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Part I. Please choose from the list of words below to fill in the blanks in the passages that follows.
(20%)

1.s0 2. for 3.In 4.t0 5.at
6. of 7.0n 8. with 9. hence 10. outside

We all know that anthropology has the potential __ be immensely influential, and has relevance
in relation to all sorts of social and practical problems. However, how do we establish the limits to our
discipline, and of our competence? In June, a group of anthropologists and others will come together
in the British Museum to discuss precisely this problem; looked  historically, practically and
actually, what is the influence and reach of the discipline outside academia?

We need to take care as to what sort of anthropology we are referring to. The transforming
influence of archaeology ~ the universities, though it can be argued how and why this has taken
place, can hardly be in question — whether pressed into service as part of nationalism or the infinite
number of localisms which can emerge and remerge around any part of the historical built environ-
ment, imagined or otherwise. This wide appeal means that archaeology never has been purely a
university discipline, and surely is very unlikely ever to become _ . This is all the more the case as
the squeeze ____ universities may mean that amateur archaeologists — already a long and distinguished
tradition — regain some prestige simply because they are freer to practice archaeology, and’ their
contribution thereby grows comparatively in importance.

___ similar fashion, but in rather a different way, the same may be said ___ biological
anthropology. The growth of forensic anthropology for example, has had a huge impact on the way
that evidence can be marshalled in both national and international cases, and in doing so has captured
the wider public’s imagination. We can see the immediate result ____this in the high profile cases in
which forensic anthropology is involved, and the consequent sudden expansion of university courses
in the subject. We can applaud and study these developments, and caution too that they should be
properly and appropriately considered, so that there is no easy lapse into scientism at the expense of
the complex social context which governs so much of the way the evidence is produced. Nevertheless,
there is no conceptual puzzle as to how this jump has been made: sophisticated analytical technique
combines ____technical advances to yield physical insights which were not previously evident,
forensic anthropology’s use and applicability.

(D. Shankland, Anthropology in the World, Anthropology Today, Vol. 28, No. 2, p.3)
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Part I1. Please translate the following TWO paragraphs into Chinese. (40%)

The word ‘anthropology’ is ultimately from the Greek (anthropos,’human’, plus logos, ‘discourse’
or ‘science’). Its first usage to define a scientific discipline is probably around the early sixteenth
century (ih its Latin form anthropologium). Central European writers then employed it as a term to
cover anatomy and physiology, part of what much later came to be called ‘physical’ or ‘biological
anthropology’. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, European theologians also used the term,
in this case to refer to the attribution of human-like features to their deity. The German word
Anthropologie, which described cultural attributes of different ethnic groups, came to be used by a few
writers in Russia and Austria in the late eighteenth century (see Vermeulen 1995 ). However, this
usage did not become established among scholars elsewhere until much later.

Eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century scholars tended to use ‘ethnology’ for the study of both
the cultural differences and the features which identify the common humanity of the world’s peoples.
This English term, or its equivalents like ethnologie (French) or Ethnoldgie (German), are still in use
in continental Europe and the United States. In the United Kingdom and most other parts of the
English-speaking world ‘social anthropology’ is the more usual designation. In continental Europe, the
word ‘anthropology”’ often still tends to carry the meaning ‘physical anthropology’, though there too
‘social anthropology’ is now rapidly gaining ground as a synonym for ‘ethnology’. Indeed, the main
professional organization in Europe is called the European Association of Social Anthropologists or
I’ Association Europe ‘enne des Anthropologues Sociaux. It was founded in 1989 amidst a rapid growth
of the discipline across Europe, both Western and Eastern. In the United States, the word ‘ethnology’
co-exists with ‘cultural gnthropology’.

(A. Barnard, History and Theory in Anthropology, pp.1-2)

Part I11. Please read the following paragraphs carefully and write a 300-word summary. (40%)

The practice approach is diverse, and I will not attempt to compare and contrast its many strands.
Rather I will select for discussion a number of works that seem to share a common orientation within
the larger set, an orientation that seems to me particularly promising. I do not wish to canonize any

single one of these works, nor do I wish to provide a label for the subset and endow it with more
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reality than it has. What I do here is more like beginning to develop a photograph, to coax a latent
form into something recognizable.

We may begin by cohtrasting, in a general way, this (subset of) newer practice-oriented work with
certain more established approaches, especially with symbolic interactionism in sociology (Blumer
1962; Goffman 1959; see also Berreman 1962, and more recently Gregor 1977 in anthropology) and
with what was called transactionalism in anthropology (Kapfererl 976, Marriott 1976, Goody 1978,
Barth 1966, Bailey 1969). The first point to note is that these approaches were elaborated in opposition
to the dominant, essentially Parsonian/Durkheimian, view of the world as ordered by rules and norms.
Recognizing that institutional organization.and-cultural patterning exist, the symbolic interactionists
and transactionalists nonetheless sought to minimize or bracket the relevance of these phenomena for

understanding social life:

From the standpoint of symbolic interaction, social organization is a framework in side of which acting units
develop their actions. Structural features, such as "culture," "social systems," "social stratification, "or "social

roles," set conditions for their action but do not determine their action (Blumer 1962:152).

The newer practice theorists, on the other hand, share a view that "the system" (in a variety of
senses to be discussed below) does in fact have very powerful, even "determining," effect upon human
action and the shape of events. Their interest in the study of action and interaction is thus not a matter
of denying or minimizing this point, but expresses rather an urgent need to understand where "the
system" comes from-how it is produced and re-produced, and how it may have changed in the past or
be changed in the future. As Giddens argues in his important recent book (1979), the study of praétice
is not an antagonistic alternative to the study of systems or structures, but a necessary complement to
it.

The other major aspect of the newer practice orientation, differentiating it significantly from earlier
interactionist and transactionalist approaches, re-sides in a palpable Marxist influence carrying through
from the seventies. Partly this is visible in the way in which things like culture and/or structure are
viewed. That is, although the newer practice theorists share with sixties anthropology a strong sense of
the shaping power of culture/structure, this shaping power is viewed rather darkly, as a matter of
“constraint," "hegemony," and "symbolic domination." We will come back to this position in greater
detail later. More generally, the Marxist influence is to be seen in the assumption that the most

important forms of action or interaction for analytic purposes are those which take place in

asymmetrical or dominated relations, that it is these forms of action or interaction that best explain the
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shape of any given system at any given time. Whether it is a matter of focusing directly on interaction
(even "struggle") between asymmetrically related actors, or whether it is more broadly a matter of
defining actors (whatever they are doing) in terms of roles and statuses derived from asymmetrical
relations in which they participate, the approach tends to highlight social asymmetry as the most
important dimension of both action and structure.

Not all of current practice work manifests the Marxist influence. Some of it - like symbolic
interactionism and transactionalism themselves - is more in the spirit of Adam Smith. The members of
the subset with which I am concerned, however, implicitly or explicitly share at least the critical flavor
of seventies anthropology, if not a systematic.allegiance to Marxist theory per se.

Yet to speak of a Marxist influence in all of this is actually to obscure an important aspect of what
is going on: an interpenetration, almost a merger, between Marxist and Weberian frameworks. In the
sixties, the opposition between Marx and Weber, as "materialist" and "idealist," had been emphasized.
The practice theorists, in contrast, draw on a set of writers who interpret the Marxist corpus in such a
way as to render it quite compatible with Weber's views. As Weber put the actor at the center of his
model, so these writers emphasize issues of human praxis in Marx. As Weber subsumed the economic
within the political, so these writers encompass economic exploitation within political domination.
And as Weber was centrally concerned with ethos and consciousness, so these writers stress similar
issues within Marx's work. Choosing Marx over Weber as one's theorist of reference is a tactical move
of a certain sort. In reality, the theoretical framework involved is about equally indebted to both. (On
theory, see Giddens 1971; Williams 1976; Avineri 1971; Ollman 1971; Bauman 1973; Habermas
1973; Goldmann 1977. For substantive case analyses in this Weberian-Marxist vein, see Thompson
1966; Williams 1973; Genovese 1976.)

(S. Ortner, Theory in Anthropology since the Sixties, pp. 146-7)
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