing Culture: The Poetics
and Politics of Ethnography, ed. James Clifford and George E. Marcus, 1-26.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

- 1988. The Predicament of Culture: Twentieth-Century Ethnography, Literature,
and Art. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Comaroff, Jean, and John L. Comaroff. 1988. On the Founding Fathers, Ficld-
work, and Functionalism: A Conversation with Isaac Schapera. American Eth-
nologist 15:554—65.

u Bois, Cora. 1970. Studies in an Indian Town. In Golde 1970, 219-36.

337



338

FIELDNOTES IN CIRCULATION

Evans-Pritchard, E. E. 1940. The Nuer. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fischer, John L., and Ann Fischer. 1966. The New Englanders of Orchard Tou.y
U.S.A. Six Cultures Series, vol. 5. New York: Wilcy.

Foster, George M. 1979. Fieldwork in Tzintzuntzan: The First Thirty Years. [,
Foster et al. 1979, 165—84.

Foster, George M., Thayer Scudder, Elizabeth Colson, and Robert V. Kemper,
eds. 1979. Long- Term Field Research in Social Anthropology. New York: Academic
Press.

Freilich, Morris, ed. 1970. Marginal Natives: Anthropologists at Work. New York:
Harper & Row.

Geertz, Hildred. 1961. The Javanese Family: A Study in Kinship and Socialization.
Glencoc, Ill.: Free Press.

Gladstone, Jo. 1986. Significant Sister: Autonomy and Obligation in Audrey
Richards’ Early Ficldwork. American Ethnologist 13:338-62.

Golde, Peggy, ed. 1970. Women in the Field: Anthropological Iixperiences. Chicago:
Aldinc.

Goodwin, Grenville. 1942. The Social Organization of the Western Apache. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Green, Jesse, ed. 1979. Zuni: Selected Writings of Frank Hamilton Cushing. Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press.

Gulick, John. 1970. Village and City Field Work in Lcbanon. In Freilich 1970,
123-52.

Howard, Jane. 1984. Margaret Mead: A Life. New York: Fawcertt Crest.

Kenworthy, Mary Anne, Eleanor M. King, Mary Elizabeth Ruwell, and Trudy
Van Houten. 1985. Preserving Field Records: Archival Techniques for Archaeologists
and Anthropologists. Philadclphia: University Museum, University of Pennsyl-
vania.

Kimball, Solon, and William Partridge. 1979. The Craft of Community Study:
Fieldwork Dialogues. Gaincsville: University Presscs of Florida.

Kluckhohn, Clyde. 1944 [1967]. Navaho Witchcrafi. Boston: Beacon Press.

Lamphere, Louise. 1979. The Long-Term Study among the Navaho. In Foster et
al. 1979, 19-44.

Langham, Ian. 1981. The Building of British Social Anthropology: W. H. R. Rivers
and His Cambridge Disciples in the Development of Kinship Studies, 1898-1931.
Boston: Reidel.

Larcom, Joan. 1983. Following Deacon: The Problem of Ethnographic Reanaly-
sis, 1926—1981. In Observers Observed: Essays on Ethnographic Fieldwork, cd.
George W. Stocking, Jr., 175—95. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

LeClair, Edward, Jr. 1960. Problems of Large-Scale Anthropological Research. In
Adams and Preiss, 28-4o0.

Lévi-Strauss, Claude. 1955 [1974). Trans. John and Dorcen Weightman. New
York: Athcneum.

Lewis, Oscar. 1951. Life in a Mexican Village: Tepoztlan Restudied. Urbana: Uni-
versity of Illinois Press.

Lutkehaus, Nancy. 1986. “She Was Very Cambridge™: Camilla Wedgwood and



Ficldnotes and Others

the History of Women in British Social Anthropology. American Ethnologist
13:776-98- . _

Marcus, George E., and Dick Cushman. 1982. Ethnographics as Texts. Annual
Review of Anthropology 11:25-69.

Marcus, George E., and Michael M. ]. Fischer. 1986. Anthropology as Cultural
Critique: An Experimental Moment in the Human Sciences. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Mead, Margarct. 1940. The Mountain Arapesh, I1: Supernaturalism. Anthropologi-
cal Papers 37:317—451. New York: Amcrican Museum of Natural History.

. 1956. New Lives for Old: Cultural Transformations—Manus, 1928-1953. New
York: Morrow.

——. 1970. The Art and Technology of Ficldwork. In Naroll and Cohen 1970,
246-65.

——. 1972. Blackberry Winter: My Earlier Years. New York: Morrow.

——. 1974. Ruth Benedict. New York: Columbia University Press.

Messerschmidt, Donald A., ed. 1981. Anthropologists at Home in North America:
Methods and Issues in the Study of One’s Own Society. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Minturn, Leigh, William Lambert, et al. 1964. Mothers of Six Cultures: Antecedents
of Child Rearing. New York: Wiley.

Murphy, Robert F., and Bucll Quain. 1955. The Trumai Indians of Central Brazil.
Seattle: University of Washington Press.

Naroll, Raoul, and Ronald Cohen, eds. 1970. A Handbook of Method in Cultural
Anthropology. New York: Columbia University Press.

Opler, Morris, ed. 1973. Grenville Goodwin among the Westemm Apache. Letters from
the Field. Tucson: University of Arizona Prcss.

Osgood, Cornelius. 1940. Informants. In Ingalik Material Culture, s0~55. New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Publications in Anthropology.

Pandey, Triloki Nath. 1972. Anthropologists at Zuni. Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society 116: 321-37.

Paul, Benjamin. 1953. Intervicw Techniques and Ficld Relationships. In Anthro-
pology Today, ed. A. L. Kroeber, 430—51. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Pehrson, Robert H. 1966. The Social Organization of the Marri Baluch. Comp. and
ed. Fredrik Barth. Viking Fund Publications in Anthropology 43. New York:
Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research.

Pelto, Pertti ]. 1970. Research in Individualistic Societies. In Freilich 1970, 251-92.

Powdermaker, Hortense. 1966. Stranger and Friend: The Way of an Anthropologist.
New York: Norton.

Ragpin, Angela. 1984. A Guide to Ethnographic Archives. In Ethnographic Re-
search. A Guide to General Conduct, ed. R. F. Ellen, 170-78. San Diego: Aca-
demic Press.

Rffad, Kenneth E. 1965. The High Valley. New York: Scribner.

Richards, Audrey . 1935. The Village Census in the Study of Culturc Contact.
Africa 8:20-33.

——-. 1939. The Devclopment of Ficld Work Methods in Social Anthropology. In

339



340

FieLDNOTES IN CIRCULATION

The Study of Society, ed. F. C. Bartlett et al., 272-316. London: Routledge &

Kegan Paul.

. 1977. The Colonial Office and the Organization of Social Rescarch. Anthy,.

pological Forum 4:168—89.

. 1981. Foreword. In Strathcrn 1981, xi—xxwvi.

Scudder, Thayer, and Elizabcth Colson. 1979. Long-Term Research in Gwembe
Valley, Zambia. In Foster ct al. 1979, 227-54.

Seligman, C. G., and Brenda Z. Seligman. 1932. Pagan Tribes of the Nilotic Sudan,
London: Routledge.

Shah, A. M. 1979. Studying the Present and the Past: A Village in Gujarat. In The
Fieldworker and the Field: Problems and Challenges in Sociological Investigation, ed.
M. N. Srinivas, A. M. Shah, and E. A. Ramaswamy, 29-37. Delhi: Oxford
University Press.

Smith, Robert]., and Ella Lury Wiswell. 1982. The Women of Suye Mura. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Stanner, W. E. H. 1960. Durmugam, a Nangiomeri. In Casagrande 1960, 63-100.

Strathern, Marilyn. 1981. Kinship at the Core: An Anthropology of Elmdon, a Village
in North-west Essex in the Nineteen-sixties. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Van Maancn, John. 1988. Tales of the Field: On Writing Ethnography. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Wagley, Charles. 1955. Foreword. In Murphy and Quain 1955, v-ix.

. 1977. Welcome of Tears: The Tapirape Indians of Central Brazil. New York:
Oxford Univecrsity Press.

Warner, W. Lloyd, and Paul Lunt. 1941. The Social Life of a Modern Community.
New Haven, Conn.: Yalc University Press.

Whiting, Beatrice. 1966. Introduction. In Fischer and Fischer 1966, v—xxxi.

Whiting, Beatrice, and John Whiting. 1970. Methods for Observing and Record-
ing Behavior. In Naroll and Cohen 1970, 282-315.

. 1975. Children of Six Cultures: A Psycho-Cultural Analysis. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Whitten, Norman E., Jr. 1970. Network Analysis and Proccsses of Adaptation
among Ecuadorian and Nova Scotian Negroes. In Freilich 1970, 339—402.

Whyte, William Footc. 1955. Appendix: On the Evolution of “Street Corner
Society.” In Street Comer Society, enl. ed. 279-358. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

. 1960. Interviewing in Field Research. In Adams and Preiss 1960, 352-73.

Wolcott, Harry F. 1981. Home and Away: Pcrsonal Contrasts in Ethnographic
Style. In Messerschmidt 1981, 2§ 5—65.

Wolft, Kurt. 1960. The Collection and Organization of Field Materials: A Re-
search Report. In Adams and Preiss 1960, 240-54.




	Cover

	Title

	Copyright

	Contents
	Preface
	Living with Fieldnotes
	''I Am a Fieldnote'': Fieldnotes as a Symbol of Professional Identity
	Fire, Loss , and the 
Sorcerer's Apprentice

	Unpacking "
Fieldnotes"
	Notes on (Field)notes
	Pretexts for Ethnography :On Reading Fieldnotes
	A Vocabulary for Fieldnotes

	Examples of Fieldnotes
	Fieldnot
e Practice
	Thirty Years of Fieldnotes :Changing Relationships to the Text
	Quality into Quantity :On the Measurement Potentialof Ethnographic Fieldnotes
	The S ecret Life of Fieldnotes

	Fieldno tes in Circu lation
	Fieldnotes : Researchin Pas t Occurrences
	Adventu res with Fieldno tes
	Refractions of Reality: On the Useof Other Ethnographers' Fieldnotes
	Fieldnotes and Others

	From Fieldnotes to Ethnography
	Chinanotes :Engendering Anthropolo gy
	Hearing Voices, Joining the Chorus: Appropriating Someone Else's Fieldnotes
	Fieldnotes, Filed Notes, and the Conferring of Note
	On Ethnographic Validity

	Index
	Info

	Back cover


