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Invariance, Evolution, Act.

In this section, i begin to explore the concepts of various kinds of acts. The (existing) terminology seems a bit muddled. So, hopefully i can delve into it and shed a bit of 21st century light upon it. (After all, i am (ahem) some-what intelligent, and if *i* am having difficulty sorting it all out, how can the purely practising artist hope to incorporate these important ideas into their work -- not only from a theoretical POV, but from a very down-to-earth way of *thinking* about the work and the artist, and of course the society/time/planet/etc that we find ourselves embedded into, and more importantly: A part of the main as John Donne put it. Perhaps *we* are the bell ringer of  whom he refers to: "Do not send to ask for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee". [Ref: "The Tolling Bell; an elegy" by the poet John Donne ??date?? ??link??]

For indeed as Smith concluded in his article [P.481]

    It is in ritual space that the hunter can relate himself

    properly to animals which are both "good to eat" and 

    "good to think".

I take this to be of the two ways of understanding:

         Contemplative and Reflective.

Indeed, i would go so far as to posit:

       Contemplative      The Act        Reflective

        pre-liminal           liminal       post-liminal

       future-possible   the present   past-subjunctive

This is an attempt to tie the variety of terms together. And thus, what i have learned from these two readings is comprised in this new way of my own thinking; ie, thus, i too am transformed - the writer transforms the reader and the "message" sent is both knowledge and understanding as well as (if the reader is open-minded) seed for imagination.

Thus, my primary thesis would run something like this:

1) The oath that is sworn is indeed an act and it is indeed *just* words. As "just words, 
     the oath ties the oath-maker in the present-then (pre-liminal) to some future action (the liminal). The *extent* to which this oath is to have meaning and thus require the oath maker to full-fill the promise of the oath is tied to *ritual*.  If the oath-maker performs the ritual, then she/he/ne is *morally* required to full-fill. I would go further (differing from Rappaport) that the ritual does *not* have to be performed publically. If the oath-maker takes the oath in what Sartre would refer to as "in good faith", then the oath (for the oath-maker) is as meaningfull and contractually obligatory as if it were made in front of the community. 

This extends Rappaport's idea:

   To say that ritual is the basic social act must 

   be to say that it is in some sense moral, for

   the social subsumes the moral. ...              [ellison, mine]

   It might even be argued that the violation of

   obligation is the fundamental immoral act.

   [as quoted in Grimes, P. 435]  
Thus, this becomes (in the privately sworn oath) a private reproach or a private act of immorality if the oath is NOT full-filled.

Thus, the sworn oath (or other ritual of commitment to act in the future) is just that: a future-possible action: That is, future-indicative; ie, I *will* come to your aid, I *will* do such and so, etc.

2) Contrasting this with the liminal event/act/time itself.  The *actual* act is performed. 

     This either does or does not full-fill the oath in the pre-liminal state of the ritual. Note that in this state, we are in what Rappaport calls the "performative utterances" which are "factive". Thus (in his example) if i name the ship "The Queen Elisabeth" then the ship IS named by that utterance. [Grimes: Rappaport: LocCit]
This,devolves to what i would refer to as "associated co-ercive oaths"; ie, an oath which is formally undertaken and then observed -- acted out/full-filled/etc.

Note that we can not insure that we can full-fill the oath. Indeed, we might swear to give our lives to save the king's, but we might be killed in the performative present; ie, the liminal "now".

3) Finally, after the event, as remarked earlier by the quote from Rappaport. We are in the 
    reflective post-liminal state. And in retrospect/reflection/musing/etc we enter the "i should have done this", and other such after-the-fact thoughts. This of course *can* lead to a different plan of action for the future, and hence to a different way of thinking about even the *same* oath/action/result at some point in the future. 

A Brief Comparison

I will now consider three aspects of ritual and how Rappaport and Smith differ in their approaches. There are no "right or wrong" answers.  We wish to understand the complex and intricate natures of ritual that we often take for granted, and as such over-look

or even more dangerously: mis-interpret.

The concept of invariance is the idea that the ritual (or at least certain parts of it) can not and should not vary. This is to insure that the "mile posts" of the ritual remain constant, recongnisable and meaningful. The reason that this important is that without the explicitly stated/acted/etc portions of the ritual the underlying metaphor of the ritual (and hence the  meaning/relevance/symbolism/etc of the ritual, in-toto) becomes  lost or at the very least garbled.

The next aspect investigated is the concept of the act itself.

To a certain extent, even the *intention* to perform a ritual is in itself the ritual. Thus, if I say "i should perform the rain danse", then this calls to mind the facts of the *actual* rain danse. Thus, this "future-possible" oath (taken in the subjunctive) has a power *on-par* with the performance of the ritual itself. For example, in a certain tribe in the Hebrides (as i recall) there is a ritually planted tree that ends a feud between two tribes. At some point (when the population of the tribes has over-grown the ability of the environment to support them), people start saying "some one ought to pull up that tree". These *potential/subjunctive/future-possible* statements open the door to the ritual and form a coercive beginning of the ritual which (during the liminal stage) cause the slaughter of many people in both of the tribes.

Finally, in terms of the *adaptation* of the ritual; ie, evolution, this clearly falls into the category as Hegel would say:

      Thesis --> creates its anti-pode:  anti-thesis

and the "fall out" from the conflict of these two creates

   Thesis x Antithesis -->  syn-thesis (new thesis)

Thus, the failings of the current ritual in handling new input (usually from an external influence, or some unique event in  the society's experience) -- leads to a changing of the ritual. Rappaport focuses quite a bit on *liturgical* ritual which  almost by definition can *not* change.

Invariance vs Non-Invariance

We now look at two diametrically opposed forces in any system: Invariance vs Evolution. The concept of invariance is to maintain the status quo and thus assure stability in the society – even if that stability consists of very dynamic changes in behaviour, etc. Evolution is of course how a system (in this case a society) adapts to changes in the environment (both internal and external). From one point of view:  "Stay the course or risk chaos" vs "Evolve or die".

On the one hand Rappaport emphasizes how the ritual is repetitive and invariant. And the nature of the *message* transmitted (he doesn't make it  clear if there is a one-to-one (invariant) relationship between the message and the signals by which it is transmitted. Thus, the canonical message (invariant) does not necessarily reflect the signals used to encode it. Frankly, i'm reading between the lines here a bit, since as Rapport states:

   The [the messages] are found by participants already

   encoded in the liturgy. Since these messages are more

   or less invariant, obviously they can not in themselves

   reflect the transmittter's contemporary state. For

   instance, the *order* of the Roman mass does not,    [emph mine]

   in itself, express anything about the current states

   of those performing it. In recognition of the 

   regularity, propriety, and apparent durability

   and immutability of these messages, I shall refer

   to them as "canonical".

We contrast this with Smith's view that the rituals are almost  *always* mutable. In fact, he begins his essay with:

  I should like to begin this essay with one such coincidence 

  [ie, similar to Joseph Campbell's encountering the same sorts

  of fold stories in various cultures with no possibility of

  common origin] and juxtapose two texts separated in time

  by eighteen centuries. The one is from Kafka, the other

  from Plutarch.

     Leopards break into the temple and drink the 

     sacrificial chalices dry; this occurs repeatedly,

     again and again; finally it can be reckoned on 

     beforehand and becomes part of the ceremony.

     [Local note 1: F. Kafka, "Reflections on Sin, 

      Hope, and the True Way", in Kafka: The 

      Great Wall of China, (New York, 1970, P.165]

And then in the following extract:

    At Athens, Lysimache, the priestess of Athene Polias,

    when asked for a drink by the mule drivers who had 

    transported the sacred vessels, replied, "No, for I

    fear it will get into the ritual."

    [Local note 2: Plutarch De vitioso Pudore 

     (ca. 534CE0]

This indicates the two diametrically opposing views of ritual: Immutability  vs. evolution. In either case, the *meaning* of the various acts that are part of the ritual (and the meaning of the ritual in total) must be known by the participants. Otherwise the ritual becomes "mere" pastiche of the original purpose and meaning of the ritual. One of the clearest examples of this is the ritual of saying "Bless you" when some one sneezes. Originally, there was actually fear that the person would be sneezing out the very "breath of their soul" and than un-less blessed, they could imperil their eternal soul. These days, the response is so rigidly embodied that we respond without thinking. Note that the *act* of the ritual (saying "bless you") still remains, although the purpose has been all but lost. Thus, this immutable ritual has *not* evolved, but since  the meanings of the symbols has been lost it has become pastiche and thus meaningless. Although, i should say that now the act of saying "bless you" has retained one aspect of its original weight: It shows that the person saying "bless you" not only acknowledges the existence of the other person, but is (to some extent at least) in sympathy with them.

I would thus maintain that unless the meaning of the ritual is maintained then the ghost of the ritual remains and thus looses any effectiveness that it might have had. 

Thus, the only invariant is variance.

I wish at this point (briefly) to digress and point out that in some cases, where an material object is involved the ritual will be more firmly held down (less likely to vary). For example in Turner [Grimes, P.522] points out that the Ndembu tribe’s ritual of circumcision involves three distinctly different kinds of trees (corresponding to the three states of liminality, i would maintain). As such since the trees do *not* vary in time (presumably), then the physicality (materialness) of the objects tends to *fix* the ritual and thus prevents (to at least some extent) the evolution (variation) of the ritual.
Pledge:  Promise of Future Action

Another difference between Rappaport and Smith is the concept of "pledge". For Rappaport, the pledge is not just spoken, but is in and of itself and act. For example:

   By dancing at a kaiko a Maring man signals his
 *pledge* to help his hosts in warefare. Dancing signals   [emph mine]

   a pledge because it is itself a pledging. As such ...it       [ellison in original]

   indicates rather than merely symbolises the pledge with

   which it is "identified"; ie, made identical. Now I wish

   to emphasise that "to pledge" is not merely to say 

   something. A pledge is an act.  [Grimes, P.430]

This clearly sets the pledge above just words (obviously). But, it further asserts (or so i would maintain) that the pledge is almost as "good as" the act. Indeed, Rappaport goes on for several more paragraphs about other pledges; eg, "We declare war", "I swear to tell the truth", etc.

It should be obvious that if the head of state declared war on another country, then it wouldn't matter if they attacked or not; steps would be set in process for war. This actually goes back to the code of the Samurai in that even if two camps are declared in a state of war, if one of one camp acts honorably to defend one of the other camp's members when attacked by a third party (or nature), then this is seen as a  "higher calling" and thus, the act (acting honorably) takes precedence over the pledge (we are sworn enemies to the death). These kinds of juxtapositions are in fact inevitable in any sufficiently advanced system of behaviour. 

On the other hand, Smith [Grimes, P.478] clearly indicates that the pledge can in fact be a promise and nothing more. he recounts the killing ritual of the Yakuts in that hunter must awake the bear  before he attacks it, or else the hunter will be killed in his  sleep by bears. Indeed, the ritual is to openly greet the bear honoring it, and *pledging* to kill it; ie, the bear is there to be killed as a conscious act of being and the hunter pledges to keep his end of the bargain and perform the killing. Should the bear decide to leave and not take part in the hunt, then it leaves the pledge un-full-filled. It should be noted that as part 

of the ritual is that the hunter tells the bear that he will not chance after it, that the bear should come and meet its death. Thus, (at least in this case), Smith maintains that the pledge is *not* above the act -- as opposed Rapport who (at least in the case sited) that the pledge is at par with or possibly even above the act.
And yet, on the third hand, one could argue that both Rappaport and Smith vary only in *degree* and are not so diametrically opposed as one might suggest. To counter Rapport, we need only look at the fake threats that are often given to *avoid* conflict, thus the pledge becomes empty -- or at the very least "as-yet un-full-filled". To counter Smith, we can look at the same "fake oaths" as they escalate. In this case, if the oaths escalate to a certain point, then conflict *will* occur. Thus, i would say that although of different points of view, Rappaport and Smith are both describing the same elephant.

What then are we to make of oaths, pledges, threats, etc in general?

In the case of human viz-a-vis human, the signals sent back and forth must be mutually understood. Otherwise, it devolves to the human viz-a-vis animal model. For example, if two different tribes encounter each other for the first time and use the methods of pledge, threat, etc that they are each used to, then it is almost inevitable that the signals will be mis-interpreted.

On the other hand, in dealing with human viz-a-vis animal: It is unlikely that the animal (eg, the bear) understands a real pledge from a symbolic one. In the example given, i would assume that the Yakut issuing the pledge would make it in such a manner that the bear would understand the *tone* of voice. I think that at least *that* much of the message could be carried across the chasm between man and bear. If the pledge given is merely symbolic (eg, before the hunt begins, and there is little chance that the bear would hear the pledge), then it falls to the realm of the spiritual rather than the material.

This brings us to another point of interest: The Material vs. Spiritual.

Or more properly "symbolic" vs "manifest" -- or however, you want to put it. Prayers given in private are usually considered to be indirect in that they are "hoped for" and may not come to pass; ie, they may not become manifested, and thus remain spiritual/symbolic. Prayers when given in public although symbolic can in fact become manifest. For example, the "pep talk" that a coach gives before a game is meant to 

co-erce the team to play to win. One of the best examples of this (in literature) occurs in Mark Twain's "The War Prayer" in which after a preacher’s stirring prayer for victory of their troops, an angel from on high comes to answer it. But, first wishes to clarify the request by indicating the "other side" of the prayer; eg, that you wish for your sons to return home alive hides the "other prayer" the other side's sons will die horribly in battle, etc.

Thus, even the symbolic pledge has an *implied* manifest partner.

Of the manifest pledge, there is clearly indicated some sort of "back drop" within which it operates. As such, it should be clear that every manifest pledge carries with it an *implied* spiritual pledge.

Thus, to Rapport, i would say that even the most manifest pledge does not necessarily manifest itself, but that as Smith points out, that the spiritual message is given (and heard) by the issuer. Whether the pledge has an effect depends more on belief and emotion than any pure physics of the situation. 

Yes, i know i'm dancing dangerously on the rather brittle edges between: 

   Ontology (how does each "item" work, and what are their relationships

                     between the issuer of the pledge, the pledge itself,

                     and the receiver of the pledge - even if the bear isn't

                     present when the oath is given)

   Phenomenology (if the bear doesn't hear the oath, then does it still

                     go "gladly to its death"?)

   Epistemology (do the spiritual/unknowable/in-direct actions/oaths, etc

                     have any *physical* effect on the situation? Can they?)

But one fact remains: The issuer of the pledge *knows* that s/he/ne has made a pledge and when the *event* that the pledge is about comes up: How does that affect their state of being?
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