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INTRODUCTION.

My aim in this thesis has not been to euligize F. E, Williams;
rather it has been to illuminate fregments of the time's impact on him, and
the man's impact upon his time. Within the first of these categories I have
focused on the development of Williams' idees in the-culture~contact situastion
in Papua, when as a Government anthropologist, he was caught between loyalty
to his administrative position and his anthropological discipline., The con-—
sequent dilemmas and compromises that arose from this twin loyalty provide the
backbone of the thesis. The second category - his impact on the times -
while equally valid, has necessarily been explored in a negative way. Since
V¥illiams in his term of Government anthropologist had little practical effect
on the Papuan Government the question of why he did not have a greater impact
has assumed importance over the question of what impact he did have. To this
end, & discussion of the impasse between anthropology and administration in

general, and Williams and Murray in particular has been given emphasis.

Chapter one provides a background in both colonial administra-
tive policy and anthropological direction of the period prior to Williems!'
appointment in 1922, The central guestion posed - Why did Murray appoint a
Government anthropologist? — examines the unique situation in Papua with
regard to the emerging clash between colonial ruling philosophy and the new
functional anthropological outlook.

Chapters two, three, four and six scrutinize Villiams in the
position of Govermment anthropologist. Three time divisions have been

utilized.

The first of these, 1922 to 1928, deals with Williams in the
temporary position of assistant Govermment anthropologist. Chapter two
describes the early life of Williams in an effort to expose the capabilities
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of the man who accepted such 2 nondescript position.

The period 1928 to 1938, covered in chapters three and four,
details the core of Williams' investigation and advice to the Murray adminis-
tration on Papuan welfare. His own -thesis - 'The Blending of Cultures' -
forms the nucleus of this work. This decade also focuses on Williams'
attenpt to grapel with the problem of being a social philosopher by appoint-
ment and a social scientist by training.

The final and sixth chapter serves onl& as an illustration
of how Williams, in the last five years of his life (1938-1943), reacted to
his Administration's indifference to his work. Hopefully other researchers
will examine that which is beyond the limits of this thesis - the impact of
Williams' work after his death.

The intervening fifth chapter examines the mystery of why
Murray after appointing a Governrent anthropologist chose to ignore his advice.
This necessitates an elaboration of the inter-related roles of the Administra-
tion and Missions in their mutual aim of the destruction of the Papuan culture,

Apart from Williams the principal actors in this thesis are the
Missions and Murray. Although no claim can be made to have comprehensively
examined these actors, the thesis does add a new perspective to an historical
understanding of each. Hurray's attitude to the Papuan culture is exposed
through his admissions on anthropology and his non-acceptance of Williams'
thesis, while Williams' abundant writings sketch a clear picture of the
important part the Missions played in the onslaught on the Papuan culture.

NOTE: It is necessary to differentiate between the words "society" and
"culture" which I have used throughout this thesis. The former is made up
of human beings. The latter exists essentially in the mental sphere; i.e.
it is composed of mental habits, and the material objects which subserve
those habits. Thus I speak of a society and the culture associated with it,
viz, the more or less organized system of institutions, beliefs, and senti-
ments which its members hold in common,




CHAPTER I

THE MURRAY POLICY.

Historically Papua can be viewed, in the period of Hubert
Murray's Administration, as the focus of & clash between the emergence of
applied anthropology and the philosophy of British Imperial Rule. The basis
for this clash stemmed from the British Colonialists' responsibility to civil-
ize the world, by imposing their own superior culture, couwing into sharp
collision with the scientific conclusion of the anthropologists, that primitive
culture was as valid as any other., It is my intention to show in this chapter,
that Murray's decision to appoint a Government anthropologist was the result of
this collision, within the unique circumstances of Papua; and that it followed
primarily, not from a genuine respect for the anthropological findings, but
from a2 superficial compromise between Murray's administrative views and the

need to achieve a scientific basis for those views.

The Imperial philosophy of rule, which Murray inherited, was a
philosophy which was continuelly developing and causing the machinery of rule
to change with it. In the 1860's a dominant British attitude was to regard
the colonies as 'millstones round our neck', but gradually this view changed,
with increased British rivalry from Germany and France, and they became symbols
of national prestige, and avenues for the spread of the English Civilization.1
Cecil Rhodes termed Oxford 'the centre of the universe', and it was this spirit
of prestige and superiority that must be emphasized in trying to understand the
nucleus of British Colonial policy, because this spirit allowed for both
responsibility and paternalism in the treatment of subject peoples. Spurred
on by the growth of a strong humanitarian movement these feelings, character-
ized by the phrase 'the white man's burden', had their reflection in the
machinery of rule with the recognition of & dual Mandate of protection and
development, and the approval of the Indirect Method of Administration.

1. R. B, Joyce, "Sir VWilliam MacGregor" (Melbourne, 1971), pp. x=-xii.




In his Review of Austiralian Administration in Pepua Murray,
by going into the development within the British Empire of the conception of

duty towards native races, gave clear evidence of his inheritence of the

British philosophy of Empire.2 Moreover, there were numerous examples in
Murray's writings of his perception of himself as the representative of a
superior culture; for example, in & paper written in 1929 Murray posed him-
self the question - What are the outstanding differences between the European

and Papuan cultures? He answered:

Well of course ours is a grander and finer culture altogether;
our civilization is more stately; more specious and more
massive than anything the Papuan could possibly conceive; . our
national and political ideas cannot be comprehended by him,

his art is rudimentary in the extreme, science for him is megic,
and for him literature does not exist.

The sense of duty &nd responsibility that was so prevalent in the tradition of
British Imperiel philosophy was also clearly evident in Murray. In the
1919-20 Annual Report, Murray wrote of the 'White Man's burden' and argued
that as natives had no nationality or patriotism it was desirable, even in the
interests of the natives themselves, to be under European domination, s¢ that

they too could reap the benefits of a superior civilization.4

Murray might be labelled & social evolutionist; it was his
vievw that primitive society was simply & very retarded one, which still had to
rass through numerous evolutionary stages to reach the level of European civil-
ization. The Papuan society held no validity except as a transitory stage in
development; it was Murray's duty not to be content with the 'stone age'
culture of the Papuans, but to give the Papuan the opportunity of raising
himself, eventually, to a higher place in the 'scale of humanity’.5 In fact
the cultural inferiority of the Papuans was to Murray so clear, that he viewed

2. J. H, P, Murray, Review of Australien Administration in Papua, (Port
Moresby, 1921), »p. ix,

3. J. H. P, Murray, Resvonse of Papuans to Western Civilization, (Port
Moresby, 1929), p. 4.

4. Papuan Annusl Report, 1919/20, p. 104.

5. J. H. P, Murray, The Scientific Fethod as Applied to Native Labour
Problems in Papua, (Fort Moresby, 1931), p. 5.




it a3 ‘inevitable' that the Papuan would abandon his old customs and beliefs’
and, consequently, Europeans had a duty to impose their higher culture.6

The two principal ways that a European civilization could be
imposed by an Administration. were subjugation and association, The differ-
ences in these were highlighted by the protection aspect of the Dual Mandate
given to the English colonialists. Subjugation was the process of direct
Europeanization; it held no regard for the native culture at all. This
method was crudely applied in Papua in the earliest part of the Murray era,
vhen European penetration was enco&raged. Development and the well being
4of the native were not viewed as being incompatible;. on the contrary, Murray
in this early phase regarded the two as complementary.7 Economic benetration
would encourage the Papuan to work and, to Murray, this was to offer them a
solution to racial doom. lMoreover, each European would become a 'focus of
civilization', influencing the Papuan to change and accept the benefits of the
superior civilization.8 The failure of this method stemmed largely from the
failure of the economic boom which Murray had hoped would follow from an influx
of Eurcpeans, In fact, the European population growth in Papua was virtually
static; in June 1910 there were 879 European residents and in June 1915
only 1,037.9 Consequently, Murray recognized that Papua would never be a
white man's country — in the sense that white men would marry and settle down
in any numbers;lo hence, the focii of civilization on which he had relied to
impose BEuropean culture would not be created. Moreover, he began to doubt
the desirability of giving the general European population this important
function, They were apparently unaware of the responsibilities of European

superiority.

In 1914 he wrote to his brother George, that he wished to stay
in Papua "for the sake of the natives. - it is not so much that our white

settlers are cruel, as that they are utterly indifferent to native life and

. J. H. P, Murray, Papua or British New Guinea, (lLondon, 1912), p. 9.

Gilbert Murray, Private Papers, Australian Lational Library. Letter
dated 14 November, 1908.

8. J. H, P. Murray, Papua or British New Guinea, (etc.), pp. 362-364

9. Papuan Anmual Reports, 1910/11 and 1914/15.
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suffering - far more so than they are e.g. in the case of a horse."11 Clearly
the duty of civilizing the native was now a task of Administration. Whereas
Murray's Administration had previously held no concrete policy on the welfare
of the native, it now had to find one.12 Furthermore, it had to be a policy
that would survive the jury of public popularity, and be true to the principles
of the philosophy of British Imperial rule.

The irdirect method of Colonial Administration had been
pioneered by Sir Arthur Gordon in Fiji and Lord Lugard in Africa. MacGregor,
Murray's predecessor, had been in Gordon's service in Fiji and had tried to
institute this method of administration in Papua. He failed, as Murray did at
a later date, but, the implications of his failure were in the world;s eyes not
great, as the Indirect method had not then won wide popular approval. At the
close of the 19th Century, the Indirec* method was increasing in popularity
through the growth of a strong humanitarian influence on Administration. VWhen
Murray assumed control of Papua in 1906 it was recognized by the Colonial
Service as being the method of colonial rule. Its popularity reached a pesk
with the publication, in 1922, of Lugard's The Dual Mandate in British Tropical

Africa. In essence, the method was that of association: it recognized that

there was much in the native culture which was of value in the period of cul-

tural change, if not permanently, and that these features should be allowed to
co—exist with features of the Buropean culture. In practice, Lugard success-
fully applied this principle, by retaining the native authority structure and

allowing this structure to supervize the change towards civilization.13

The functional school of applied anthropology had its public
airing with the publication in the same year, 1922, of the books of the two

founders of this school -~ Malinowski's Argonauts of the Western Pacific and

Radcliffe-Brown's Andaman Islenders, This school stressed the validity

and functional value of mative culture, It urged the full preservation of
native culture, for to change one aspect would destroy the system by which

11. Gilbert Murray, Private Pavers, letter dated 22 April, 1914.
12. Murrey admitted this in Pavua of Todey (ete.), p. viii.
13, M. Perham: Lugard: The Years of Authority. ZLondon 1960), pp. 138 - 173,
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pan had won mastery over his environment.

The functional analysis makes us regard culture primarily as
an outfit which gives man the mastery of his environment,
allows him to maintain the species, the integrity of the in-
dividuzl, and the cohesion of his tribe.l4

By preserving native authority as a working system Indirect
Rule complemented the functional theory, or to be more specific, was far more
complementary than the Direct method of administration which aimed &t the com—
plete and ready destruction of native culture, by directly imposing Buropean
systems of authority and culture. This harmony between functionalism and
Indirect Rule became more evident with the re-definition of Lugard's theory
by later administrators, who placed emphasis on preservation of native culture,
and not on change, as Lugard had intended.l5 Murray was one of these edmin-
istrators who incorrectly interpreted Lugard's theory. In & 1928 paper he
defined Indirect Rule:

you retain as much as possible of native life6 and endeavour
to use it for tke purpose of administration.

Clearly Murray's stress was on preservation, and not, as Lugard had intended,
on gradual chan‘ge.l'7

It was unfortunate for Murray, that at the very time he was
searching for an adequate policy towards the natives, that public discussion
of the theory of Indirect Rule had coincided with the elaboration of the func-
tional anthropological views on native society. The two appeared to comple-
ment each other. The problem for Murray was that the method of Indirect Rule
was not applicable in Papua, and so in falling out with one school, Murray
provoked the wrath of the other.

14. B. Malinowski and others (eds.), Culture: A Symposium, (Cambridge, 1928),
p. 36.
15. F. West pointed this out in Sir Hubert Murray - The Australian Pro-Consol,
{oxford, 1968), p. 219
16. J. H, P. Murray, Indirect Rule in Papua, 1028. p. 329,
17, Murray wes not alone in this: Governor Cameron in Tangaryika did the
same,




The essentizl reason why Murray could not accept an application
of the Indirect method as it was, was simply because of his view that it was
unsuited to Papua, TUnlike Nigeria, there existed no system of chiefly
heirarchy or authority structure, which could be left in control of native
society and its culture. Murray reported, "The chiefs in Papua are merely
the Napoleons of the village, the Mussolinis of an hour".18 It was, there-
fore, necessary for Murray to modify and re-interpret the method of Indirect
Rule; Le hoped to rule indirectly through a system of village constables,
first initiated by MacGregor, and later through village councillors. In
doing this Murray destroyed native guthority, the basis of the theory that
he hoped to institute. As Francis West pointed out:

A chief who bhad his own treasury and administered his own
customary lew in his own courts was a very different thing
from a chief who was appointed to govermment office, because
in the former case he visibly exercised a traditional author-
ity, in the latter he occupied an untraditional office sup-
ported by government sanctions.19

Murray was aware of this criticism himself; it was the reason that he claimed
only to rule in the 'spirit of indirect rule', and admitted that his Adminis-
tration 'could not fulfill the letter of indirect rule'.zO Given, then, this
acceptance by Murray of the unsuitability of this method why did he hope to
give the appearance of adopting the principles of the Indirect Fethod?

The answer to this question lies partly in the allegiance of
Murray to the philosophy of the British Colonial Service. This philosophy
stressed a responsibility on the part of an administrator to the welfare of the
subject people. The Indirect method fulfilled this obligation, and had the
additional advantage of being supported by the new anthropological analysis of
native society. Murray no doubt wanted to be true to this responsibility, and

at the same time, avoid the scientific criticisms of applied anthropology,

18. J. H, P. Murray, Indirect Rule in Papua, (etc.), p. 330
19. F, Vest, op. cit., p. 219
20. J. H. P, Murray, Indirect Rule in Papus, (etc.), p. 336




which centred around the policy of interfering with valid nztive cultures.
Moreover, he was an ambitious man. From a&s early e&s 1912 he contemplated
resigning from Pepua and joining the Imperiasl Colonial Service;21 he could
not afford to have his administration fell out of step with the progressive
views of the Service. Finally, Murray's slready present sense of responsi-
bility was further strengthened by the statement of the Covenant of the League
of Nations, which insisted that Colonialists had & 'sacred duty' to safeguard
the welfare of the primitive people under their control. In short, he was
forced into employing the 'spirit of indirect rule'; because this method was
popularly arproved, as the method that best safeguarded the welfare of the
Papuans. ’

The difficulty in discussing Murrayj Administrative policy,
towards the Papuans and their culture, is that it was never a static or con-
crete policy; it dei)ended entirely on what Murray thought was the wisest and
most responsible stance to take on a particular native issue or crisis, when
vievwed in isolation. Murray justified this extremely fluid policy in a
1932 paper:

In native administration we are really exploring a new field
of human activity and our advance must be gradual. We must
halt from time to time and take our bearings and consider
the direction of our next advance, and a course that was
rigidly fixed beforehand might lead us zastre.y.z2

Perhaps the closest definition of the so called 'Murray Policy' was given by
a former officer in Murray's Administration, when he described it in very
general terms as "A long-range humane plan of indirect rule applied with
c:oxmnonsense".23 This definition highlighted the great weakmess of the 'Murray
Policy' from a scientifie, critical perspective — by employing commonsense, he
was presuming full knowledge of the problems on which he would have to judge
and decide,

2l. Gilvert Murray: Private Papers, (etc.), letter dated 17 February, 1912

22, J, H. P, Murray, "The Scientific Aspect of the Pacification of Papua in
The Australian Association for the Advancement of Science, Vol. XXI,
1932, pp. 25-26

23. J. I. Bensted, "Sir Hubert Murray in Papua", in South Pacific, Vol. 7
KNo. 4’ 19531 P 679




Murray did not possess full knowledge of native problems; in

fact, he found many features of the Papuan culture puzzling. In Papuas or

British New Guinee, he cited many strange and incomprehensible customs of the
Papuans; for example, in referring to the natives on the Purari Delta he
observed that they had a fixed penalty for theft, "which they punished by the
somevhat roundabout method of killing the woman who cooks the thief's food"'24
In fact, Murray's problem of having to assume full knowledge 2s an adminis~
trator, can be closely paralleled to his earlier problem of dispensing justice
as Chief Judicial Officer, when neither the defendant nor the judge understood
one another.”” However, as an administrator Murray was more open to criticism
in the application of his 'sacred duty'. It is my belief that Murray recog-
nized the scientific weakness of his 'commonsense' policy, and that this
motivated him to appoint a Government anthropologist, who by 'thinking black'
could bridge the gap between understanding and incomprehension, or more

importantly, appear to do this.26

It is importent to note that Murray did not appoint an anthro-
pologist to advise him on how best to preserve native custom, but rather to

advise on how best to change those customs.

It is clear that the Papuan cannot remain as he is; he must
move along the path of civilization unless he is to die out
altogether...still progress will be more willing, and conse-
guently more rapid, if the Papuan understands and concurs in
what we are doing, and for this reason a knowledge of manners
and customs and Papuan mentality generally is very desirable.2?

Clearly Murray's convictions on the necessity to civilize by change, and not
to preserve for the sake of preserving, were still the basis for his adminis-
trative policy. This was the core of the clash between traditional Imperial
philosophy with its duty to civilize, and the functional anthropologists with
their duty to preserve. On a more specific level this clash can be seen in

the relationship between Malinowski and Murray.

24. J. H. D. Murray, Papua or British New Guinea, (ete.), p. 202.

25. Papuan Annual Report, 1919/20, pp. 110-111,

26. J. H. P, Murray, "Anthrorology and the Govermment of Subject Races",
Australian Association for the Advancement of Science,
Vol. XV 1921, pp. 2-3.

- 27, J. E. P. Murray, Keview of Australian Administration, (ete.), p. 33.




By one of the ironies of history, it was Murray who sponsored
¥alinowski in his pioneer work in applied anthropology in Papua, during the
First World War. Even their first meeting highlighted the clash between
meintenance of British prestige, the soul of British Imperial philosophy, and

the rational scientific usurper. Murray reported to his brother, George, on
Malinowski:

He is a very clever man, but I do not like him. it is not
merely that he treats me with that strange mixture of patronage
and intolerance which is the inseparable heritage of men of
science therg is something wrong about him though I do not know
what it is.?

At a later date Murray's suspicions had grown:

He is suspected of being likely to introduce habits among the
natives which they are very much better without."29

Some of the animosity in this relationship would have been due to Malinowski
being of German nationality, while Murray was an aﬁid supporter of the Empire
in the period of the Great War. However, Murray also disliked Pitt-Rivers,
an Englishman belonging to the functional anthropologicél school. In a
despatch to the Minister for Home and Territories Murray accused Pitt-Rivers -
of being prejudiced against his administration, an unpardonable sin, consid-
ering the help extended to him in his research in Papua.Bo The hostility
can be better explained in terms of the arrogant scientific approach colliding
with the equally arrogant British tradition and the duty to rule. This
argument is further strengthened by Murray's own views on anthropology, and
his preference for experience over training in regards to administrative

officers.

Murray's views on anthropology were modelled by the academic

climate of the period prior to World War I. During the latter years of

28, Gilbert Murray: Private Papers, (etc.), letter dated 5 October, 1914
29, ibid. letter dated 30 April, 1916.

30. Manuscript. Commonwealth Archives Office. Al Series, Item 20/692.
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Victorian England, the dominant figure in anthropology was E. B. Tylor. He
expounded a social evolutionary theory of development, which laid great stress
on the unity of mankind, but at the same time believed that man passed through
certain stages of cultural development. Tylor illustrated this through a com-
parison of a primitive culture to his Victorian culture of the more advanced
man.31 Murray's familiarity with these ideas stemmed from his own prolific
reading and his close friendship with A. C. Heddon and R, A, Marett, who were
both professional disciples of Tylor's views. Although Murray was very
critical of academic anthropology, - for instance in 1908 he wrote, "It is a
most fascinating study though, so far as I can see, purely fantastic; the
'alleged facts being unsupported by evidence and the inference forceq."32 - it
still formed the basic premise in his thinking on social change. This is
clearly evident in the very similar views of Murray and Tylor on the role of
an anthropologist.,

In his book Primitive Culture, Tylor proclaimed that an anthro-

pologist's function was "to impress men's minds with a doctrine of development”

and "to expose the remains of the crude 0ld culture which have passed into
33

superstitiorn and to mark these out for destruction". Murray's given reasons
for the appointment of a Government anthropologist were that he would be able
"to help us in reconciling an intelligent though very backward race to the

34

inevitable march of civilization",. Murray justified the appointment by

stressing the basic tenet of Tylor's theory, the unity of mankind.33

The important thing to note about Murray's early anthropological
views is that they were not at variance with the concept of British prestige.
Both regarded the European culture as a superior, or more highly evolved, form
of primitive cultures, and both saw an apparent duty to raise the lower culture

to the level of the higher. However, these two streams of thought were at

%1. J, W. Burrow, Evolution and Society = A Study in Victorian Social Theory,
(Cambridge, 1966), pp. 242-250.

32. Gilbert Murray: Private Fapers, (etc.). letter dated 19 February, 1908.

33, Cited in Burrow, op. cit., P. 258.

-34. J. H, P. Murray, "Anthropology and the Government of Subject Races”,
(ete.), p. 180.

35,  ibid., p. 160.
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variance with the later functional anthropological sehool and the vulgarized
theory of Indirect Rule, both of which placed emphasis on preserving primitive

culture as it was.

Murray was caught between these two factions. On the one hand
he held an evolutionary view of primitive cultures, and was 2 loyal subject of
the Empire. On the other hand he was conscious of his responsibility to the
governed people and recognized that the Indirect Rule in Administration was
the method which was popularly supported as best guaranteeing the protection
of these people. It was in a sense a conflict between his beliefs and popular
opinion. By appointing a Government anthropologist Murray compromised between
the two.

The need for Murray to compromise arose, as has been shown, from
the popular opinion that the Indirect Rulists and the Applied Anthropologists
were most concerned with the question of native welfare, and also because of
his untenable position of 'kmowing all' in relation to nstive culture., How-
ever, the compromise must be seen as a superficial-one. This is so because
Murray's reasons for appointment were not in sympathy with the perceived value
of applied anthropology, from a functionalist outlook. He employed an anthro-
pologist to assist change, not to help preserve native culture. Moreover,
Murray held a very low opinion of trained personnel. He argued, "ggrely it

This

view extended to anthropologists as is evidenced by his refusal to adopt a

is better to get men who know nothing, and to train them yourself".

system of anthropological training for cadets to his staff, when a Chair in
Anthropology was established in Sydney.37 But by modifying his views a little
and eppointing an anthropologist to his staff he gave the appearance of

valuing an anthropologist; a fact that he pointed to with some pride.

+e. It may be claimed for Papua that it was, perhaps the first,
or at any rate, one of the first of the Colonies and Territories
of the Empire to acknowledge the practical value of this science
by the appointment of a Government Anthropologist."38

36. Cited in L. Lett, Sir Hubert Murray of Fapus, (Sydney, 1049), p. 128,

37. E. ¥. P. Chinnery, "Applied Anthropology in New Guinea"”, Australasian
Association for the Advancement of Science, Vol, XXI, 1932, p. 165.

38. J. B, P. Kurray, "Australian Policy in Papua", in Campbell and others eds.
Studies in Australien Affairs, (Melbourne, 1930), p. 254.
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To Murray the Indirect Method was "the only policy that can be regarded as
scientific or reconcilable with the principles of anthropology".39 The under-
lying assumption being that if an anthropologist was appointed, then the admin-
istration must be employing the Indirecf method, Thus the simple expedient

of employing an arnthropologist gave the Murray Administration the appearance of
being in sympathy with both applied anthropology eand the Indirect method of
Administration.

The problem for Murray was to find a‘sﬁitable anthropologist.
The right man could be defined as a person who was in agreement with Murray's
own anthropologicel views,a man who would not be overly critical of his admin-
istration, and above all, a man who would uphold the principle of British
prestige, In his endeavour to find such an anthropologist Murray placed his
trust in Marett and Haddon,4o both of w%hom, we have noted were disciples of
Tylor. Murray's preference for an 'Oxford Man!' 4 may have stemmed from a
strong personal attachment to his old University, or equally from that
University's reputation as the home of 'ecivilized man'. Haddon's choice was
E. W. D, Chinnery who had worked for some time in Papua before undertaking
formal training at Cambridge; but Murray complained:

He would not do at all - he is quite unreliable as to obser-
vation, collection of evidence, etc. - he will say any mortal
thing in order to excite interest and attract attention.?4

By 1920 Murray had decided to appoint his Chief Medical Officer, Dr. Strong,
as Government anthropologist, a position he held without pay. He also
appointed, as an assistant anthropologist, Armstrong, who was a Cambridge
student doing research in Papua. When in 1921 Armstrong resigned to continue
his studies, Murray replaced him with a man recommended by Marett -~ F. E.
Williams. Williems who had studied under Marett, and had held a Rhodes
Scholarship, with all its connotations of serving the Empire, appeared by

Murray's criteria 1o be the right man.

70,  Papuan Annusl Report, 1919/20, p. 106.

40. Gilbert Murray: Private Papers, (ete.), letter date 2 December, 1919.
41. ibid., letter dated 17 July, 1919.

42. ibid., letter dated 2 December, 1°19.
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Thus the culmination of this clash between the British trad-
itional philosophy of Rule and the new scientific approach of the functional
anthropologists, in & climate of concern for native welfare, was a compromise
by Murray in appointing a Government anthropologist. I have argued, that
this compromise was a superficiel one considering Murray's distrust and low
opinion of the new school of anthropology, and a recognition of the factors
that forced such an appointment.

It will be the purpose of subsequent chapters, to examine
¥Williams in this position of compromise as a Government anthropologist, caught
between loyalty to Administration, and a duty to his anthropological views
and findings,
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CHAPTER  II.

FORMATIVE YEARS,

This chapter will superimpose Williams' life upon the fra=ework
of ruling philosophy and the scientific approach to the Administration of
‘primitive' peoples, elaborated in jhe previous chapter. It will be shown
that while Willlams' upbringing was that of a 'born to govern' nature, hLe chose
to study anthropology at a2 time when this vocation was depending more and more
on scientific foundations, and which was bringing into question the superiority
of Western civilization. Consequently I am faced with the problem of detail-
ing Williams 'formative years' when, in retrospect, his chosen position &s
Government anthropologist in Papua represented almost a contradiction in terms
between his upbringing and early education, and his decision to work as an

anthropologist in the interests of native welfare,

Francis Edgar Williams was born in Adelaide on the 9th February
1893, He was the son of a well to do architect, David Williams, whose wealth
enabled Francis to have a private school education. At Kvre College, (now
Scotch College) he excelled throughout in both the academic and sporting fielés,
In the former, he topped his class every year except one in his eight years of
schooling, and was awarded in his final year, 1910, the Tennyson Kedal for
English and a Government Bursary to attend University. In the latter, the
sporting field, he in 1910 won the College Championship and Sports Cup for
athletics, a gold medal for gymnastics and was captain of the school's football
and cricket teams.1

Between 1911 and 1914 Williams, at University, continued in the
same vein as he had at College, In his first year he won his 'sporting blue’
for football, and throughout his time at Adelaide University he continually

represented the University in top grade football and cricket. For his Classics

1. Rhodes Scholarship Application 1915: Scuth Australian State Archives.
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course Williams studied English Literature, Latin, Greek, Ethics, Logic and
Psychology, and gained first division passes (distinctions) in all of them
except Ethics, In final honours in Clessics Williams again gained a First
Class result, and to add to the Andrew Scott Prize for Latin, and the Roby
Fletcher Prize for Psychology which he had earned previously, he was awarded

the David Hurray Scholarship for advanced work and original investigation,

It was not surprising, given Williams'prowess in the academic
end sporting fields, that in 1915 he applied for the Rhodes Scholarship, nor
was it surprising that his application was successful. W, Mitchell, Williems
Philosophy teacher, commended him for the scholarship:

He is naturally a thoughtful man and would do thorough justice

to the philosophical part of the course at Oxford ... His record

in Classics, in football and rowing, and in the Arts Association

shows him a typical man for the rest of the life contemplated by

the scholarship, and I hope that at last an Arts man may be found
to deserve election.

Mitchell's apparent belief that Williams, if successful, would use his scholar-
ship to study Philosophy proved to be incorrect. In his application for the
Rhodes Scholarship Williams detailed his ambitions:

The choice of a Classics course has not occasioned me the least
regret, though I now realize that from a practical standpoint,
at least as far as wage-earning is concerned, it is likely to
be of no great use. However, the aspiration after a literary
career of some sort led me to avoid more remunerative vocations,
and to stake my fortunes upon this course, hoping for a contin-
uance of success as I proceed.

The reason (s) why Williams decided to search for a literary
career in the field of Anthropology remains somewhat of a mystery.

The Great War prevented Williams from immediately teking up his
scholershipv. In 1916 he enlisted in the Australian Army, and served for two

‘2, Fhodes Scholarship application 1915: (etc.)
3. ibid.
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years in France as & transport officer with the rank of Lieutenant; 1lsisr he
was appointed & Captain in the "Dunsterforce" and served in Fersia.  Arnér-
ently he was well liked by the men under him, and was praised for being sble
to be both a leader and a fr'iend.4 During the war Williars uneaccountse®ly
acquired the nickname of Toby, and it stayed with him until his death. At
the war's end, he returned to Adelaide before going to Bslliol College, Oxford
on his Rhodes Scholarship in 1919.

At Oxford ¥Williams gained a distinction in his work for the
Diploma of Anthropology, under the supervision of Dr., R, R. Marett., C(re can
only speculate on the anthropological influences that he came under at Cxford,
However, it is known that Marett was & disciple of Tylor's views, so it can be
safely predicted that Williams also was familiar with Tylor's thinking. More-
over, Williams admitted much later in his life that he was acquainted with the
functionalist outlook, This functionalist influence might explain why, after
using only two years of a possible three year scholarship, he was keen to find
an avenue for field work in Anthropology. The functionalist emphasis on
scientific proof, and the consequent necessity for field work may well have

been the deciding factor between an academic career and a career 'in the field'.

Williams applied for anthropological work both in Cape Town and
Papua. In the former case he was 'pipped for the job' by Radcliffe—Brown,5
but in the latter he was accepted immediately. The reasons why his appoint-
ment in Papua was so ready, have previously been given in an elaboration of
Murray's search for the 'right man'. Murray offered Williams £400 & year,
£50 for en outfit and a first class fare to Port Moresby. Be accepted and
on the 9th March 1922, aged 29 years, he arrived to tazke up his duties.

Before examining Williams' early years in Papua, it is worth
emphasizing some of the factors in his life up to 1922. Williams was, from

all the evidence available, a gentleman; his private schooling, and for the

4. Williams: Private Papers: South Australian State Museum: letter of
sympathy to Mrs. C. Williams, dated 28 May, 1943.
Signed J. M. Cummings.

S. Williems: Private Papers: (etc.) letter by F. E. Williams to Marett
dated 19 December, 1925,



time, extensive education, placed him above the vast majority of the population,
This is evidenced in his automatically gaining rank in the Great War. Purther-
more, his brilliant academic career and sporting achievements can present
VWilliams as the epitome of the 'civilized man' that both Rhodes and Murray
envisaged, He was a man of his time; and his times' circumstances, coupled
with his own talent, had made him a member of a 'superior elite'. It was this
superiority, with its consequent arrogance, that prompted Marett to tell

¥Williams:

If they offered you the job of the First lord of the Admiralty,
you would tell them, that you would hold it down for them.

While I am not suggesting that Williams' elitist role was evident in his
behaviour or writings, a case can be made out for it ensuring & paternalistic
attitude to the Papuan culture.

It must have been a substantial environmental shock, though
perhaps lessened by his anthropological studies, for Williams to have left
Oxford and to have been plunged into the 'primitive' conditions of Papua.
Mevlin Taylor, in his book The HBeart of Black Papua (1926) gave a clear picture

of how he reacted to the same ‘primitive' conditions:

Even now, thousands of miles from it all and with its evidence
dimmed by time, I often find myself in the grasp of a nightmare
in which I live over again those days and nights when inland
Papua struck at the very core of my being.

Murray, as if to test Williams, sent him immediately into the Purari Delta
which he described as: Ma hideous wilderness of mud, inhabited by ex-cannibals
of villianous appearance &nd péor physique"”. Williams survived the test,
spending six months in the Delta. Murray reported of him: "I think he will

do very well. He is quite indifferent to discomfits".8

6, ¥illiama: Private Pavers, (etc.), Williams recalled this is letter to
Marett, dated 19 Decexber 1925

7. M. M. Teylor, The Heart of Black Fapua,. (New York 1926). p. 1.

‘8. Gilbert Murrey: Private Papers, (etc.), dated 7 November 1922,
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The settling in process wes not as easy for Williams as [furray
aspparently thought. ®. W. P. Chinrery, who was at this time & District .
Officer, wrote to Marett observing that Williams' heart wes not in his job, and
suggested that lMarett should write.9 However, Williams' despondeccy was not
rectified by Marett, but by the outbreak of the 'Vailala Madness', which he
hurried off to study at firsthend, as it was from an anthropological viewpoint,

an extremely interesting and exciting phenomenon,

The 'Vailala Madness', since Williams' time, has become recog-
nized as one of the 'cargo cults' that were characteristic of social change.
Resulting from European presence they were particularly evident in Melanesia.

Although all the Cargo Cults were in themselves unigue, certain common charac

teristics were discernible. They were all millenarian; i.e. there was an
expectation of, and preparation for the coming of a period of supernatural
bliss; hence the name 'cargo cults'. They all borrowed Furopean rituals,
both secular and religious, and grafted them to local beliefs; finally, they
were all events of organized activity.lo Interpretations of the Cargo Cults
are extremely varied, Belshaw (1950), saw them as rational attempts to
explain the white man, framed in a religious setting; Guiant (1956), saw them
as examples of incipient nmationalism; to Cohn (1957) and Berndt (1954), they
were manifestations of social change brought on by the traumatic effect of the
vhites.11

Williams, in 1924, was the first observer to interpret a Cargo
Cult. He described the building of platforms to receive the cargo from
European ships and aircraft, the adoption of European manners and clothes, and
the effect that this movement had on the Papuans:

the natives ... were taking a few quick steps in front of them,
and would then stand, jabber and gesticulate, at the same time

" swaying from side to side, also bending the body from side to
gide from the hips, the legs appearing to be held firm,12

9, Williems: Private Papers, (etc.), E. W. Chinnery to Marett, dated
24 Aug'l-lSt. 1022

10. P. Vorsley, The Trumpet Shall Sound, (London, 1970), pp. 21-26

11. I. C. Jarvie "Theories of Cargo Cults", Oceania, Vol. XXXIV, (I), 1963,
pp. 1 - 31 and 108 - 136.

12, F. E. Williars "The Vailzla Madness and the Destruction of Native Ceremonies"
Report issued by Government of Papua No. 4, p. 10
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¥illiams argued, that the causes of the'Vailala Madness"were, firstly the
effort to assimilate a body of new and difficult ideas, with a resultant mental
confusion, secondly the loss of customary means of socizl excitement, and

finally a general sense of inferiority.l3 Peter Vorsley in The Trumpet Shall

Sound, criticized Williams' interpretation because although he had paid special
attention to the psychological aspects of the movement he had ignored their
social, political and organizational aspects. This bias, Worsley continued,
arose out of "Williams belief in the necessity and desirability of preserving
as much &3 possible of tribal 1life", and he further contended that Williams

expressed this desire in "crude colonial phraseology";14 e.g. "they have

15

ceased to be true natives".

The greatest effect that Williams' study of the'Vailala Nadness'
had on his anthropological views was that it convinced him that the functional-
ists' stress on the inter-relatedness of elements within primitive culture was
correct. The 'Vailala Madness', because of its catalytic nature, allowed him
to observe the impact of Europeans on the Papuan culture in a telescoped period
of time. His observations, especially on the important role placed by the
missions in the movement, provided first hand proof of the functionalist
hypothesis that if one part of primitive culture was destroyed, for instance,
the utilization of magic, then the rest would also decay. Consequently,
Williams adopted a funetionalist outlook in warning both the Missionaries and

the Administration against interfering with Papuan culture:

You have only to remove one wheel to stop the watch, or one
stone from the social structure to have it tumbling about
your ears.

This warning was principally directed at the Missionaries and their influence

on the Papuans; in his official report Williams attacked them with some

13. F. E. Williams: "The Vailala Madness in Retrospect", in Essays Presented
to C. C. Seligman, Ed., E. E. Evans-Pritchard and others,
(London, 1934), p. 377.

14. P. VWorsley, op. cit., pp 88-80.

15. F. E, Williems: The Vailala Madness,(Etc.), p. 60. (my emphasis).

16, ibid., p. &4.




vigour:

It is a fundamental principal of ethics that no code or creed
can be laid down without regard to the psychology of those for
whom it is intended and it is justifiable to ask whether the
Papuan is everywhere given a proper adcixture of guidance and
liberty, or whether he is not sometimes hustled by the scruff
of the neck up the wrong rath of righteousness. For presum-
ably a2 man's soul should be his own - in a sense it is himself.
Yet what with the zeal and energy of various reformers the
natives soul has sometimes an ill time of it between the upper
and nether millstones of Materialism and Christianity.

This critique, while necessary, because of his new loyalty to the functional-
ist school, did mean that Williams had set himself up as an enemy of Missionary
activity. In 1925 he wrote to Farett:

1 was dismayed to find that all the megnificent ceremonies
originally practiced there had been wiped out by this
ridiculous Vailala Madness. I think the missionaries are
indirectly responsible for the iconoclastic part of the
show ... I may find myself at variance with the L. M., S, -
have my arguments hacked to pieces by the Sword of Faith,18

Williams' fear of a reaction from the Fissionaries was misplaced.
On the whole his report seemed to have been ignored by the Missionaries and the
Administration, though the latter did carry out Williams' suggestion of
ridiculing and discrediting, rather than arresting the 'Automaniacs' (the
leaders of the Cult). Murray sent his brother,George, a copy of the report
adding that he found it "quite interesting", and that "VWilliams was a very good

man though I do not agree with him on all points."19

Muriay's admission of
disagreement, undoubtedly referred to Williams' emphasis on the destructive
role of the KMissionaries, but this difference of opinion was not acted on; it

remained simply a gentleman's disagreement.

17. F. E. ¥illiems: The Vailala Kadness, (Etc.), p. 45.

18, VWilliams: Private Papers, Letter to Marett dated, 25 March, 1923,

19, Gilvert Murray: Private Faperg Letter to George (Gilbert) dated,
17 Novemebr, 1923,
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¥illiems' ambitions did not zllow him to envisage a lengthy stay
in Papua; at the most it was to be a four or five year period in the service
of Administration. He reasoned, that "the sort of wandering, bush-whacking
life one has to lead in this job would be a killer in the long run."20 Conse~
quently he wrote to Marett, asking him to keep his eyes open for any opportun-—
ities for the advancement of a young anthropologist. In the meantime he was

content to gain anthropological experience and carry out Murray's directions.

In 1925, Murray sent Williams to investigate the depopulation
problem in the Suau District. His.report, which was not published until 1933,
continued the attack, already begun in his 1923 report on the 'Vailala Madness',
on the factors causing the destruction of the Papuan Culture. To Williams

depopulation was a sign of cultural deterioration:

The lack of will to live is greatly increased when life seems
not worth living, and the argument is that the imposition of
new and unwelcome duties, and the restriction of former inter-
ests and activities, have really had this effect upon native
life since the coming of the whiteman. The result is that
the natives powers of resistance are_impaired and he easily
goes under to any kind of sickness.

On a more specific level Williams argued that indentured labour vas a
"questionable practice"; it meant that for three years a wife had to be
fajthful or dispose through abortion, or infanticide, evidence of inficdelity.
Moreover, the quest for food was extremely difficult for a wife, especially
if she had children, The solution in Williems' eyes was to either limit to
one year the period a married man could be indentured for, or allow the wife

to accompany him.22

Despite Williams' plea at the end of this report that the
Administration and Missions "must do more than merely seek the cause of

Depopulation; they must apply the result of scientific investigation,"23

20, VWilliams: Private Papers, (Ete.), letter to Marett, dated 14 July, 1923,
21, F. E, Williams, "Population and Education in Papua". Combined Anthro-

. pological Reports, Los. 13 and 14, 1933, p. 43.

22, ibid, pp. 34-35.

23, ibid, p. 57.
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his findings and suggestions were ignored. Murray commenting on Williams'
unpublished report in the Papuan Annusl feport of 1925/26, stated that while
¥Williams' objective was to find the true cause of decrease it had been

munfortunately without any definite result."24 Further, in his paper "The

Scientific Method as Applied to Native Lebour Problems in Papua", Murray dis-

counted the idea of women accompanying their husbands because:

They would become a landless proletariat, dependent on the
plantation for work and wages ... such & result could not
be reconciled with 'the sacred trust'.

Perhaps the ineffectiveness of his observations and suggestions
on the Administration, or the difficulty of life in Papua, caused Williams to
admit to Marett that, "I feel rather like a desert rose in Papua."  And agein,
but this time more definitely, he askeda Marett to find him another job:

Yes, I should like an academic job, especially as I am hoping
to marry a wife before long. For the vresent I am heartily
sick of field-work, and I think I em growing a little stale
on it, I should therefore be glad to place my name in your
hands, or in that of any Appoiniment Committee.?

¥illiams' request was not successful. However, the unavailability of another
appointment did allow him to put into practice a novel technique of investiga-

tion for anthropology.

TUp to 1926 Williams' research had revealed to him an error in
current anthropological belief, and the consequent necessity for a new technique
of research. His study of the Vailala Madness had left him with "the unpleas-

ant suspicion that the reputed simplicity of the savages' ideas is in part at

least, due to the simplicity of inyestigation".27 As a result Williams

24. Papuan Annual Report, 1925/26, p. 4. (my emphasis).

25. J. H, P. Murray: The Scientific Method as Applied to the Native Lebour
Problem, (ec.), pp. 12-13.

26. ¥illiams: Private Papers, letter to Marett, dated 30 July, 1926.
(¥illiams married Constance Deemess in 1926),

27. ibid., letter to Farett dated 25 March, 1823,




23
decided to concentraie his research:

I think that by working intensively in one or two districis

it is possible to get a very much sounder knowledge c¢f nzt-

ive life and occasionally a practical idea regarding &svern-
ment Policy, etc,

During the years 1926 to 1928 VWilliams carried out his idea by exsnrining
Orokaiva society and its culture in great deteil. This investigation yielded
three separate reports. The first, "Tavo Cult" had meny similsrities to his
earlier work on Cargo Cults, but this time studied its impsct cn 8 more specific
level; the second "Orokaiva Garden Culture" examined the horticultural methods
of the natives, and suggested that reform in this area by the Aé=zinistration
would have beneficizl effects in native welfare; and finally "Orokaiva Magic"
which was an anthropological treatise on the role of sorcery in the Orokaivans'

traditional life style.

These reports were eventually published in book ferm under the
title of Orokaiva lagic in 1928. The publication. was made possible by the
Administration advancing & sum towards its initial publication, on the condition
that when the remaining cost of publication hed been defrayed it would receive

29

the royalties on all further copies. The publication of this book realized

Williams' early ambition for a literary career.

1928 was, in meny ways, the most significant year in ¥Williams'
career. Besides the publication of his first book, Williams was also promoted
from assistant Government anthropologist to Government anthropologist.  This
promotion came as a result of Dr. Strong's resignation from the post in June of
1927. Williams quickly wrote to ¥arett informing him that he was "rather
satisfied with this position rather than an academic one - not that I see the

latter offering250 Moreover, after 1928 a qualitative change can be detected

28, Williems: Private Papers, letter to Marett dated 17 May, 1925.
29. Papuen Annual Revort, 1927/1928, p. 16.
30 Williams: Private Papers, letter to Marett, dated 29 July, 1928.
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in Williams' work; an increasing emphasis was to be placed on the finding of
an overall solution to the question of native welfare, rather than specific
suggestions to certain problems, This demarcation was highlighted by the
publication in 1928 of "The Blending of Native and European Cultures" and
"Native Education®. These two publications were the first of a number lead-
ing up to ¥illiams' thesis on a blend of cultures and its attainment through

education.

¥Williems' decision to remain in Papua and his promotion to
Government anthropologist meant he could no longer shelter, in a lowly position
inder Strong, from the inherent dilemmas of being both an anthropologist and a
Government official. After 1928 Williaws was directly responsible to Murray
and in effect was forced to compromise between the ideals of his training and

the reality of his position.
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CHAPTER  III.

SOCIAL PHILOSOPHER OR SOCIAL SCIENTIST?

The decision to appoint a Government anthropologist was, as
has been shown in chapter one, the result of a need for compromise between
Murray's administrative policy and the scientific critique of that policy.
F. E, Williams therefore found himself in a novel, and in many ways an uncon-—
genial position. Existing relations between the science of anthropology and
colonial administration meant that a Government anthropologist was close to a
contradiction in terms. Williams, however, continued to develop intellect-
vally and came to question the functional orthodoxy of his line; this removed
the basic contradiction of his appointment. While Murray's compromise had
been one of expediency, that of Williams was based on a scientific evaluation
of his Papuan experience, However, the price of compromise was the inheritance
of both academic and practical dilemmas. Consequéntly in the period 1928-193%9
Williams can be depicted as a man searching and attempting to justify his
loyalties as a Government anthropologist.

¥hen Williams was appointed assistant Government anthropologist
in 1922 the flags of the functional theory of anthropology were first unfurling
themselves. Although he had been supervised in his anthropological studies
at Oxford by Marett, he still emerged from his training with this new theory
of applied anthropology deeply implanted.l As has been shown, Williams'
observations on the 'Vailala Madness' convinced him that the functionalist
stress on the inter-relatedness of cultural elements was correct. Consequently
in 1923 he hed contended:

You have only to remove one wheel to stop the watch, or one

stcone from the social structure to have it tumbling around
your ears.?

1, F, E, Williams, "Presidential Address - Creed of a Government Anthropolo-

gist", Australian Association for the Advancement of Science,
Vol. XXIV, 1939, p. 147
2. F. E. Williams "The Vailala Vadness", (etc.), p. 64
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By 1935, however, Williams had completely changed his opinion of these
statements, which he was later to term "prorhetic figures of speech" thet
wvere "very wide of the mark“.3 He maintained instead that "Cultural

change is not only inevitable but desirable”.4 Two factors were critical
in this reversal of stance, Firstly Murray's own views on what a Govern-
ment anthropologist should, and should not do, and secondly Williams' growing

realization of the 'raison d'etre' of his position - native welfere.

Since he was a Government officisl and an anthropologist
Williams® duties in Papua could be, and were, closely defined by the Papuzn
Administration. Upon his appointment Murray was most explicit about the
role he should play:

Mr. Williams' duties as Assistant Government Anthrorologist
are to advise the government on guestions of practical
administration, and so assist us in our task of fitting or,
as it were, dovetailing existing customs into the new
civilization which we are introducing.?

Murray-was adamant that ¥Williams' anthropologicel work should
not stray from the tasks set by the Administration, and become "Lost in the
mazes of anthropological science".6 In his "Creed of a Government
Anthropologist” Williams indicated that he accepted this tight control of
his anthropological studies. He acknowledged that as a Government anthro-
pologist he had to be interested in certain areas of anthropology that were
relevant and useful to his position. Thus some branches of study had to te
ignored completely; e.g. Physical Anthropology, Prehistory, Ethnology and
Museum Collecting.7 A definition of 'useful anthropology' was given as the

study of societies and cultures "as they exist at present, whether virtually

3. P, E. Williams, Drama of Orokolo, (Oxford, 1040), p. 406

4, F. E, Williams, "The Blending of Cultures: An Zssay on the Aims of
Native Education", Report issued by the Government of Papus,
No. 16, 1935, p. 3

5 Murray in Introduction to Williaxs, "The Katives of the Purari Delta",
Anthropological Report, No, 5, 1924, p. 1

6. Gilbert Murray, Private Pavers, letter dated, 7 November, 1922,

T. F. E. Williams "Presidential fAddress - Creed of a Government
Anthropologist", (etc.), p. 146
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unchanged or in the process of changing”.

Implicit in both the Administration's view of the role of a
Government anthropologist and Williams' perception of this role was an '1
expectation and a need that he be involved in the question of native welfare.

Williams was also, in a very practiczl sense, tied to this area of concern.

Murray had effectively done this by providing that the Govermment anthropole-
gist's salary was paid from the Natives' Benefit Fund, which was devoted to

purposes having for their object 'the direct benefit of the natives of Papus’.
The Papuan people actually provided Williams' salary as it was their taxes f
that went into this fund. As Williams admitted this placed him in & "Some-
what embarrassing position", because it forced him into a situation of dual
responsibility.9 He had to work effectively in native welfsre, because he
was responsible as a government official to his Administration's instructiorns, |

and because he was indebted to the Papuans who paid his salary.

The problem Williams faced in his early years in Papua as =z ;
functionalist, was one of applying this view to his task of investigating :
native welfare. A major temet of the functional theory was that interference
with primitive culture would eventually destroy that culture. Rede¢liffe Brown

in The Andaman Islanders drew an apalogy between primitive culture and an ;

organism:

Every custom and belief of a primitive society plays some

determinate part in the social life of the community, just
as every organ of a living bedy plays some general part in
the general life of the organism.

The inference behind this anelogy was that if some organ of the body was
destroyed then the whole organism would die. In essence then, the cause of
native welfare could only be served if the primitive culture was saved from
any interference by Buropeans., For Williams, as an anthropologist and member
of an Adrinistration, to apply this corcept of native welfare, which was
interfering with native culture, was absurd. Even Murray recognized this

8. F. E. Villiams "Presidential Address - Creed of a Government Anthropologist”,
(ste.) p. 147,
9. ibid., p. 145 - 146,

10. Radcliffe-Brown, The Andaman Islanders, (Cambridge, 1933), P. 229
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fallecy in the funtionalist criticism of his administration and countered by
arguing that an anthropologist engaged in studying primitive society was, by

11
his presence, interfering with primitive culture.

¥illiams, too, recognized the functionalist solution to cultural
decay as being unrealistic in Papua. His 1933 publication "Population and
Education in Papua" argued against the unreasonableness of the funtionalist

outlook:

It might be argued that the sole effective remedy was,

therefore, to remove the Europeans. But this would be
merely to side-step the problem. We must take it that
Europeans are politically and economicall¥ established

in the Pacific; they have come to stay.l

Once Williams had realized the discrepancy beiween the functionalist outlook
and the situation in Papua, especially to his position in the Administration,
he had two choices. Firstly, he could resign from his position and remain
true to his functionalist outlook. This would have been & similar course of
action to Fortune, an anthropologist, who worked ih Papua in 1927 and 1028,
Fortune told HHurray that his scientific discipline prohibited him from
offering any information to the government, and that it was impossible for
white and brown or black to meet.13 The second alternative, and the one
Williams pursued, was to modify his functionalist outlook, and to attempt

reconciliation between the Papuan culture and the European presence.14

Williams' role was to study primitive culture in the situation
of culture-contact. He reasoned that because of his concern with native
welfare, the phenomena of culture contact represented the major problems con-
fronting him as an anthropologist. His function as a Government anthropolo-
gist was twofold; firstly tobring to notice certain undesirable resulis of

11. Murray, "The Response of the Natives of Papua to Western Civilization",
(etc.), p. 7

12. F. E, Williams, "Population and Education", {etec.) p. 57.

13. F. VWest, Op. cit., p. 217 (Fortune was Margaret Mead's Husband).

14. F. E. Williams "Population and Education", (etc.), p. S8.
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Buropean influence, &nd secondly, to advise the Administration on its under-
standing of the Papuan culture. The objective of Williams' work wcaid be to
preserve 'the rights of both European and netive and ensure their cutval

satisfaction and goodwill'.15

As Williams' perception of his role and duties became clearer
the need to scientifically justify his stand, particularly towasrds functional

anthropology, grew. On an academic level he reasoned that:

If the test of applicability leads to & reductio ad absurndu:
then there must_be something wrong with the theory (i.e. func-
tional theory).16

This belief led Williams to search for a fallacy within the functional theory.
By 1933 he had isolated fallacy as being the functionalists' telief that
primitive culture was a fully integrated whole; in his opinion it w=s not.
At this time Williams had no scientific proof to support his theory: despite

this he launched a fervent attack on the 'champions of sacrosanctity';

There erists in some quarters a tendency to idealize cultural
forms, to treat them as ends, or worthy of preservation for
their own sake; and such a tendency, which I take to be the
expression of & sentimental atiachment to the culture in
question, is liable in questions of native welfare to vitiate
our judgement,

Ironically at the same time Williams was launching this attack
he was awarded a Rockefeller Fellowship, which he used to study under Malinowsld

at the London School of Economics.

It was my main object to acquaint myself at first hand with
the aims and methods of the functional school.l8

15, F. E, Williams, "The Blénding of Vative and European Culturos”,
Australasian Association for the Advancement of Science,.
Vol. XIX, 1928, p. 372,

16, Papuan fnnual Revort, 1933/34, pp. 8 - O.

17. P, E. WIlliams, "The Blending of Cultures", (ete.), 1935, p. 2-

18. Papuan Annual Report, 1933/34, p. 8.
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Murray was convinced that Williams would not return to Papua, and wrote a

public appraisal of his work:

We shall miss him, for he gave us real assistance in
native matters ... Ve shall be very glad to welcome
Mr. Williams back again, but I think myself that he
will be called to_ some higher position then anything
we can offer him.

In England Williams obtained his Bachelor of Science with his book Papuans

of the Trans-Fly, and was awarded the Wellcome Medal for an essay on the
application of anthrorology to the problems of native peoples, but it was the
stimlus of Malinowski's teaching that proved to be the highlight of the

trip. Williams on his return commented:

The intellectusl stimulus of contact with Dr. Malinowski
and his electrical seminars could not be valued too
highly ... it has knocked off some of the accumulated
rust of twelve years.zo

Perhaps the tonic Williams received from his trip to Englend, helped falsify
Murray's view that he would not return, or perhaps the fear that he expressed
to Marett in 1923 became a reality in 1934:

Papua is the sort of place where one may easily forget
one's ambition, They call it the land of 'dohove' -~
weit a while.2l

Whatever the reason for his return, it was cleer that Williams, in spite of
Malinowski's own tuition, came back with his suspicion of a fallacy within

the functional doctrine intact.

Villiams eventually did accumulate the anthropological evidence
to prove his suspicion, by employing his own research technique of studying

19. Papusn Annual Report, 1932/33, p. 26.

20. Papuan Annual Revort, 1933/34, p. 9

21, F. E., ¥illiams, Private Papers, {(etc.) letter to Marett,
dated 14 July, 1923,
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a single culture over a long period of time. In fact he gleaned most of his
evidence from the study of a single situation within Western Elema culture -
the Bevehe, The centerpiece of this ceremony were gigantic mesks which

came, ostensibly, from the sea to the eravo (men's houses) in rudimentary
form., There they remained from anything between five and tventy-five years,
being gradually built up, until at the end of the time they descended for a
month of brilliant masquerade., Then, their dancing over, they were destroyed
and their spirits returned to their element, eventually to be summoned again,

when the whole cycle recommenced.zg

Close examination of this cycle, over fifteen years, convinced
Williams that it was of composite nature; that is, that certain parts of it
were inessential to the general scheme and that they merely adhered. Parts
of the ceremonial cycle could be dropped, end in some performances, in fact,

were precluded. He concluded from the study, that the Hevehe cycle was

"partly a system end partly a haphazard agglomeration“.23 On the basis of
this conclusion he further submitted that "The culture to which it forms a
24

part is likewise far from being a fully organized system". Williams

emphasized that he did not mean that the culture was devoid of structure,
but that it was only partly organized. The Elema culture had evolved by a

process of accretions:

They have formed a whole which remains to some extent
loosely constructed: new elements could be introduced,
and existent elements dropped out, without necessarily
creating disorganization ... at its best it is only a
semi-integrated whole, 25

This conclusion contradicted the major tenet of functional anthropology;

for example, Malinowski had written:

22, This is a very brief summary of Section II of F, E, Williams,
Drama of Orokolo, pp. 138 - 390.

23, F. E. Williams, "Presidential Address - Creed of a Government
Anthropologist", (ete.), 1939, p. 150.

24, F. E. Williams, Drama of Orokolo, (etc.), p. 406.

25. ibid., p. 407.




In every type of civilization, every custom, material object,
idea, and belief fulfills some vital function, hes some task
to accomplish, represents an indispensible part within a
working whole.26

The basic point of difference between Williams view of culture
and that of the functionalists concerned the existence or ncn—-existence of
‘survivals', The functionalists did not recognize them as such. Their
argunent was simple, - when an element of culture ceesed to serve a function
then it ceased to exist, Contrary to this Williams argued that much primitive
culture was composed of 'survivals', elements that held no functional wvalue
but were retained through tradition?7 Thus Williems could distinguish, in
his research, between ‘'survivals', like the seclusion of youths for a Qarying
period of time before they can take part in the gggghg,ze and functional or
valid elements like the raising of pigs in Orokolo - if this was stopped then
the whole culture would collapse.29 In view of this consideration Williams
proposed quite honestly and apologetically & simile between culture and a
pile of rubbish:

Every particle therein is in a sense related to the whole and
to every other particle: the discarded boot rests on the
ashes, the ashes on the potato-peel, the potato peel on the
jam tin, and so on. Remove the jam-tin and you may shake
the pile to its very base. But it is not a systen. The
relations between the parts are_merely those of juxtaposition
or contact, direct or indirect.”

Williams labelled his own theory on the relationship between society and its
culture, modified-functionalism. It is important to understand that this
theory resulted from Williems, as Govermment anthropologist, being unable to
apply his functionslist outlook to the benmefit of native welfare; it was not
(per se) simply an attack on the functional theory.

26, Cited by Williams in "Presidential Address - Creed of a Government
Anthropologist? (etc.) 1939, p, 148

27. ibid., p. 140.

28. ibid, p. 150 .

29. F. E. Williaps, Drama of Orokolo, (etc.), p. 407.

30, ibid., p. 408.
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Regretably contemporary anthropologists did take Williems'
modified outlock as an attack on the functional school. F, L, S. Bell,

writing in Mankind cormented:

It is the opinion of the reviewer that ¥r, Williams has
unwittingly set up an Aunt Sally and then proceeded with
a great deal of "wit" to kmock it over.>

Bell, in his admitted defense of Professors Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski,
distorted the fallacy that ¥illiams detected as, "the belief that in primi-
tive society all things work together for good." By doing so he ignored
completely Williems' distinction between survivals and functioning cultural
elements. Later anthropelogical critics were much kinder to Williams'
stance, A, P, Elkin, judged VWilliams' warning "that we can overdo the

functional theory" as his "main contribution to anthropology".32

The beauty of modified-functionalism to Williams, the Govern-
ment anthropologist, was that it enabled him to see the Papuan culture as not
being sacred or inviolable., For the first time there was no contradiction
between his duty as a Government anthropologist to supervize change, and his
Ioyalties to an anthropological school that condemned change, Williams'
primary objective now became the supervision of the degree of change in the
Papuan culture.

It was ironic, that in overcoming the basic con tradiction
between a functionalist outlook and the requirements of his position, Williams
was faced with a new dilemma. In order to supervize the degree of change in
the Papuan culture, he had to evaluate the importance of the culture elements,
in an attempt "to try to improve things".33 By evaluating what he observed
and recorded Williams set himself apart from the role of an independent

31, F. L. S. Bell, "Review of 'Creed of a Government Anthropologist'",
Mankind, Vol., 2, Fo. 9, 1940, p. 335.

32, A, P. Rlkxin, "F. E. Williams - Government Anthropologist Papua",
Oceania, Vol, XIV, No. 2, 1943, p. 97.

33. F., BE. Williams, "Presidentizl Address - Creed of a Government
Anthropologist", (ete.), 1939, p. 7.
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anthropologist. For instance, Malinowski‘'s statement of zims for &n

anthropologist:

To grasp the native point of view, his relation to lifes
to realize his vision of his world. We have tc study e
man, and we must study what corncerr.s him most intimately,
that is, the hold which life hes on him.>4

was not sufficient for ¥Williams as a Government anthropologist; he had to

think in terms of ends and values as well,

of doing this:

Pure minded anthropologists stay clear of questions of
value - but & government anthropologist cannot. He comes
in contact with two groups of pesople, the administration
and missionaries, both concerned with native welfare, and
therefore must enter into discussion about the customs
being good or bed.3>

Equally clear to Williams, however, were the inherent difficulties for a man

in 8 scientific position, who evaluated what he observed.

of a Jekyll and Hyde situation.

For an anthropologist to evaluate, meant the acceptance by him

observer, but on the other he was required to bte & critic and quite possitly

a reformer.36 In his paper "Depopulation and Administration", Williars

Williams recognized the necessity

On the cre hand he needed to be an objective

painted z clear picture of the difference in duty he had, firstly, as a treained

anthropologist, and secondly as an adrministrative official:

34. B,
35. F.
36. F.
37. F.

The scientist as such tekes & coldly disinterested view of the
phenomenon and its causes. He does not - indeed, he should

not - care whether the populztion dies out to a man; and if it
is his considered opinion tkat this will happen, he should incur
no blame for seying so¢. The administrator on the contrary

takes a warm interest in the preservation, not to say the welfare
of his people, and no such pessimism is allowed him.

Malinowski Argonauts of the ‘estern Pacific, (N. York 1960 edition),

B. Williams, Drana of Crokolo, (étc.jj.p. 441,

E. ¥illiams, "Presidentizl ‘ddress .....", (ete.) p. 152.

E. Williams, "Depopulatiorn zrd Administration", Oceania, Vol. III,
No. 2, 1032, p. 128.

P.25.




The impossible solution that Williams prorosed to overcome this dilemma of duel
loyalty, was that he, as a Government anthropologist, should be abtle to keep
his "two personalities apart at will”;38 vwhen &gcting as an anthropolosist he
should be objective, but when asked for advice he should offer it subjectively
as part of his duty as a government official. However, the"two personalities”
could not, in reality, be separated. Knowing his studies would be evaluated
by other administrative officials, he often surrendered his objectivity to give
a8 more personalized, and hence, evaluative view of the culture he was investi-
gating., Williams admitted in his description of the Hevehe in the Drama of
Orokolo that:

I have proved false to scientific detachment and have
fallen somewhat in love with it,39

A full reeding of Williams' work revealed that he wrote with &
feeling of sympathy for the Pepuan culture he researched. His surrender of
objectivity, for a sympathetic appraisal of the culture, wazs also recognized
by others. For example, Murray wrote that in the Papuens of the Trans-Fly,
¥illiams had shown a "Gift of making the pcople of whom he writes, to appear
as real men and women, and not as lay figures with certain queer customs
sttached to them".4o Finally, V¥illisms admitted that his aim in writing ebout
the Hevehe was that the reader "may come to admire it".4l Clearly he did not
keep separate his duel personzlity; often his objectivity geave way to a con-

scious, or unconscious, avpraisal of the culture he studied.

Once Williams hzad accepted the need to evaluate the customs and
structures that made up the diverse Papuan culture, he was faced with the task
of establishing a criteria of evaluation that would enable hir to assess the

relative importance of elerents within that culture. It is Williams' criteria

38. F. B, Williazms,"Presidential Address — Creed of a Government
Anthropologist”, (ete.), p. 152.

39, F, E. Williams, Draca of Orokolo, (ete.), p. 414

40. Pepuan Annual Revort, 1934,35, p. 34.

41. T, E, Williams, Dreza of COrokolo, {ete.), p. xiii.




36

that holds the key to an understanding of his work in Papua. Kot only did
it shape his recommendations to the Murray Adrinistretion, but it paradoxi-
cally meant that many of them would be ignored by the other bodies concerned
with native welfare - the Adrinistration and the missicnaries - because, as

will be shown later, they held different criteria.42

The criteria of evaluation that Williams employed as & spokes—
man for native culture, was the extent to which any facet of that culture
ministered to the fundamental needs of the Papuans, and the degree to which
it gave expression to their potentialities. Williams' concern in native
welfare, was then, with the "primary, indefeasible values ... of the individ-
ual human personality".43 His criteria of 'needs' and 'potentialities'’
recognized the necessity of both sociological and psychological considerations.
Moreover, he mazintained that the latter, viz., the sentiments, the motives, the
emotional attitudes of the native towards the matter in debate, weighed more
heavily in the scale than did its sociological associations.44 Williams'
emphasis then might be summed up in his use of the phrase "la j'oie de vivre"45
or again in his dramatic plea in his report on the Vailala Madness: "Give

6
the native something worth living for &nd he might live".4

It is not surprising in lieu of Williams' criteria, that his aim

in The Papuans of the Trans-Fly, was to discover the motives of the natives -

a knowledge of these was vital for an objective ev.aluation.é'7 Furthermore,

it is indicative of Williams' emphasis in evaluation that after examining the
sociological aspects of the Hevehe, such as food production, social intercourse,
leadership and organization, he concluded that it was in the psychological

sphere that it had its greatest value, and that was as a source of recreation.48

42. See Chapter V, v. 62 end pp. 64 - 65.

43,.. F, E. Williams, "Presidentiasl Address - Creed of a Government
Anthropologist, (etc.) p. 154.

44, F. E. ¥Williars, Bull-Roarer in the Papuan Gulf, publication in book
form of Anthropological Report, No. 17, 1963, p. 3.

45, F, E. Williams, "Some Effects of Buropean Influence on the Natives of
Papua", Australésjan Association for the Advancement of Science,
Vol. XX1I, 1935, p. 21€.

46. F., E. ¥illiams, "The Veilala ladness' ....", (etc.). p. 64

47. F. E. Williams, Papuans of the Trans-Fly, (Oxford, 1936), p. ix.

48. F. E. ¥Williems, Drara of Crokolo, (etc.), p. 414 - 421.
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By rlacing his emphasis on the psychological value of cultural
elements Williams was reacting to whet he termed a "policy with strong b
advocates - to concentrate on the material reforms to the neglect of matters
spiritual“.49 In his anthropological reports ¥Williams continually warned the
Administration to treat the psychological factor with due respect.so Two
problerns arose for Williams because of his emphasis. Firstly, many of the

elements that hed great paychological import, such as head-hunting and inter-

tribal warfare, had to be eliminated, because of the primary Administrative

objective of pacification. Thus while Williams could write:

There can be no guestion as to the necessity for Pacification,
and yet even this has not proved an unmized blessing ... It
is actually a question of whether the direct loss of life in
war was not more than counterbalanced by that keen spirit
engendered.5

there was nothing he could do about it. Secondly, Williams in emphasising

the importance of psychology had entered into a branch of inter—disciplinary

study that was new, both to him and everyone else; the 'needs' and
'potentialities' that he had used in eveluation had, at this time, not even
been agreed upon by psychologists.52 Nevertheless, Williams experience
allowed him to perceive the importance of psychological investigation in cul- :ﬁ
tural change. Ee urged collaboration between anthropolcgy and psychology,

fully realizing the danger of not taking the psychological factor irnto zccount:

With the best of intentions we may succeed in taking half
the apusement, half the enjoyment, and verhaps more than
half the pride out of the natives life.53

Apart from the more zcademic dilemmes that Williams faced as a
Government anthropologist, he also encountered practical difficulties in his

endeavours to gain information. Williams went to the Papuans, not as an

49, F. E, Williams, "The Vailala Madness ..." (etc.), p. 44

50. See for example "Depopulation and Administration", p., 222 and
"Population and Education", p. 42.

51. F. E. Williems, "Population and Education”, (etec.), p. 44.

52. Williams admitted this is "The Blending of Cultures....", (etc.) pp. 42 - 43,
53. ibid., p. 43



independent investigator, but as the representative of the Admirist

Consequently he had a self-expressed difficuliy in gathering evidance, e

Papuans' reluctance to impart information to & member of the whits adzirnisiras

tion was reinforced by the necessity of Williams heving to uphold the pr
of that Administration. For example, he always had to travel with zn
entourage of "boys" recruited to assist him, and his position {and perhaps tis
own preference) required that he lived apart from %he Pepuans while doing nis

research. Albert Kiki recounted in his book, Ten Thousand Years in a Lifctime:

The missionaries kept to themselves., They met us in
church, but they don't come and sit on the floor with

us in our houses. Even F. E. Williams, the anthropologist
had & house btuilt for himself on the edge of the villege
and his informants had to cors and talk to him there.’”

o . . . . . 3 wyecr
As an ambassador of the Administration Williems wes, in Nurrsy's
opinion, a success; MNurray, for instance, attributed the decrease in inte:-

tribal fighting smong the Aban people to the frequent visits of "Nr. Willinzms

-

L. 56
who seems to have succeeded in winning the confidence of the peorle”.
However, his duzl role of ambassador and investigator, no doudt, sifected or
biased some of the information that he received; an obvious example was the

difference in interpretation that Kiki and %illiams offered in respect of the
decline of the 'Vailala }'-'Aadness’,'.s'7 Further the fact that Willinms was &
Governcent official sometimes prevented him from gaining information en d
subject at all, due to the Papuans distrust of his motives. For exemple ,
the Administration ucder Missionary influence had made the drinking of Kava
among the Kevaki, a punishable offence; a move strongly resented by the

natives, Even after restrictions had been removed, Williams could not gain

58

information as to its use. The problem of being both an Administrative

54. F. E, Williers, Papuang of the Trans-Fly, (etc), p. xzxi.

55. A. Kiki, Ten Thousand Years inm a life Time, (Melbourne, 1968), p. 164.

56. Papuan annual Revort, 1936/37, p. 31.

57. A. Kiki, op. cit., pp. 49 - 51, {Williaws claimed the Voilale Madness
died out because of Government actiorn, but Kiki was told by the
villagers thet they, not the Governmert, were responsible for
discrediting the cult leaders).

58. F. E. Willians, Pavuang of the Trans-Fly, (ete.) pp. xxxi - xxxiii.
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representative and an investigator was one Williems could never overcome;

all he could do was acknowledge it as a difficulty.

¥hile the above chapter has concentrated on the personal
dilemmas that Williams found in his work as a Government anthropologist, the
subsequent chapter will examine the gereral theory cf native welfare that
resulted from these dilemmas, and grew up parallel to them. The freedom of
modified-functionalism enabled Williams to postulate & 'blending of cultures',
and within this theory will be detected another instance of him leaving behind
the axioms of his discipline. Vhile anthropology was by definition tied to
the study of the present and the past, Williams needed to look to the future.
Bis primary concern became increasingly the application of anthropology,

"ot merely with native scciety as it is, but also with native society as it
ought to be“.59

5g. F. E. Willjems, "Sentiments and Leading Ideas in Native Society",
Anthropological Report, No, 12, 1932, p, 2.



