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ࡈࠖ࠶ࡊ࠺ࠬࠦඳ჻
Dr. Philippe Descola

ࠦࠫࡘ࠼ࡈࡦࠬᢎ
Professor, the college de France


 ࠺ࠬࠦඳ჻ߪੱޔ㘃ቇ⠪ߣߒߡޔධ☨ࠕࡑ࠱ࡦߦవ᳃ࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱޘ
ߩ⥄ὼⷰߣߘߎߩ⥄ὼߣ㑐ࠊࠆ⻉ᵴേߦὶὐࠍᒰߡ✎ߩࠄࠇߎޔኒߥ⺞ᩏ߆ࠄືቇ⊛
ߥᕁᗐ߳ߣ⺰ࠍㅴ⥄ޔὼߣᢥൻࠍ⛔ว⊛ߦᝒ߃ࠆ⥄ޟὼߩੱ㘃ቇࠍޠឭ໒ߒߚߎޕ
ࠇߪ⥄ߩߢ߹ࠇߎޔὼߣᢥൻࠍੑర⺰⊛ߦࠆࠃ߁ߥ᰷☨ߩੱ㑆ਛᔃਥ⟵ߩᕁᗐߦ
㚛ߒߚ߽ߩߢࠅޔߩⅣႺ㗴ࠍᛴ߃ࠆฦ߳ߩ᥉ㆉᕈࠍᜬߟ߽ߩߣ⹏ଔߒߚޕ

1972

ࡄ࠽ࡦ࠹࡞࠺ࡈࠔࡦࠬᄢቇ㧔ࡄ╙ 10㧕ߦߡືቇୃ჻ภ߮᳃ᣖቇ
ቇ჻ภขᓧ

1980 - 1983

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕ߦߡ⻠ᐳਥછ

1983

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕ߦߡ␠ળੱ㘃ቇ╙ਃ⺖⒟ඳ჻ภขᓧ

1983

ੱ㑆⑼ቇࡦ࠲ߦߡࠨ࠴ࡈࠚࡠ

1984

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕⻠ᐳਥછഥᚻ

1987 - 1989

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕⻠ᐳਥછ

1989 - 2000

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕ኾછ⎇ⓥਥછ

2000 -

ࠦࠫࡘ࠼ࡈࡦࠬ⥄ޟὼߩੱ㘃ቇ⻠ޠᐳᢎ

2001 -

␠ળੱ㘃ቇ⎇ⓥቶቶ㐳㧔ࠦࠫࡘ࠼ࡈࡦࠬ㧛ࡈࡦࠬ࿖┙⑼ቇ⎇ⓥࡦ
࠲㧔CNRS 㧛␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕หㆇ༡㧕

2001 -

␠ળ⑼ቇ㜞╬⎇ⓥ㒮㧔EHESS㧕ߦߡ⎇ⓥਥછࠍછ

―2―

⻠Ṷળ⊓ს⠪⇛ᱧ

᧲ޣ੩ળ႐ ࡊࡦ࠲ޤ
ᱞౝ ᒾ㧔ߚߌ߁ߜ ߆ߕ߭ߎ㧕
᧲੩ᄢቇࠨࠬ࠹ࠗ࠽ࡆ࠹ࠖቇㅪ៤⎇ⓥᯏ᭴㧔㪠㪩㪊㪪㧕ᯏ᭴㐳ᢎ
࿖㓙ㅪวᄢቇ⚖ቇ㐳
ࠦࠬࡕࠬ࿖㓙⾨ㆬ⠨ኾ㐷ᆔຬળᆔຬ㐳

ኾಽ㊁✛ޟⅣႺቇޔၞ↢ᘒቇࠖ࠹ࡆ࠽ࠗ࠹ࠬࠨޔቇޠ
᧲੩ㇺ┙ᄢቇℂቇㇱഥᚻ᧲ޔ੩ᄢቇㄘቇㇱഥᢎޔหࠕࠫࠕ↢‛⾗ḮⅣႺ
⎇ⓥࡦ࠲ᢎޔหᄢቇ㒮ㄘቇ↢⑼ቇ⎇ⓥ⑼ᢎࠍ⚻ߡޔᐔᚑ  ᐕࠃࠅ⡯ޕᐔᚑ 
ᐕ࿖ㅪᄢቇቇ㐳 ޔᐕࠃࠅ⚖ቇ㐳ޕਥߥ⪺ᦠߦޢࠫࡠࠦࠛࡊࠤࠬ࠼ࡦޡ
ޡ
ᜬ⛯ቇߩߔߔޢ
ޡ⇇ㄘᬺㆮ↥ ޢએන⪺ ޔ
ޡ㉿ጊߩⅣႺቇޢ
ࠖ࠹ࡆ࠽ࠗ࠹ࠬࠨޡቇޢ
ޡ㉿ጊ㉿ᶏޡޢᣣᧄߩ⥄ὼⅣႺ╷ ޢએ✬⪺ ߥߤޕ


᧲ޣ੩ળ႐ኻ⺣⠪ᄢ㒋ળ႐ࡊࡦ࠲ޤ
⑺ ᥓᒫ㧔߈ߺߜ ߣ߽߿㧕                       
✚วⅣႺቇ⎇ⓥᚲฬᢎ
ࠦࠬࡕࠬ࿖㓙⾨ㆬ⠨ኾ㐷ᆔຬળᆔຬ

ኾಽ㊁↢ޟᘒੱ㘃ቇޔᶏᵗ᳃ᣖቇޔ᳃ᣖ↢‛ቇޠ
࿖┙᳃ᣖቇඳ‛㙚ഥᚻޔഥᢎޔᢎ⎇ޔⓥㇱ㐳ࠍ⚻ߡޔᐔᚑ  ᐕࠃࠅ
✚วⅣႺቇ⎇ⓥᚲᢎޔᚲ㐳ޕᐔᚑ  ᐕห⎇ⓥᚲฬᢎޕਥߥ
⪺ᦠߦޡᶏߦ↢߈ࠆ̆ᶏੱߩ᳃ᣖቇޡޢṪ᠇ߩ᳃ᣖ̆᧲ධࠕࠫࠕ߆ࠄࠝࠕ࠾ࠕ߳↢ޡޢ
ᘒผ߆ࠄ⺒ߺ⸃ߊⅣႺቇ̆ߥࠊ߫ࠅߣߟߥ߇ࠅߩ⍮ߩ࠭ࡦࡕࠦޡޢผ̆ࠣࡠࡃ࡞
ൻᤨઍߩ⺰ߦะߌߡੱߩ࠭ࡦࡕࠦޡޢ߆ߩ߽ߩ⺕ߪࠫࠢޡޢ㘃ቇ̆ᢥൻᱧผ↢ᘒޢ
ߥߤޕ


ޣᄢ㒋ળ႐ ኻ⺣⠪ޤ
ᳰ⼱ ା㧔ߌ߿ ߆ߕߩ߱㧕
࿖┙᳃ᣖቇඳ‛㙚᳃ᣖᢥൻ⎇ⓥㇱㇱ㐳ᢎ
✚ว⎇ⓥᄢቇ㒮ᄢቇᢥൻ⑼ቇ⎇ⓥ⑼ᢎ

ኾಽ㊁ޟⅣႺੱ㘃ቇੱޔᢥℂቇޔቇޠ
ർᶏᄢቇഥᚻߥߤࠍ⚻ߡޔ࿖┙᳃ᣖቇඳ‛㙚╙৻⎇ⓥㇱഥᚻޔห᳃ᣖ␠
ળ⎇ⓥㇱੱ㘃ⅣႺㇱ㐷ഥᢎޔᢎࠍᱧછޕᐔᚑ  ᐕࠃࠅห᳃ᣖᢥൻ⎇
ⓥㇱㇱ㐳ޕਥߥ⪺ᦠߪੱޡ㑆ߦߣߞߡࠬࠗࠞߣߪ߆̆ࠞࡂ⁚⁸᳃ߣ
⠨߃ࠆޡޢጊ⩿ណࠅߩ␠ળ̆⾗Ḯ↪ߣ࠹࠻ޡޢⅣႺผ߆ࠄߩ̆ࡅ࠻ߣ⥄
ὼߩ↢ߣߪ߆ߣ࠻ࡅޡޢേ‛ߩ㑐ଥቇ╙  Ꮞ㊁↢ߣⅣႺޕߤߥޢ
―3―

⻠Ṷⷐᣦ
ޟ⇇ߩౣ᭴ᚑߦߌߡޠ
ࡈࠖ࠶ࡊ࠺ࠬࠦ
ੱ㘃ቇߪ㐳ࠄߊ⥄ὼߣᢥൻߩ㑐ࠊࠅࠍតࠆ⑼ቇߢࠆߣߐࠇߡ߈߹ߒߚߤ߶ࠆߥޕᱧผ⊛ߦ
ߺߡ߽ 19 ♿ߩ᰷ᒝߦࠃࠆᬀ᳃ᄢߩߥ߆ߢޔ᰷␠ળ߆ࠄ߶ߤ㆙ၞߦੱ߮
ߣߣޔ࿐ߩേᬀ‛ߣߩ㑐ࠊࠅᣇߦߟߡߩ⼾߆ߢ⚦ߥᖱႎ߇ߤࠎߤࠎ㓸ࠄࠇࠆࠃ߁ߦߥ
ࠅ߹ߒߚ⥄ޔߢ߆ߥߩߘޕಽߚߜߩవߪ․ቯߩേᬀ‛⒳ߦ߶߆ߥࠄߥߣ߆ࠆޔേ‛ࠍ⥄
ಽߚߜߩㄭⷫ⠪߽ߒߊߪಽりߣߺߥߔ⠨߃߇ߐࠇ߹ߒߚ⃟ߚߒ߁ߎޕᄸߣᕁࠊࠇࠆ⠨߃߇
᰷ߣℂ⊛ߦ㔌ࠇߚၞߦหᤨઍੱߦࠃߞߡၷᜬߐࠇߡࠆߎߣߦኻߒߡޔቬᢎผ߿᳃
ଶቇߩ⎇ⓥ⠪ࠄߪੱߚߞޔ㘃ߩ⢻ജߦᏅ߇ࠆߩ߆ੱޔ㘃ߩ⊒ዷߦߎࠇ߶ߤ㆑߇↢ߓߚ
ߩߪߞߚߥߗߥߩ߆ߦߟߡ⇼ޔࠍᛴ߆ߑࠆࠍᓧ߹ߖࠎߢߒߚޕ
ੱ㘃ቇߪߎߩᄢ㗴ߩ⻘ࠍ⸃ߊ⑼ቇߣߒߡ↢߹ࠇ߹ߒߚ␠ߚߒ߁ߎޔߡߒߘޕળߦߺࠄࠇࠆޔ
⥄ὼߣᢥൻߣߪፋߢ߈ߥߣߔࠆ㘃߹ࠇߥᕁ⠨᭽ᑼߦࡔࠬࠍࠇߡ⺑ᓧജߩࠆ⺑ࠍߒ
ࠃ߁ߣߒߚߩߢߔޕ᛬ߒ߽ޔ᰷ߩᄢቇߢߪ⥄ὼ⑼ቇߣੱᢥ␠ળ⑼ቇ߇ߚ߽ߣࠍಽ߆ߟߎߣߦ
ߥࠆᤨઍߢ߽ࠅ߹ߒߚߩߎޕὐߢ߃߫ੱޔ㘃ቇߩಽ㊁ߪੱ㘃ߩ↢‛ቇ⊛ߥߒ߫ࠅ߿⚂ߦ
ߟߡߩ㗴ߣੱޔ㑆␠ળߩ৻ࡃࡃߥⷙೣ߿ଔ୯ⷰߦߟߡߩ㗴ߣߦੑᭂൻߒߚ⎇ⓥ
ߩᢿ⛘ࠍၒࠆ߽ߩߣߒߡ⊓႐ߒߚߩߢߔੱޕ㘃ቇߩౕ⊛ߥኻ⽎ߪޔ㓸࿅ߩ߽ߟ⻉ᐲߣޔ
ߘࠇࠄࠍᒻᑼ⊛ߢߪߥߊታ⾰⊛ߦᡰ߃ࠆ↢‛ቇ⊛ᔃℂቇ⊛ߥၮ⋚ߣࠍߟߥߋಽ㊁ߢࠆߣ
߃߹ߔੱޔࠅ߹ߟޕ㘃ቇ߇ኻ⽎ߣߔࠆߩߪⷫޔᣖߣᇕᆪߦ㑐ߔࠆ⻉ⷙೣޔⅣႺߩ⍮↪
ᄌኈߦߟߡߩᣇᴺޔᛛⴚߩ♽ޔ឵ߩ᭽ᑼੱޔ㑆り㘩‛߳ߩⷰᔨ↢ޔᘒቇ⊛ߥ⍮⼂
ߣ᳃ᣖಽ㘃ߥߤߩᄙ᭽ߥ␠ળᘠⴕ߿ᛛⴚ㧔ࡁ࠙ࡂ࠙㧕ߢࠅੱޔ㑆ߩ↢ℂቇ⊛ߥᯏ⢻ޔり
⊛ߥ․ᓽޔㆇേᯏ⢻ޔ⍮⢻ജߥߤߦၮ␆ࠍ߅ߊ߽ߩߢࠆߣߣ߽ߦߩߡߒߣ⽎ߩߘޔᢥൻ
ߩ᭽ᑼߣ߽ᷓߊߟߥ߇ߞߡࠆߩߢߔޕ
40 ᐕ೨⥄ߪ⑳ޔὼߣᢥൻߩធὐߣߥࠆಽ
㊁ߦߟߡߩੱ㘃ቇ⊛⎇ⓥߦ⌕ᚻߒ߹ߒ
ߚޔߚߩߘޕධ☨ࠛࠢࠕ࠼࡞᧲ㇱߩࠕࡑ
࠱ࡦᅏߦࠆኒᨋࠍᦨㆡߩ⺞ᩏߣߒ߹
ߒߚߢߎߘޕᢙᐕ㑆ޔᆄߢࠅੱ㘃ቇߩห
ߢ߽ࠆࠕࡦࠢࠬ࠹ࠖ࠹ࠗ
ߣㆊߏߒ⁚ޔ⁸ߣ⇌ㄘ⠹ࠍ߅ߎߥ߁ࡅ
ࡃࡠࠕ⺆ᣖߩ৻㓸࿅ߢࠆࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞
ߩੱ߮ߣߦߟߡ⎇ⓥߒ߹ߒߚ߇ߣ߮ੱޕ
ᄖ⇇ߣᐔ⊛ߦࠦࡦ࠲ࠢ࠻ߒߚߩߪ⑳߇⺞ᩏߦߞߚ⋥೨ߩߎߣߢߔޕ
⑳ߪࠕࡑ࠱ࡦߩ␠ળߣⅣႺߦ߅ߌࠆ‛⾰㕙ߣⷰᔨ㕙ߦߟߡޔቯ㊂ቯᕈಽᨆࠍㅢߓߡ߈
⚦߆ߊ⸥ㅀಽᨆߔࠆ⎇ⓥࠍታᣉߒ߹ߒߚ⺞ޕᩏᒰᤨޔⅣႺੱ㘃ቇߩಽ㊁ߢߪ‛⾰ᢥൻ⺰ߦ߽
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ߣߠߊන⚐ߥቯ⺰߇ఝߢࠅ⽎ޔᓽ⊛ߥታ〣ⴕὑߪ↢ᘒ♽߳ߩㆡᔕߦ߶߆ߥࠄߥߣ⺑
ߐࠇߡ߹ߒߚߚߞߥ⇣ߪߣࠇߘߪ⑳ޕᔨ⊛ߥᨒ⚵ߺ߆ࠄߩ⸃㉼ࠍឭ␜ߒߚߣ⠨߃߹ߒ
ߚޔߦߊߣޕᴡ⇎ၞߣਐ㒺ߣ߁ੑߟߩኻᾖ⊛ߥ↢ᘒ♽ߦ㐳ࠄߊዬߒߡ߈ߚࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞
ߩੱ߮ߣߦߣࠅੑߟߩ↢ᘒ♽ߢ↪น⢻ߥ⾗Ḯߪ⇣ߥߞߡ߹ߔ߇␠ߪߣ߮ੱޔળ᭴ㅧ߿ᢥൻ
⊛ߒ߈ߚࠅࠍή᧦ઙߢ↢ᘒ♽ߦㆡวߐߖߡߪߥߎߣࠍ␜ߒ߹ߒߚޕ
ࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩᢥൻ߇ⅣႺߩᓇ㗀ࠍ߽ࠈߦฃߌ
ߥቯᕈࠍ߽ߞߡࠆℂ↱ߩ৻ߟߦޔᴡ⇎ၞߣਐ
㒺Ꮺߦ߅ߌࠆ㘩ᢱ↢↥ߪᔅⷐಽࠍᄢ߈ߊ߃ߡ
߅ࠅ߽߆ߒޔᛩਅߐࠇࠆഭ߽߈ࠊߡૐὐࠍ
ߍࠆߎߣ߇ߢ߈߹ߔߚ߹ߪ⑳ޕ⇌ߣᨋߦ߅ߌࠆ
ᬀ‛↪ߦߪㅢὐ߇ࠆߎߣߦᵈ⋡ߒ߹ߒߚࠕޕ
ࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱ߮ߣߪᩱၭ‛ࠍ↪ߔࠆߣߣ߽
ߦߥ↪ޔ㊁↢⒳ߩᬀ߃߆߃߿⒳ሶߩሽࠍߖߞߖ
ߣ߅ߎߥߞߡ߈߹ߒߚߚߒ߁ߎޕ༡ߺ߇ઍࠍ߃ߡታ〣ߐࠇࠆߎߣߢᾲᏪ㔎ᨋߩᬀ↢߽ᄢ߈
ߊᡷᄌߐࠇߡ߈ߚߩߢߔޕᾲᏪ㔎ᨋߪ᰷ੱߩ⋡ߦߪ㊁↢ߘߩ߽ߩߩේ⥄ὼߣᤋࠆߢߒࠂ߁߇ޔ
ߓߞߐߪᢙජᐕߦ߅ࠃ߱ੱὑ⊛ߥᡷᄌ߇⍮ࠄߕ⍮ࠄߕߩ㑆ߦ߅ߎߥࠊࠇߡ߈ߚߩߢߔࠪࠕޕ
ࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱ߮ߣߪᨋࠍ⥄ಽߚߜ߇ㆡᔕߔߴ߈⥄ὼߩ৻ㇱߣߪߺߥߒߡ߹ߖࠎޕᨋߪ
ᣣߩޘᵴേߩ႐ߢࠅੱޔᩰࠍ߽ߟሽ߿േᬀ‛ߩ㓸ว߆ࠄߥࠆߣ⠨߃ߡ߹ߔࠕߦࠄߐޕ
ࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱ߮ߣߪ㊁↢േ‛ࠍ㘺⢒ߒߡሶࠍჇ߿ߔⴕὑߦᚻࠍ⾉ߔߎߣߪߥߦߒࠈޔᄙߊ
ߩູ㘃ࠍዬߢࡍ࠶࠻ߣߒߡ㘺ߞߡ߹ߔߩࠅ⁚ߪ࠻࠶ࡍޕ㓙ߦᓧࠄࠇࠆࠊߌߢߔ߇ߘޔ
߁ߒߚ㊁↢േ‛ߪ㊁↢ࠍᡰ㈩ߔࠆᒝᄢߥ♖㔤ߩട⼔ߦࠆቅఽ⊛ߥሽߣߒߡ৻⋡߅߆ࠇ
ߡ߹ߔੱޕ㑆߇ࡍ࠶࠻ߣߥࠆേ‛ࠍᗧߩ߹߹ߦߔࠆߎߣ߇ߢ߈ߥߩߪߎ߁ߒߚℂ↱߆ࠄߥ
ߩߢߔޕᄙߊߩ᳃ᣖࠍᔨߦᬌ⸛ߒߚ⚿ᨐޔ㊁↢േ‛ࠍ㘺ᘠࠄߒߡኅ⇓ൻߔࠆ⊒ᗐ߇ධ☨
ૐ߿⇇ߩઁၞߩ⁚⁸᳃␠ળߢᰳ⪭ߒߡࠆታߩࠆߎߣ߇ࠊ߆ࠅ߹ߒߚޕ㊁↢േ‛ࠍ
ࡍ࠶࠻ߣߒߡ㘺⢒ߔࠆߎߣ߇ኅ⇓ൻߩḮߢࠅߜߩߩߘޔኅ⇓ൻ߇㆐ᚑߐࠇߚߣߔࠆ⺑ߦ
ߪߟߥ߇ࠄߥߣ߃ࠆߢߒࠂ߁ޕ
⑳߇߅ߎߥߞߚ㊁ᄖ⺞ᩏߩ߽ߞߣ߽㊀ⷐߥᗧ⟵ߪੱޔ㘃ቇߦ߅ߌࠆ⥄ὼߣᢥൻߩੑర⺰ࠍౣ
⠨ߔࠆߎߣߢࠈ߁߆ߣ߅߽߹ߔ߁ߘߦ⑳ࠄ⥄߇ߣ߮ੱߩ࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕޕ⠨߃ࠆᯏળࠍߚ
߃ߡߊࠇ߹ߒߚޕᓐࠄߩᣣᏱ⊛ߥኻੱ㑐ଥ߿ੱ㑆એᄖߩሽߣߩ㑐ଥߪޔ㘩㧔predation㧕ߣ
ޟᩱၭൻ( ޠdomestication)ߣ߁ੑߟߩ༡ߺߦࠃߞߡ᭴ᚑߐࠇߡ߅ࠅࡦ࠱ࡑࠕޔᴡᵹၞߦㅢ
ߔࠆ࠼ࡧࠖ࠳ဳߩⷫᣖฬ⒓㧔⸼㧦ࠗ࠻ࠦᇕ㧔ῳᣇޔᲣᣇਔᣇߩࠗ࠻ࠦᇕࠆޔ
ߪᆌᆂࠍ឵ߔࠆᆌᆂ឵ᇕ㧕ࠍࠊߔಽ㘃♽㧕ࠍ߽ߟ⚵❱ߦ․ᓽ⊛ߥⷫᣖߣᆪᣖߩኻ┙
᭴ㅧߣߒߡౕൻߐࠇߡ߹ߔޕ㘩㑐ଥߦߟߡߪ⁚ޔ⁸ߦ߅ߌࠆ߿ᚢ㑵ߦ߅ߌࠆẜ⊛
ߥᢜߣߥࠆㄭ㓞㓸࿅ߪ↵ᕈߦߣߞߡߩᆪᣖߣߺߥߐࠇ߹ߔ৻ޕᣇޔ⇌ߦ߅ߌࠆᩱၭ‛ߪ
ᅚᕈߦߣߞߡ㙃⢒ߔߴ߈ሶߤ߽ߣห᭽ߦⷫᣖ㑐ଥߦࠆ߽ߩߣߺߥߐࠇ߹ߔࡘࠪࠕޔࠅ߹ߟޕ
ࠕ࡞ߦߣߞߡੱޔ㑆એᄖߩሽߣߩ㑐ଥߪੱ㑆㑐ଥߣታ㓙⊛ޔᔨ⊛ߦ߽߅ߥߓ✢ߢ⠨߃
ࠆߎߣߩߢ߈ࠆ߽ߩߣߐࠇߡࠆߩߢߔߩߎޕ᳃ᣖ⊛ߥ⊒ߪ⥄ޔὼⷰߩࠅᣇߣߒߡ᰷
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ߦ߅ߌࠆᒻ⠰ቇߣ⼂⺰ߦౣ⠨ࠍㄼࠆ߽ߩߣߥࠅ߹ߒߚޔ߇ߚߒߢߣߎߩߜߩߋߔޕ᰷ߩ
⥄ὼⷰߪࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞એᄖߩࠕࡑ࠱ࡦవ᳃ߛߌߢߥߊ⇇ਛߩᄙߊߩੱ߮ߣߦ߽ᒰߡߪ߹
ࠄߥߎߣߦ᳇ߠ߈߹ߒߚޔߪ⑳ߡߒ߁ߎޕ᰷ਛᔃਥ⟵⊛ߥ⥄ὼߣᢥൻߩੑర⺰⊛ߥᕁ⠨ࠍ
᫈ළߒ✢ߩߘޔߢੱ㘃ቇߩ⋡ᮡࠍ߽߁৻ᐲ⚵ߺ┙ߡߥ߅ߔߦ⌕ᚻߒߚߩߢߔޔߡߒߘޕ
⑳ߪ⇇ߩੱ߮ߣ߇⇇ࠍߤߩࠃ߁ߦ᭴▽ߒߡࠆߩ߆ߦߟߡᲧセ⎇ⓥߔࠆߎߣࠍ⋡ᮡߣ
ߒߡ⸳ቯߔࠆߎߣߣߒߚߩߢߔ⻠ߩߎޕṶߢߪޔᣂߒ⎇ⓥߩ⸳ቯߦߟߡߊߟ߆ߩࠍ
⚫ߒߚߣ⠨߃ߡ߹ߔޕ
ᚻᆎߦ⏕ߒߡ߅߈ߚߩߪੱޔ㘃ߪၮᧄ⊛ߦ߅ߥߓ⼂ᗵⷡㆇേེቭࠍ߽ߞߡ߅ࠅޔ
᥉ㅢ⸒ࠊࠇࠆޟᢥൻߩߜ߇ੱߪޠ㘃ߩ⢻ജᏅߦࠃࠆߩߢߪߥߊޔ⇇ࠍ᭴ᚑߔࠆ⻉․ᓽࠍ
߆ߦታߩ߽ߩߣߔࠆ߆ߩ㆑ߦࠃࠆߣ߁ὐߢߔޕ߆߁ࠂߒߢߩࠆߥߦߣߎߥ߁ࠃߩߘߗߥޕ
㘩‛ߪ㘩ߴࠆߚߢߥߊޔ⠨߃ࠆߚ߿ⴕേߩᜰ㊎ߣߔࠆߚߩ߽ߩߢࠆߣߔࠆ⠨߃ߦࠆ
ࠃ߁ߦ․ޔቯߩ⽎߿㑐ଥᕈࠍㆬᛯߒࠍߩ߽ߩ߆߶ߩߘޔ᫈ළߔࠆᕭᗧ⊛ߥࡊࡠࠬߪߦ↱
᧪ߔࠆߩߢߒࠂ߁߆߽ߣߞ߽ޕ㒸⣣ߥߎߚ߃ߪߪ⽎ࠆࠁࠄޔᄙᰴరߦࠊߚߞߡࠆ߆ࠄߣ
߁߽ߩߢߔߩߎޕὐߪືቇ⠪ߩࡏࠗ࡞߿ࡠ࠶ࠢ߇৻⟵⊛ᕈ⾰ߣੑ⟵⊛ᕈ⾰ߩߜ߇ߣߒߡ৻
⥸ൻߒߡએ᧪ߩቯ⺑ߣߥߞߡ߹ߔ⊛⟵৻ޕᕈ⾰ߩ⽎ߣߪ⺕ߦߢ߽ℂ⸃ߢ߈ߡ㆑ߩࠊ߆ࠆ
߽ߩߢࠅޔᄢዪ⊛ߦߪ⸘㊂ൻ߽ߢ߈ࠆ߽ߩߢߔ৻ޕᣇޔੑ⟵⊛ߥᕈ⾰ࠍ߽ߟ⽎ߣߪߩ⑳ޔ
Ꮷߢࠆࠢࡠ࠼ࡧࠖ㧩ࠬ࠻ࡠࠬ߇ౕޟߩ⺰ߡߒߣޠឭ໒ߒߚ߽ߩߦ߶߆ߥࠄߕࠊޔ
ࠇࠊࠇ߇⍮ߔࠆⅣႺ⇇ߩߥ߆߆ࠄ㘃ૃ㑐ଥߦࠆ߽ߩߣኻ┙㑐ଥߦࠆ߽ߩࠍขᝥㆬᛯ
ߔࠆ⍮⊛⢻ജࠍᜰߒߡ߹ߔޕ
ࠄࠁࠆ⽎ߩߥ߆ߢ৻⟵⊛ᕈ⾰ࠍ߽ߟ⽎ࠍᛒ߁႐วߦࠇߘޔᒰߔࠆߩߪߚߡ᥉ㆉ
ਥ⟵⠪ߦߣߞߡᚻߩౝߦࠆ߽ߩߥߩߢߔ߇ޔᗵⷡ⊛ߥශ⽎ߦᒁ߈ઃߌࠇ߫ޔੱ߿ᱧผߩ⁁
ᴫߣ㑐ࠊࠆߐ߹ߑ߹ߥផ⺰߿㑐ଥᕈ߇น⢻ᕈߣߒߡᶋ߆߮߇ࠅ߹ߔߩࠬ࠺ࡔࠠ࡞ࠕޕේℂߪ
᳓ߦࠇߚ‛⾰ߩᕈ⾰ߦࠃࠄߕߤߎߢ߽หߓࠃ߁ߦㆡ↪ߐࠇ߹ߔ߇ޔ᳓ߦᴉࠄࠇࠆߩ
߇ੱ㑆ߩ႐วߩੱߩߘޔਥⷰ⊛ߥ㛎ߪੱ㑆ߩ⢻ജ߿⁁ᴫᰴ╙ߢ߆ߥࠅᄢ߈ߊᄌࠊࠆߢߒࠂ߁ޕ
ߟ߹ࠅߩࠬ࠺ࡔࠠ࡞ࠕߓߥ߅ޔේℂߦ㑐ߔࠆ⽎ߢߞߡ߽ੱߣ⾰‛ޔ㑆ߣ߁ሽ᭽ᘒߩߜ
߇ߦࠃߞߡືቇ⊛ߦߪᏅ⇣߇↢ߓࠆߎߣߦߥࠅ߹ߔޕᄙ᭽ߥࠕࡊࡠ࠴ߩߜ߇ߦࠃߞߡ
ታൻߩߐࠇ߆ߚ߽⇣ߥࠅ߹ߔߩߢ⥄ޔὼ⑼ቇߣੱᢥ␠ળ⑼ቇߩ㗔ၞߣߢߪ⼂⺰⊛ߦᄢ߈ߥᢿ
⛘߇߁߹ࠇࠆߎߣߦߥࠆߩߢߔޔ߃߁ߩߘޕ㧔৻⥸ൻޔᢙ㊂ൻޔᓳᕈ੍ޔ᷹ߥߤߩᣇᴺߣ੍
᷹ࠍၮ⋚ߣߔࠆ㧕⥄ὼ⑼ቇಽ㊁ߣޔ㧔ൻޔ㉼⸃ޔଔ୯ߩಽޔᗧ⺰⊛ߥ৻⽾ᕈߥߤߩᣇ
ᴺߣ੍᷹ࠍၮ⋚ߣߔࠆ㧕ੱᢥ␠ળ⑼ቇಽ㊁ߣߩߛߢߦ߇ߚޔᣇᴺ߿੍᷹ࠍャߔࠆߎ
ߣ߇ߓࠄࠇࠆࠃ߁ߦߥߞߚߩߢߔߡߒ߁ߎޕੑߟߩ⑼ቇߪߚ߇ߦ⥄ಽߩ㗔ၞࠍขᝥㆬᛯߒ
☴⚐ࠍࠄ⥄ޔൻߒ⋧ޔᚻߣߩႺ⇇㗔ၞࠍ߆߉߹ࠊࠆߎߣߦߥߞߚ⚿ᨐ⥄ޔὼߣᢥൻߩᄙᰴ
రߦࠊߚࠆ⽎ࠍߟ߆߁ߎߣ߇ታ㓙ߣߡߟ߽ߥߊ࿎㔍ߥߎߣߣߥߞߚߩߢߔޔ߽ߩ߁ߣޕ
ᄙᰴర⊛ߥ⽎ߣ߁ߩߪᒻᘒ߇ᄙ᭽ߢࠅߩߘޔᩮߣߥࠆ⠨߃߽ߐ߹ߑ߹ߢࠆߩߢ
ᔅὼ⊛ߦᷙੂࠍߊߎߣߣߥߞߚߩߢߔࡦ࠱ࡑࠕ߇⑳ޕᵹၞߩࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱ߮ߣߣࠄ
ߔߥ߆ߢળ⎇ޔⓥߒߚფߦߟߡ߃߫ޔቇ߿ൻቇߥߤߩ⥄ὼ⑼ቇߪߘߩ৻㕙ࠍࠄ
߆ߦߒߡߊࠇ߹ߔ߇ੱ߁߇ߜߊߚߞ߹ߪߣࠇߘޔ㘃ቇߩ⎇ⓥߢߪޔფߩ↪ᣇᴺ߿⒳㘃ߩ
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ფߩ᳃ଶฬߪߦࠄߐޔფߦ߆߆ࠊࠆߦߟߡߩ⺑ࠍ⹜ߺࠆߩߢߔޕ
⑳߇㗡ߦឬߡ߈ߚߩߪ⥄ޔὼ⇇ߩ⻉⽎ࠍዊಽߌߦߒߡ⎇ⓥߔࠆ߿ࠅᣇࠍㆱߌߡੱޔ㘃ߩ
ᄙ᭽ߥⅣႺ⍮ߩࠅᣇߦࡔࠬࠍࠇࠃ߁ߣߔࠆ߽ߩߢߒߚੱޔߪߟ৻߁߽ޕ㘃߇↢‛ቇ⊛ߦ
ㅢߩゎࠍ߽ߜߥ߇ࠄߗߥޔ⇇ߦߪߚ߳ࠎ⇣ߥߞߚવ⛔ᢥൻ߇ሽߔࠆߩ߆ߩߘޔᗧ
ࠍ⺑ߔࠆߎߣߦࠅ߹ߔޕⅣႺߩߥ߆ߢ⼂ߐࠇߚߎߣ߇ࠄࠍ㓸Ⓧߒޔ⇇ߩਛߢ⟎ߠߌ
ࠆߎߣࠍޟ⇇ൻޠ
㧔worlding㧕ߣࠎߢߺ߹ߒࠂ߁࠻ࠬࡐ߿ࡦ࠳ࡕ࠻ࠬࡐޔߪ⑳ߢߎߎޕ
ࠦࡠ࠾ࠕ࡞ߩੱ㘃ቇ⠪ߚߜ߇⇇ൻࠍⷓޟᮭਥ⟵⊛ߥ᰷ੱߦࠃࠆታ⇇ߩ␠ળ⊛᭴▽ߣޠ
⟎ߠߌࠆߩߣߪߜ߇ߞߚⷰὐ߆ࠄ⠨߃ߡߺߚߣ߅߽߹ߔޕ೨ㅀߩ⎇ⓥ⠪ߚߜߪޟޔ⇇
ൻߪߦޠㆊߦߎߞߚߎߣߣߩߘޔታߦߚߒߡߚ߃ࠄࠇࠆ⒳ߩޘᢥൻ⊛ߥ⺑ߣࠍፋ
ߔࠆߎߣࠍᥧ㤩ߩੌ⸃㗄ߣߒߡ߹ߔ߇ޟߪ⑳ޔ⇇ൻߩ⋡ޔߪ⺆↪߁ߣޠ೨ߢߎߞ
ߡࠆ⻉⽎ߩߥ߆ߢߊߟ߆ߩ․ᓽ⊛ߥᨩ߇ቯൻߔࠆࡊࡠࠬࠍᜰߔ߽ߩߣ⠨߃ߡ
߹ߔޕ㧔⸼㧦ߟ߹ࠅޔታ㓙ߦߎߞߚߎߣࠍߔߴߡ⸃㉼ߔࠆߩߢߪߥߊޔ⇇ߢ߰ߟ߁ߦࠆ
߽ߩߣߥߐࠇࠆࠃ߁ߦᄌൻߔࠆㆊ⒟ࠍᗧߔࠆޕ㧕
ߐߡޟޔ⇇ൻޔߪ⑳ޕࠎߖ߹ࠅߪߢߩࠆࠇߐߥߦࡃࡃߪޠⅣႺߦࠆ‛߿ߘߩ․
ᓽߩ߁ߜߣࠇߎߦ⊛ⷰ⋥ޔᵈ⋡ߒߚ߽ߩ߇ㆬ߫ࠇࠆߩߛߣ⠨߃ߡ߹ߔߩ࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕߗߥޕ
⁚⁸⠪ߪࠍᱠߊߐߦ♖㔤ࠍߟߌߛߔߎߣ߇ߢ߈ࠆߩߢߒࠂ߁߆ޕᩭ⑼ቇ⠪ߦߪߘ߁ߒߚ
ߎߣ߇ߣߡ߽ߢ߈ߥߩߢߔ⇼ߩߎޕߪޔ⇇ࠍࠄࠁࠆ‛߇㓸ᄢᚑߐࠇߚ߽ߩߣߺߥߔ
⠨߃ߣઁޔᣇߢ⚻㛎ߦࠃࠅ⍮ߐࠇߚታ⇇ߩᄙర⊛ߥ㓸วߣߺߥߔ⠨߃ߣࠍኻᲧߔࠆߛߌ
ߢߪ⸃ߊߎߣߦߥࠅ߹ߖࠎޔ߽ߣߞ߽ޕ⇇ࠍࠅߩ߹߹ߩ߽ߩߣߒߡᝒ߃ࠆᣇߣޔਥⷰ⊛
ߦᛠីߐࠇߚ߽ߩߛߣߔࠆᣇߣࠍኻᲧߒߡ⠨߃ࠆߩߪઍߩ⼂⺰ߢߪᏱᅃߣߐࠇߡ߹
ߔޕઃ⸒ߔࠇ߫ޔᗵᕈࠍ߽ߟࠊࠇࠊࠇੱ㑆ߦߣߞߡߪޔ⇇ߣߪ㧔ੱߩ㧕ⷞὐߦ߅߁ߓߡ
ߐࠇࠆ⥄Ꮖቢ⚿⊛ߥ߽ߩߢߪߥߛࠈ߁ߣ߅߽߹ߔߚߞߥ⇣ߪߊࠄߘ߅ޕᕈ⾰߿㑐ଥ
ᕈ߆ࠄߥࠆᄢߥ㊂ߩ⽎ߩߥ߆߆ࠄߪࠇࠊࠇࠊޔሽ⺰⊛ߥⷰὐ߆ࠄⅣႺ᧦ઙߦᔕߓߡ
ಽߐࠇታൻߐࠇࠆߪߊߒ߽ޔታൻߐࠇߥߎߣ߇ࠄࠍㆬߒߡࠆߣ߅߽߹ߔߚ⑳ޕ
ߜࠍขࠅᏎߊⅣႺߦࠆ‛⾰㕖‛⾰⊛ሽߪߩࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ⢻ജߢᧂ᧪᳗ധߣ߽ߦℂ⸃น⢻
ߥ⇇ߢ߽⥄ޔὼ⇇ߩሽߦ␠ળ⊛ߥᒻߣᗧࠍઃਈߒߚߛߌߩ߽ߩߢ߽ࠅ߹ߖࠎߞޕ
ߡߺࠇ߫߇ࠇࠊࠇࠊޔᗵ⍮ߔࠆ߽ߩޔήⷞߔࠆ߽ߩࠍ߰ߊߡߐ߹ߑ߹ߥᕈ⾰ࠍ߽ߟ⽎ߩ
㓸วߦㆊ߉ߥߩߢߔޕ
ޟ⇇ൻ߇ޠᄙ᭽ߥ᭽ᑼࠍߣ߽ߥߞߡࠆ⸶ߪޔ⇇ߩࠄࠁࠆ⽎߇ήㅧߦታൻߐࠇ
ߡࠆ߆ࠄߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎ߇ࠇࠊࠇࠊޕᵈ⋡ߔࠆ‛ߩᕈ⾰ߣߘߩ㑐ଥᕈߦߟߡផ᷹ߔࠆᕁ
⠨߇ၮᧄߣߥߞߡࠆߩߢߔ߇⑳ޕᒝ⺞ߒߚߩߪੱޔ㘃ቇߩ⎇ⓥ߇ᚻᆎߦขࠅ⚵ߴ߈ߪ
ሽ⺰⊛ߥᔨߦ㑐ߔࠆಽᨆߩᨒ⚵ߺߦߟߡߢߔޕಽᨆߩᨒ⚵ߺߥߤߪ⎇ⓥߢߪᒰߚࠅ೨ߩ
ߎߣߣߐࠇߡࠆߩߢߔ߇⎇ߪ⑳ޔⓥߩ㊀ⷐߥၮ⋚ߦߥࠆ߽ߩߣ⠨߃ߡ߹ߔ⏕߇⑳ޕାࠍ
߽ߞߡ⸒ߚߩߪੱޔ㘃߇᭴▽ߔࠆ⇇߇ᄙ᭽ߢࠆߩߪߘࠇߙࠇߩ␠ળߩᐲ⚻ޔᷣࠪࠬ
࠹ࡓޔଔ୯ⷰޔᢥൻߩ㘃ဳޔ⇇ⷰߥߤߩߜ߇ߦࠃࠆߩߢߪߥߣ߁ὐߢߔ⻉ޔࠅ߹ߟޕ
␠ળߦ߅ߌࠆᢥൻⷐ⚛⟲ߪ⇇߇ߦࠃߞߡ᭴ᚑߐࠇߡࠆߩ߆⚛ⷐ⻉ߦࠄߐޔ㑆ߩ㑐ଥߪߤ
߁ߥߞߡࠆߩ߆ߣ߁ၮᧄ⊛ߥ⺑ߦ↱᧪ߔࠆ߽ߩߥߩߢߔࠅ߹ߟޔࠫࡠ࠻ࡦࠝޕሽ⺰
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ߣ߁↪⺆ߪ⼂⺰ߩ⇇ߢߪޟ೨คㅀ⊛ੱޔߢߩ߽ࠆࠇߐߣޠ㘃ቇߦ߅ߡ߽ಽᨆߩᨒ⚵ߺ
ߢណ↪ߢ߈ࠆㆡಾߥ↪⺆ߢࠆߣ߅߽߹ߔ ߩߎޕ20 ᐕ㑆ߦߕࠊࠅ߹ࠍ⺆↪ߩߎߪ⑳ޔ
߹ߒߚߪ⸶ߩߘޕᔨߣߒߡᷙੂߔࠆߩߢ߹ࠅࠃߊߥߣ⠨߃ߡߚ߆ࠄߢߔߒ߆ߒޕ
߹߿߁ߣࠫࡠ࠻ࡦࠝޔᔨ߆ࠄੱߪࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ㘃ߩᄙ᭽ᕈߩᷓᷗߦㄼࠅߩߎޔ⇇ࠍ᭴ᚑ
ߔࠆࠄࠁࠆሽߣߘߩ⋧㑐ଥᕈߦߟߡߩၮᧄ⊛ߥផ⺰ࠍ߅ߎߥ߁ߎߣ߇ߢ߈ࠆߣ⠨߃
ࠆߦ⥋ࠅ߹ߒߚޕ
ߐߡߎߎߢޟޔ⇇ൻࠍޠᄙ᭽ߥᒻᘒߢታൻߔࠆߎߣߪሽ⺰ߩᄙ᭽ߥ♽ߦ࿃ߔࠆߣ
߁⑳ߩ⠨߃ߦߟߡ߰ࠇߡ߅߈߹ߒࠂ߁ੱޔߕ߹ޕ㘃ቇߣߪߦ㑐ߔࠆ⎇ⓥߢࠆߩ߆ߦߟ
ߡᦨೋߦㅀߴߡ߅߈߹ߔߩ⑳ޕ⠨߃ߢߪੱޔ㘃ቇߩ߅߽ߥߪ․⇣ߥᐲޔᢥൻ⊛ᘠⴕޔ
␠ળ⊛ታ〣ߥߤߦߟߡ⚦ߦ⸥ㅀߔࠆߎߣߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎߪࠇߎޕ᳃ᣖ㧔ࠛࠬࡁࠣࡈࠖ
㧦ethnography㧕ߩߢࠅ߹ߔੱޕ㘃ቇߪ᳃ᣖቇ⠪ߦࠃߞߡ߽ታ〣ߐࠇࠆ߽ߩߢࠆߒޔ
᳃ᣖቇߪੱ㘃ቇߦࠃߞߡ߽ߥߒ߁ࠆ߽ߩߢࠅ߹ߔ⥄⑳ޕりߪߘߩਔᣇࠍᚻដߌߡ߈ߚࠊߌߢ
ߔ߇ޔหᤨㅴⴕߢ߿ߞߡ߈ߚߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޕ᳃ᣖቇߣੱ㘃ቇߩ⋡ᜰߔ⋡ᮡߣᣇᴺ⺰ࠍࠊࠇ
ࠊࠇߪᷙหߒߡߪߥࠄߥߣ⠨߃ߡ߹ߔੱޕ㘃ቇߩਥⷐߥ⋡ᮡߪੱޔ㑆߇࿐ߩⅣႺߣ߆
ߦ㑐ࠊࠅߩ߆ߥߩߘޔ‛ࠍ߆ߦޔ㗼⪺ߢߪࠆߌࠇߤߌߞߒߡ᳗⛯⊛ߣߪ߃ߥⅣ
Ⴚߩᄙ᭽ᕈߣߩߛߦ᳗⛯⊛ߥߒ৻ᤨ⊛ߥ㑐ࠊࠅࠍߟߋߎߣߦࠃࠅߩߘߦ߆ޔⅣႺࠍ
ᄌኈߐߖߡ߈ߚ߆ߦߟߡశࠍߡࠆߎߣߢࠅ߹ߔߩߎޕᬺࠍታ〣ߔࠆߚߩࠄࠇߎޔ㑐
ଥᕈߦߟߡߩขࠅ࿑ࠍߟߊࠅޔᕈᩰઃߌߣㆡวਇㆡวᕈࠍ⏕ቯߒⴕࠆ߆ࠊߋߔߡޔേ
ߣᕁ⠨ߩ᭽ᑼߣߒߡ߆ߦታൻߐࠇࠆ߆ࠍᬌ⸛ߔࠆᔅⷐ߇ࠅ߹ߔੱޔࠅ߹ߟޕ㘃ቇߩ
ߪ߆ߦ⇇߇᭴▽ߐࠇߡࠆ߆ࠍ⺑ߔࠆߎߣߦࠆߣ߃ࠆߩߢߔޕ
ੱ㘃ቇ߇శࠍߡࠆޔ⇇ࠍ᭴ᚑߔࠆ㓙┙ߞߚ᭽ᑼߣߪߞߚߤࠎߥ߽ߩߥߩߢߒࠂ߁߆ޕ
ߘߩਛりߪ⍮♽ߣᗵⷡㆇേ♽ߦၮ␆ࠍ߅ߊ߽ߩߢࠅ৻ޔㇱߪ↢߹ࠇߟ߈ߩ߽ߩߢࠅ߹
ߔ߇ޔᚲਈߩⅣႺߩߥ߆ߢੱ㑆ߣੱ㑆એᄖߩሽߣߩ⋧↪ࠍㅢߓߡࠄ߆ߦߥࠆ߽ߩࠍ
ࠎߢ߹ߔߩߘޔߡߞ߇ߚߒޕ᭽ᑼߪ⎇ⓥ⠪ߦࠃࠆ⁁ᴫ⺑ߩߚߩᨒ⚵ߺߠߊࠅߥߤߣߪߜ
߇ߞߡ⁁ޔᴫࠍ⍮ߒߡ♖ᐲߩ㜞ᨒ⚵ߺࠍ᭴▽ߒߚ↥‛ߣߥࠆߴ߈߽ߩߥߩߢߔߩߘޕᨒ⚵
ߺ⥄ߪᣣᏱ⊛ߥ༡ߺߩ╭ᦠ߈ㅢࠅߩ੍ቯߩࠃ߁ߥ⽎⊛ߥ߽ߩߢ⏕ޔ࿕ߚࠆ⍮⼂ࠍᜬߜߔ
ߎߣ߇ߥߊߡ߽ᛛ㊂ޔ⍮ⴕޔὑࠍ⚵ߺวࠊߖߡታߢ߈ࠆᕈᩰߩ߽ߩߢࠅ߹ߔࠬࡕޕ
ࡉࡠ࠶ࠢߩ⸒ࠍ୫ࠅࠇ߫ޔ
ߩߥ߇߽ߕࠊ⸒ޟᨩޠ
㧔1992㧕ߢࠅࠬ࠘࠻ࡆࡂޔ㧔⸼㧦ᘠᕈ⊛ߥ
⍮ⷡ⊒ᗐⴕὑࠍⷙቯߔࠆ᭴ㅧ㧕ࠍᓞߒޔផ⺰ࠍଦߒޔ⍮⢻ജࠍ߰ࠆߦ߆ߌࠆ⼂↪
ߢࠅ߹ߔߪࠇߘޕ⇇߇ߣߊߦੱ㑆ߩᕈะߦ⾮ਈߐࠇߚࠕࡈࠜ࠳ࡦࠬ㧔ⴕὑน⢻ᕈ㧕ߩ↥
‛ߥߩߢߔޕ
ߎࠇࠄߩᨒ⚵ߺߩᩮᐙߣߥࠆߩߪޔ㘃ૃߩࠆߪ⇣ߥߞߚᕈ⾰ߩ߽ߩ߆ࠄߥࠆታ⇇ߩ
⻉ⷐ⚛ࠍ߹ߣߍߚࠅޔಽ㔌ߔࠆߎߣߢห৻ᕈߩࠆᨩߦᢛℂߔࠆߎߣߥߩߢߔ߇⑳ޕਥ
ᒛߒߚߩߪߚߒ߁ߘޔᕈะߩၮ⋚ߣߥࠆ⼂ㆊ⒟߇᥉ㆉ⊛ߥ․ᓽߣߒߡޔりᕈ㧔physicality㧕ޔ
ߟ߹ࠅ‛⾰⊛ߥㆊ⒟ߣޔౝ㕙ᕈ㧔interiority㧕ࠅ߹ߟޔᔃߩ⁁ᘒߣߦੑᭂൻߐࠇߡࠆߣ߁⢛
᥊ߢߔޕ
ߎߩ⺑ߪືቇޔᔃℂቇޔ᳃ᣖቇߥߤߦࠃࠆᢙᄙߊߩᢥ₂ߦଐߒߚ߽ߩߢߔ߇ߪߢߎߎޔ
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ߘߩ⚦ߦߪ߰ࠇ߹ߖࠎߛߚޕᜰ៰ߒߡ߅߈ߚߩߪޔ20 ♿ᓟඨߦ߅ߌࠆ᰷ߩ‛ℂቇ⠪ߩ
⺑ߦࠃࠆ߹ߢߪޔᗧ⼂ߣ߁߽ߩߪ↢‛ቇ⊛ߥᯏ⢻ߣߒߡ⺑ߐࠇߡ߹ߒߚ߇↢߈ߡࠆ߰
ߟ߁ߩੱ㑆߇ౝ㕙ᕈࠍ߽ߚߥりߛߌߩሽߢࠆߣ߆ޔᒻߩゎࠍ߽ߚߥౝ㕙ᕈߛߌ
ߩሽߢࠆߥߤߣ⸒ߒߚታߪߤߎߦ߽ࠅ߹ߖࠎޔߦ߁ࠃߩߎޕりᕈߣౝ㕙ᕈߣߩᏅ
⇣ߪޔ᰷ߦ․⇣ߥޔりߣ♖ߣߩኻ┙ࠍනߦ᳃ᣖਛᔃ⊛ߥ߽ߩߣߒߡᛩᓇߒߚ߽ߩߢߪ
ࠅ߹ߖࠎߩߎޔࠈߒޕኻ┙᭽ᑼߪ᰷ߢߎࠅࠍࠇߘߦࠄߐޔᵞ✵ߒߚືቇ⊛⺰ℂቇ⊛ߥ
⺑ࠍヘߒ߹ߒߚ߇ߥ⊛⥸৻ࠅࠃߡߣࠇߘޔၮᧄ⊛ኻ┙♽ߩၞ

ߦߔ߉ߥߎߣ߇Ყセ⎇ⓥ

ࠍㅢߓߡ߈ࠄ߆ߦߥߞߡ߹ߔߩߎޕ᥉ㆉ⊛ߥᲧセߩゲߦߒߚ߇߃߫ੱޔ㑆ሽߪ㕖ੱ㑆⊛
ߥሽߩߛߢㅪ⛯ᕈߣᢿ⛘ࠍᒝ⺞ߔࠆ߆ᦨዊൻߔࠆ߆ߩߛߦ⟎ߠߌࠄࠇࠆߎߣߦ
ߥࠅ߹ߔޕ
ߎߎߢታࠍ␜ߔߎߣ߇ਇนᰳߣߥࠅ߹ߔߩߢੱޔ㑆ߣ㠽㘃ߩ㑐ଥߦ㑐ߔࠆ⼾߆ߥࠍᒁ↪
ߒ߹ߒࠂ߁ࠕ࠻ࠬࠝޕධㇱߦࡦࠟᣖ㧔Nungar㧕ߩ␠ળߪᄖᇕߩඨᣖ߆ࠄߥ
ࠅߩߘޔฬ೨ߪ⊕⦡ߩࠝ࠙ࡓ㧔Cacatua tenuirostris)ߣࠞࠬ㧔Corvus coronoides㧕ߣ߁ੑ⒳㘃
ߩ㠽ߦߜߥࠎߢ߹ߔޕ೨⠪ߪ⺆ߢࡑࠕ࡞ࡀ࠹ࠖ㧔maarnetj㧕ߟ߹ࠅޟᝒ⠪ߩޠᗧߢޔ
ᓟ⠪ߪࡢࠕ࡞࠳࡞㧔waardar㧕ߟ߹ࠅⷞ⋙ޟ⠪ߩޠᗧߢߔࠆࠁࠄ ޕേ‛⒳ߦߚߒߡߪޔ
ߘߩ⒳ߩߺߦ㒢ቯߐࠇߚኾ㐷⊛ߥ↪⺆ߢߪߥߊⴕޔേߩ৻⥸⊛ߥ․ᓽߦߜߥࠎߛ↪⺆߇↪
ࠄࠇ߹ߔ߇ࠕ࠻ࠬࠝߪࠇߎޔవ᳃ߩ⻉⸒⺆ߦㅢߔࠆ․ᓽߢߔߩߎޕὐߪㇱಽ⊛ߦߒ
ࠈ 2 ⒳㘃ߩ㠽߇࠻࠹ࡓߣߥߞߡࠆߎߣࠍ⺑ߔࠆ߽ߩߢߔߩࠄࠇߎޕ㠽ߪ‛⾰ߣ㔤⊛ߥሽ
ߣ߁ 2 ߟߩ㗼⪺ߦ⇣ߥࠆዻᕈߜࠊߥߔޔᕈᩰ⊛․ᓽޔり⊛ߥ᭴ㅧ߿⢻ജޔᔃℂቇ⊛ߥ
ะߥߤࠍࠊߖ߽ߟߣߣ߽ߦߩߘޔḮߣߣ߽ߦታ⾰ߩᮭൻߣ߽ߥߞߡ߹ߔߎޔ߽߆ߒޕ
ࠇࠄߩ․ᓽߪ 2 ߟߩඨᣖࠍ᭴ᚑߔࠆᚑຬߣߣ߽ߦ㕖ੱ㑆⊛ߥሽߢࠆ㠽߽߇ߒߡࠆߩ
ߢߔ ߪࡦࠡࠢࡦࡈߣࠨࡦࡍࠬࡓࠕࠗ࠙ޕ1 ♿એ߽೨ߦޔਛᄩࠝࠬ࠻ࠕ
ߦ߅ߌࠆ㔀ᄙߥ㓸࿅߆ࠄߥࠆหౝߦ߅ߌࠆੱ߮ߣߩᕈ⾰߿᳇⾰ߦߟߡߟ߉ߩࠃ߁ߦ⸥
ㅀߒߡ߹ߔޕ
̌ੱ㑆ߛࠇ߽߇߽ߟ࠻࠹ࡓߪޔᓐ⥄りߣ߅ߥߓ߽ߩߣߥߐࠇߡࠆ̍ޕ
ߎߩ⒳ߩห৻ൻߩኻ⽎ߪޔⅣႺߩߥ߆ߢⷰኤߢ߈ࠆࠞࠬ߿ࠝ࠙ࡓߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎ߁ߣޕ
ࠃࠅ߽ߩࠄࠇߎޔ⒳ߪߎߩ⇇ߦ߅ߌࠆੱ㑆ߣ㠽ߣߩߛߦࠆり⊛ᓼ⊛ߥห৻ൻ
㧔identification㧕ߦ㑐ࠊࠆ㑐ଥᕈࠍታൻߒߚ߽ߩߢࠆߣ߃߫ࠃߢߒࠂ߁ޔߜࠊߥߔޕᄖ
ߩᒻᘒቇ⊛ޔᯏ⢻⊛ߥᏅ⇣ࠍ߃ߡޔሽ⺰⊛ߥ㘃ૃᕈࠍㅢߒߡ߽ߞߡࠆߣ߃߹ߔޕ
ࠝࠬ࠻ࠕ߆ࠄ߶ߤ㆙ࡔࠠࠪࠦਛㇱ㜞ේߦዬߔࠆࠝ࠻ࡒࠗࡦ࠺ࠖࠕࡦ߽߹ߚ㠽㘃
ߩࠢࡠࠦࡦ࠼࡞ߣ⥄ಽߚߜߣࠍห৻ⷞߔࠆ㑐ଥࠍߒߡ߹ߔߟ߽߰ߣߞ߽ߪ࡞࠼ࡦࠦࡠࠢޕ
߁ߦߺࠄࠇࠆ⣣㘩⠪ߢࠅੱࠆࠁࠄޔ㑆ߣ߅ߥߓࠃ߁ߥ↢ᵴผࠍ߽ߟേ‛࠽࠻ߜࠊߥߔޔ
㧔tona㧕ߩಽりߣߐࠇߡ߹ߔߩߎޔ߽ߩ߁ߣޕ㠽ߪੱ㑆ߩ↢ᱫߣหߓᤨᦼߦ↢ᱫࠍߣ߽ߦ
ߒ৻߆ࠄߜߤޔᣇߩஜోߥ⁁ᘒ߇៊ߥࠊࠇࠆߣޔหᤨߦઁᣇߦ߽ᓇ㗀߇߱ߣߐࠇߡ߹ߔޕ
ߎࠇߪ࠽ࠣࠕ࠭ࡓ㧔nagualism㧕ߣ߁↪⺆ߢ⍮ࠄࠇࠆାઔߢࠅੱޔ㘃ቇ⠪߇⸽⸒ߒߡࠆ
ㅢࠅਛᄩࠕࡔࠞ৻Ꮺߦߺࠄࠇࠆߩߢߔߣߩࡓ࠹࠻ࠆߌ߅ߦࠕ࠻ࠬࠝޕห᭽ߦޔਛ
ᄩࠕࡔࠞߦవ᳃ߦߣߞߡߪੱޔ㑆ߣേ‛ߣ߇ፋߐࠇߡߥߣ߁ታ߇ࠅ߹ߔޕ
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ߒ߆ߒޔਛ☨ࠕࡔࠞߢᵹᏓߔࠆੱޔ㑆ߣേ‛ߩಽり߇ㆇࠍߣ߽ߦߔࠆ⸶ߪ࠻ࠬࠝޔ
ࠕߩࡦࠟᣖ߇ඨᣖߩᚑຬߣᓐࠄߩ࠻㧙࠹ࡓߢࠆ㠽ߣߩ㑆ߦ߅ߡ⸳ቯߐࠇߡࠆ‛⾰
ߣ㝬ߣߩㅪ⛯ᕈߦ㑐ߔࠆߣߪߚ߳ࠎ⇣ߥߞߡ߹ߔߪࠇߘޕએਅߦㅀߴࠆ 2 ߟߩℂ↱ߦ
ࠃߞߡ߹ߔޕ
╙৻ߦੱߪߡ߅ߦࠦࠪࠠࡔޔ㑆ߩಽりߢࠆ㠽㘃ߪ৻⠀ߩߢࠅࠆޔᣣߦ↢߹ࠇޔ
ߐ߹ߑ߹ߥᵴേࠍᣣੱߦ߁ࠃࠆߌ߅ߦࠕ࠻ࠬࠝޔߡߞߢߩ߁ߥߎ߅ޘ㑆ߩ․ቯ㓸࿅ߣ
⽎⊛ߥ․ᓽࠍߔࠆේဳߣߥߞߡࠆߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎ╙ޕੑߦޔਛᄩࠕࡔࠞߢߪੱ㑆
ߪಽりߣߐࠇࠆേ‛ߣ․ቯߩᕈᩰࠍ߽ߜࠊߖߡ߹ߖࠎੱޕ㑆ߪߘߩᕈ⾰ࠍ⍮ߒߡࠆࠊ
ߌߢ߽ࠅ߹ߖࠎ߇ࠈߎߣޕㅒߦੱޔ㑆ߣߘߩಽりߢࠆേ‛ߣߩ㑆ߦࠆ㘃ផ⊛ߥኻᔕ㑐ଥ
ߪฬታߣ߽ߦޔ⍮ߐࠇߡ߅ࠅ৻ޔ߽߆ߒޔᣇߦߥࠎࠄ߆ߩ߇ߎࠆߣߦࠇߘޔ㗀
ߔࠆࠃ߁ߦઁᣇߦ߽ᓇ㗀߇߱ߣߐࠇߡࠆߩߢߔޕ
ࡔ࠰ࠕࡔࠞߩߐࠄߦධߦࠆࠕࡑ࠱ࡦߢ⑳߇㊁ᄖ⺞ᩏࠍ߅ߎߥߞߚࠕࠪࡘࠕ࡞ߩੱ߮
ߣ߽ࠪࡂࠝࠝޔ㧔toucan㧕ߣ߁㠽ߦ․ߩଔ୯ࠍߚ߃ߡ߹ߔߩߎޔߕ߹ޔ㠽ߪ⡺߇࿕ߊ
ߡ㘩ㅢะ߈ߣߪ߃߹ߖࠎ߇⁚ޔ⁸ኻ⽎ߣߒߡߪߏߊ߰ߟ߁ߩ㠽ߢߔߩ߆߶ޕ㠽߿ᄙߊߩູ
㘃ߣห᭽ੱߪࠪࡂࠝࠝޔ㑆ߣૃߡ߅ࠅޔ㔤ࠍኋߒߡࠆߣߐࠇߡ߹ߔ․ߩߎޕᓽߦࠆࠃ߁
ߦߪࠪࡢࠝࠝޔਥⷰߣὑᕈߦḩߜߚੱ㑆ߣ߅ߥߓࠍߚ߃ࠄࠇߡ߅ࠅߩߎޔ⢻ജߩ߅߆
ߍߢ߅ߥߓࠃ߁ߥ․ᮭ⊛ߥ⢻ജࠍ߽ߟߔߴߡߩ↢߈‛ߩߤࠎߣ߶ࠅ߹ߟޔᬀ‛߿േ‛ߣኻ߇
ߢ߈ࠆߣߐࠇߡ߹ߔ␠ߩߣ߮ੱߩ࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕߪࠪࡂࠝࠝޔߚ߹ޕળ↢ᵴࠍᓞߔࠆⷙೣ߿ଔ
୯ⷰߦߘߞߚ⢻ജࠍ߽ߟߣߐࠇߡ߹ߔੱߪࠪࡂࠝࠝޕ㑆એᄖߩሽߩߥ߆ߢ߽ߣߊߦ⟵ޟఱ
ᒉߩޠᆫᒻࠍౕߔࠆ߽ߩߣߐࠇ⟵ޟޔఱᒉߪ⺆↪߁ߣޠᢥ⣂ߦᔕߓߡߎߩ㠽ࠍᜰߔߎߣ
߇ࠅ߹ߔੱߪࠪࡂࠝࠝޕ㑆߇⁚⁸ߣߩߛߦ߽ߟᆪᣖ㑐ଥߩ⋧ᚻߣߒߡౖဳ⊛ߥሽߣ
ߐࠇߡࠆߩߢߔੱࠆߔ߇ࠪࡂࠝࠝߣߣ߮ੱߩ࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕޔߒ߆ߒޕ㑆⊛ߥᕈ⾰ߣߪޔ
り⊛ߢߪߥߊᓼ⊛ߥᕈᩰߩ߽ߩߢߔޔࠅ߹ߟޕਔ⠪ߩりߟ߈ߪߡ߈ࠄ߆ߦ㆑߁ߌࠇ
ߤ߽ߩߘޔౝㇱߦㅢߩౝ⊛ᕈ⾰ࠍኋߒߡࠆߩߢߔੱޕ㑆ߣࠝࠝࡂࠪߪޔᄖㇱߣߩႺ⇇ࠍ
߈ߜࠎߣ߈ߚ␠ળනࠍㅢߩ߽ߩߣߒߡߘࠇߙࠇߩ↢ࠍ༡ࠎߢ߈ߚߩߢߔ         ޕ
ࠝ࠻ࡒᣖߦߣߞߡ․ߪ࡞࠼ࡦࠦࡠࠢޔᓽߩߥන⁛↢ᵴ⠪ߢࠅߊߚߞ߹ޔหߓㆇࠍߚߤ
ࠆߎߣߦߥࠆੱ‛ߦߣࠅή✼ߢታਇߩሽߢࠆࠊߌߢߔࠕࡘࠪࠕޔߡߒߚߦࠇߎޕ
࡞ߩࠝࠝࡂࠪߪੱ㑆ߣ߅ߥߓᕈ⾰ࠍ߽ߟหߩᚑຬߢࠅੱߥࠎߤޔ㑆߿ੱ㑆એᄖߩሽߢ
ߞߡ߽␠ޔળ㑐ଥߩߥ߆ߢߪẜ⊛ߦਥੱߣߥࠅ߹ߔࠟࡦߩࠕ࠻ࠬࠝޔߒ߆ߒޕ
ᣖ␠ળߢ࠻࠹ࡓߣߐࠇࠆ㠽ߩ႐วߣ⇣ߥࠅੱߣࠪࡂࠝࠝޔ㑆ߣߩߛߦ‛⾰⊛ߥㅪ⛯ᕈ
ߪࠅ߹ߖࠎߩߎޔߦࠄߐޕ㠽ߩⴕേ߿ᘠ⠌ߩၮ⋚ߪੱ㑆ࠍࡕ࠺࡞ߣߔࠆ߽ߩߢࠝߡߒߞߌޔ
ࠝࡂࠪߦࠃࠆࡕ࠺࡞ߦଐߒߚ߽ߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޕ
ߎߎߢ᰷ߦ⋡ࠍ߁ߟߒޔ᰷ੱ߇ࠝ࠙ࡓ㧔parrot㧕ߩߤߩࠃ߁ߥ․ᓽߦ⋡ࠍߟߌߡߚ߆
ߦߟߡ⠨߃ߡߺ߹ߒࠂ߁ߪࡓ࠙ࠝޕ᰷ߦߣࠅ⇣࿖ߩ㠽ߢࠆߎߣߪ⇼߁ߴߊ߽ࠅ߹ߖࠎ
߇ੱޔ㑆ߩ߽ߩ߹ߨࠍߔࠆߎߣߢᢙ♿એߦࠊߚࠅᇅᭉߩ⊛ߣߥࠅືޔቇ⺰ᢥߦ߆ߎߟߌߚ
⼏⺰ߩ⒳ߣߐࠇߡ߈߹ߒߚߩߎޔ߃ߪߣޕᄸᅱ߈ࠊ߹ࠅߥ⢻ജ߇ࠆ߆ࠄߣߞߡࠝ࠙ࡓ
߇ੱ㑆ߦㄭሽߣߐࠇߚߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎߤߥ࠷࠶࠾ࡊࠗޔࠢ࠶ࡠޔ࠻࡞ࠞ࠺ߌࠊࠅߣޕ
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ߩஉᄢߥືቇ⠪ࠄߪࠝ࠙ࡓߩ⊒ߔࠆ⺆ฏ߇ੱ㑆ᕈࠍ␜ߔళߢߪߥߣਥᒛߒߡ߹ߔޕታ㓙ޔ
ࠝ࠙ࡓߪᄖ⇇ߩ‛߆ࠄฃߌߚශ⽎ࠍޔᮨ୮ߦࠃߞߡࠨࠗࡦ㧔ାภޔჿ㧕ߣߒߡౣߔࠆߎߣ
߇ߢ߈߹ߖࠎੱߪࡓ࠙ࠝޔࠅ߹ߟޕ㑆ߣߪ⇣ߥߞߡᣂߒ⸒⺆ࠍࠅߔߎߣ߇ߢ߈ߥߎߣ
ߦߥࠅ߹ߔ࠻࡞ࠞ࠺ޕᵹߩሽ⺰ࠍᕁߖ߫ޔേ‛ߪ⚐☴ߦ‛⾰⊛ߥሽߢߞߡޔᐢ߇ࠅ
ࠍ߽ߚߥ㝬ߣ߁ታࠍࠕࡊࠝ㧔వ㛎⊛㧕ߦߢ߈ߥߩߢߔߩ࠻࡞ࠞ࠺ߢ߹ࠇߎޕ
ⷰὐ߳ߩᛕ್ߪ⛘߃ࠆߎߣߪࠅ߹ߖࠎߢߒߚߒޔᄙߊߩᣣᧄߩߺߥߐ߹ߦߣߞߡ߽ᄸᅱߣᤋ
ࠆߣᕁ߁ߩߢߔ߇ޔ᰷ੱߪ࠺ࠞ࡞࠻ߩ⠨߃ࠍᅢࠎߢᡰᜬߒ⛯ߌߡ߹ߔޔࠅ߹ߟޕ᰷ੱߪ
⟵⊛ޔਥⷰ⊛ޔᗧᕁ␜ߩജ⸥ޔภߩᛒߩߤߥ↪⺆⸒ޔ㕙ߢ⥄ಽߩ⢻ജࠍ␜ߒੱޔ㑆
ߣੱ㑆એᄖߩሽߪߜ߇߁ߩߛߣ߁ߎߣߦߎߛࠊࠅ⛯ߌߡ߈ߚߩߢߔޔߒ߆ߒޕ᰷ੱߪੱ
㑆߇ߥߗఝߥߩ߆ߩߘޔ೨ឭߣߥࠆᥧ㤩ߩੌ⸃㗄߇ߢࠆߩ߆ߦߟߡ⇼ࠍ߽ߟߎߣ
ߪࠅ߹ߖࠎߢߒߚޕㅒߦੱ㑆ߪੱᎿ⊛ߥ⸥ภࠍࠅߔ⢻ജߦࠃߞߡޔὼߦߒߡ߽ߺߕ߆
ࠄ߽ߟᘠ⠌ࠍᏅ⇣ൻߒޔ㧔ᢥൻ⊛ߦ㧕⋧ኻൻߔࠆߎߣߦߥߞߚߩߢߔߩߎޕ㓸ว⊛ߥ․⾰ߪޔ
߆ߟߡ࠼ࠗ࠷⺆ߢࡈࠜ࡞ࠢࠬࠟࠗࠬ࠻㧔Volksgeist㧦᳃ᣖ♖㧕࠾ࠚࠫ࡞ߢ⺆ࠬࡦࡈޔ
࠳ࡦࡊࡊ࡞㧔le génie d’un peuple㧦᳃ᣖᕈ㧕ߣࠃ߫ࠇߚ߽ߩߢߪߢ߹ޔᢥൻ㧔culture)ߣߐ
ࠇࠆ߽ߩߥߩߢߔޕ㧔⸼㧦ᢥൻߦࠃࠆᏅ⇣ൻߦࠃࠅੱޔ㑆એᄖߩሽߣߩߜ߇߇ਇ⍎ߣߥ
ߞߚޕ㧕
ᦨᓟߦߣ࠻࡞ࠞ࠺ޔห᭽ߦ࠳࠙ࠖ࠾࠭ࡓߩ߽ߚࠄߒߚวℂ⊛ߢᱜᒰߥ㧔⸼㧦ㅴൻ⺰㧕ਥᒛ
ߦࠃࠅޔ᰷ੱߪࠊࠇࠊࠇੱ㑆ߩり⊛ⷐ⚛ߪ‛⾰⇇ߩㅪ⛯ᕈߩߥ߆ߦߞߡੱޔ㑆એᄖߩ
ሽࠃࠅ߽ᩰᲑߦ․⇣ߢࠆߣߪߥߐߥߊߥߞߡࠆߩߢߔޕ
వߦ߰ࠇߚㄭઍߩሽ⺰ߩᨒ⚵ߺ߆ࠄࠆࠁࠄޔ‛ߦߒ߁ࠆዻᕈߣಽ㘃ߩᣇᴺࠍតࠆ
㓙⛘ޔኻ⊛ߥၮḰߦࠃࠆߩߢߥߊᢥൻ⊛ߥᏅ⇣ߦ⌕⋡ߔࠆߣࠍ⟲ޔᛮߡ⏕ߥሽ⺰⊛ߥ․
ᓽߩࠆߎߣ߇ࠄ߆ߦߥࠅ߹ߔޕ㠽ߩ㗴ߦ߭߈ߟߌߡ⠨߃ࠆߣޔએਅߦ␜ߔࠃ߁ߥ 4 ߟߩ
น⢻ᕈ߇ᶋ߆߮߇ࠅ߹ߔޔߕ߹ޕ㧔1㧕⑳⥄りߣ߅ߥߓౝ㕙ᕈߣりᕈࠍ߽ߞߡࠆ߇ోޔ
ߣߒߡߺࠇ߫⑳ߩᆄ߿⟵ఱᒉߦߣߞߡߩ㠽ߣߪ⇣⾰ߥ႐วߢࠟࡦߪߦࠇߎޔᣖߩ߇
ߡߪ߹ࠅ߹ߔࡓ࠭ࡒ࠹࠻ࠍࠇߎߪ⑳ޕ㧔totemism㧕ߣ߱ߎߣߦߒ߹ߔޕ㧔2㧕⑳ߦߣߞߡޔ
ࠆ㠽߇ౝ㕙ᕈߢ߽りᕈߦ߅ߡ߽⇣ߥߞߡࠆ႐วࡒ࠻ࠝޔᣖߩߦߞߚࠃ߁ߦߕࠊޔ
߆ߥߜ߇ߢߒ߆㘃ૃߒߡࠆߣߒ߆⸒߃ߥࠃ߁ߥ႐วࠍࠇߎޔ㘃Ყਥ⟵㧔analogism㧕ߣ
߱ߎߣߦߒ߹ߔޕ
㧔3㧕ߐࠄߦޔߦ߁ࠃࠆߦߩ࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕޔ㠽ߣ⑳߇ౝ㕙⊛ߦߪ߅ߥߓ
ߢࠆߌࠇߤޔりᕈߢߪ⇣ߥߞߡࠆ႐วࡓ࠭ࡒ࠾ࠕࠍࠇߎߪ⑳ޔ㧔animism㧕ߣ߱ߎߣ
ߦߒ߹ߔޕ
㧔4㧕ᦨᓟߪࠊࠇࠊࠇߩ߽ߞߡࠆౝ㕙ᕈ߽りᕈ߽߶߆㧔ߩ㠽㧕ߣㅢὐࠍ߽ߚ
ߥᲧ㘃ߥ߈߽ߩߢ

 
 
ౝ㕙ᕈߩ㘃ૃޔ
ౝ㕙ᕈߩ㘃ૃޔ
ࠕ࠾ࡒ࠭ࡓ ࠻࠹ࡒ࠭ࡓ
りᕈߩᏅ⇣
りᕈߩ㘃ૃ
♿ߦ᰷ੱߩખ㑆
ࠆߣߔࠆ⠨߃ߢޔ17

ౝߢᵹᏓߔࠆࠃ߁ߦ
ߥ ߞ ߚ ⥄ ὼ ਥ ⟵

ౝ㕙ᕈߩᏅ⇣ޔ
㧔naturalism㧕ࠍߍ
りᕈߩ㘃ૃ

 
⥄ὼਥ⟵

ࠆߎߣ߇ߢ߈߹ߔޕ
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㘃ផਥ⟵

ౝ㕙ᕈߩᏅ⇣ޔ
りᕈߩᏅ⇣

એߩ 4 㘃ဳࠍ৻ߔࠇ߫ੱޔ㑆ߣⅣႺߦ߅ߌࠆ‛ߣߩ㑆ߩㅪ⛯ᕈߣ㕖ㅪ⛯ᕈߦߟߡߩ
ࠃࠅ൮⊛ߥขࠅ࿑߇ᶋ߆߮߇ࠅ߹ߔߩߎޕ႐วޔ⇇ߣߩ㑐ࠊࠅ߆ࠄዉ߈ߐࠇࠆᒻ
ᑼታⴕേ㕙ߥߤߦ߅ߌࠆ㘃ૃᕈߣᏅ⇣ᕈ߇ߤߩࠃ߁ߦ㈩⟎ߐࠇߡࠆ߆߇ࡐࠗࡦ࠻ߦߥ
ࠅ߹ߔ ߦࠄߐޕ4 ߟߩห৻ൻ᭽ᑼߪ⇇ⷰߩ┵⊛ߥࠊࠇߢࠅ␠ޔળ⊛ߥ⚿ว߿ઁ⠪ࠍ߆
ߦ⼂ߔࠆ߆ߦߟߡߩជࠅਅߍߚઁ⠪ⷰߦ㑐ߔࠆℂ⺰ߣ߽ߥࠆ߽ߩߢߔޕ
ߒ߆ߒߥ߇ࠄޔએㅀߴߚ 4 ߟߩ㘃ဳߪߩࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ࿐ߦࠆ‛ߩߥ߆߆ࠄ㊀ⷐߣ߅߽
ࠊࠇࠆⷐ⚛ࠍߒޔ⇇ⷰߣߒߡߘࠇߙࠇߦ᭴ᚑߐࠇߚ߽ߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޕታ㓙ޔ᳃ᣖ
߿ᱧผᢥ₂ࠍᷤ⁸ߒ߹ߔߣޔ4 ߟߩ㘃ဳߪࠈࠈߥ␠ળߦሽߔࠆߎߣ߇ࠊ߆ࠅ߹ߔߣߚޕ
߃߫ߪࡓ࠭ࡒ࠾ࠕޔ⸥ߦㅀߴߚࠃ߁ߦޔ㔤㝬ߩㅪ⛯ᕈߣ⡺ߣߩਇㅪ⛯ᕈߣߒߡࠆ߽ߩߢ
ߔ߇࡞ࠕࡘࠪࠕޔᣖ߿ࠕࡑ࠱ࡦߩవ᳃ߦᐢߊߺࠄࠇࠆߛߌߩ߽ߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޕർ☨߿
ࠪࡌࠕ᧲ޔධࠕࠫࠕߩ৻ㇱ⥄ߪߣ߮ੱޔߢߩ߽ࠆࠇࠄߺ߽ߦࠕࠪࡀࡔޔὼ⇇ߩᬀ‛േ‛
ߘߩઁߩ⽎ߦߪਥⷰᕈ߇ࠅޔታߣߒߡ߽ੱ㑐ଥޔ឵ޔ㝯ᖺޔᢜኻᔃߥߤࠄࠁࠆ
ੱ⊛ߥ㑐ଥࠍౕߔࠆߣߐࠇߡࠆߩߢߔޕห᭽ߦޔ㘃ផਥ⟵ߪࠝ࠻ࡒࠗࡦ࠺ࠖࠕࡦ߿ਛධ
☨ߩవ᳃␠ળߦߛߌߺࠄࠇࠆ․ᓽߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޕ⇇ߩࠄࠁࠆሽߪޔ⾰ᧄޔᒻᑼޔታ
ߦ߅ߡࠊߕ߆ߕߟ⇣ߥߞߚ㑆㓒ࠍߜޔᄙర⊛ߥⷐ⚛ߣߒߡࡃࡃߢߪࠅ߹ߔߤޔ㘃
ផ↪ࠍㅢߓߡߚ߇ߦኒߥ㑐ଥߢߟߥ߇ߞߡࠆߩߢߔޕ㘃ផਥ⟵ߪ᰷␠ળ߿ฎઍ߆ࠄ࡞
ࡀ࠶ࠨࡦࠬᤨઍߩⅣਛᶏᢥߢߪ߰ߟ߁ߦߺࠄࠇߚ⠨߃ߢߒߚࠕࠫࠕ߿ࠬ࠺ࡦࠕߡߒߘޕ
ࠕࡈࠞߩవ᳃␠ળߢ߹ߥ߅ᵹᏓߒߡࠆߩߢߔޕ
ߣߪ߃ޔએㅀߴߚ 4 ߟߩሽ⺰ߪᢥൻߘߩ߽ߩ߿⇇ⷰࠍߚߛߜߦᜰߔ߽ߩߣߔࠆߎߣ
ߪߢ߈߹ߖࠎޔࠈߒޕ⇇ߦ߅ߌࠆ⻉ሽࠍߤߩࠃ߁ߦᝒ߃ࠆ߆ߦߟߡޔ4 ߟߩ⇣ߥࠆ⋥
ⷰ⊛ߥᕁ⠨᭽ᑼ߇ߞߡ⊒ߡ⚻ࠍࡓ࠭࠾ࠞࡔߥ⊛⺰⽎ޔ㆐ߒߡ߈ߚ߽ߩߢࠆߣ⠨߃ߡ߹
ߔੱޕ㑆ߪ⁁ᴫߦᔕߓߡޔ4 ߟߩ㘃ဳߩߕࠇߣ߽߆߆ࠊࠆផ⺰ࠍឭ␜ߢ߈ࠆߣ߃߹ߔ߇ޔ
ሽ⺰⊛ߥᨒ⚵ߺ߆ࠄߔࠆߣߦߟߣ߭߆ࠇߤޔࠆߩ߇߰ߟ߁ߢࠅޔੱ߇ዻߔࠆ␠ળ㓸
࿅ߪߘߩߤࠇ߆৻ߟߩ⠨߃ࠍᐲൻߔࠆࠊߌߢߔޕታ㓙ߩ႐㕙ߢߪߡߒߣ࡞࠺ࡕ߇⑳ޔߍߚ
4 ߟߩ႐วߣ߈ࠊߡㄭૃߔࠆ߇ࠅ߿ࡦ࠱ࡑࠕޔኙᏪߦ߅ߌࠆࠕ࠾ࡒ࠭ࡓ࠻ࠬࠝޔ
ࠕߦ߅ߌࠆ࠻࠹ࡒ࠭ࡓޔฎઍਛ࿖ߥߒࡔࠠࠪࠦߦ߅ߌࠆ㘃ផਥ⟵ޔㄭઍ᰷ߦ߅ߌࠆ
⼂⺰߿ືቇ㗔ၞߦ߅ߌࠆ⥄ὼਥ⟵ߥߤߩࠄࠇߎޔߒ߆ߒޕߔߢࠅ߅ߣߚ߈ߡߢ߹ࠇߎޔ㧠㘃
ဳߪ߹ߓࠅߞߚ⁁ᴫ߇ߞߡޔห৻ൻߩ᭽ᑼߣߞߡ߽ⶄ㔀ߥ᭴ᚑⷐ⚛ߩࠆߥ߆ߢߪ৻ᣇ
߇߆ࠈ߁ߓߡઁᣇߦఝవߔࠆߩ߇߰ߟ߁ߥߩߢߔޔࠄ߆ߔߢޕߦߍߚ 4 㘃ဳߪ␠ળࠍ㘃ဳ
ൻߔࠆᣇᴺߣ߁ࠃࠅ߽␠ޔળࠍ✚ว⊛ߦᝒ߃ࠆᚻᴺߣߥߔߴ߈ߢߒࠂ߁ࠇߎޔ߃ߪߣޕ
ࠄߪ↪ߥᚻᴺߢࠆߎߣߪ㑆㆑ߥߊޔ
㧔1㧕⽎⺰⊛ߥ⇇ߦ߅ߌࠆ᭴ㅧߩⷙೣᕈࠍតࠅޔ
㧔2㧕ߘ߁ߒߚⷙೣᕈߩߛߦࠆᢛวਇᢛวᕈ߇ߥߗሽߔࠆߩ߆ߦߟߡశࠍߡࠆ
ߎߣߦߥࠆ߆ࠄߢߔࠄࠇߎޕ㧞ߟߩߪੱ㘃ቇߩಽ㊁ߢ߹ࠅߦ߽ᣧߊήⷞߐࠇߡߒ߹ޔ
ߘߩ⚿ᨐࠅߩ߹߹ߩ⥄ὼࠍᝒ߃ࠆࠕࡊࡠ࠴ߪଐὼߣߒߡ↢߈ߡࠆߣ߃ࠆߩߢߔޕ
ߐߡᦨߢߎߎޔೋߦߍߚ㗴ߦ┙ߜ߽ߤࠅ߇ࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ⇇ࠍ᭴▽ߔࠆㆊ⒟ࠍ߆ߦᝒ߃
ࠆ߆ߦߟߡᬌ⸛ߒ߹ߒࠂ߁߅߽ࠎߐ⊝ޕ᳇ߠ߈ߩࠃ߁ߦߪ⑳ޔ⇇߇ᄙర⊛ߢࠅߦࠇߘޔ
ᔕߓߡ⇇߽ⷰⶄᢙሽߔࠆߣ߁⺑ࠍᡰᜬߒ߹ߖࠎޕᄙర⊛ߥ⇇ߥߤሽߒߥ⸶ߪޔ
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ੱ㑆ߩߐ߹ߑ߹ߥ⚻㛎ࠍ․⇣ᕈߣ‛ℂᴺೣࠍ߰߹߃ߡߒߞ߆ࠅߣㄟࠎߛࠇ‛ߣߒߡߩ
⇇ߥߤߥ߆ࠄߢߔੱޔࠄߥߗߥޕ㑆ߩ⍮ߣⴕേߦਈ߃ࠄࠇࠆߐ߹ߑ߹ߥ⾗⾰߿㑐ଥᕈߪ
㧔ᢥൻߩᏅ⇣ࠍ߃ߡ㧕ဋ৻ߦߺࠄࠇࠆ߽ߩߢࠆߎߣߪ߈ࠊߡ⬄ὼᕈߩ㜞ߎߣ߇ࠄߢ
ࠅ߹ߔޟޔߒ߆ߒޕ⇇ൻ߇ޠ㆐ᚑߐࠇࠆㆊ⒟ߢߟ߽ࠍ⾰⾗ߩ߆ߟߊޔ‛ߣߘࠇࠄ⋧ߩ
㑐ଥᕈ߇♽ൻߐࠇߡ߽⚿ߩߘޔᨐߪߚߛߜߦ⇇ⷰߦᏫ⌕ߔࠆߩߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎޔࠅ߹ߟޕ
ᓧࠄࠇࠆ⚿ᨐߪ৻ߟߩ⇇ߦߪߜ߇ࠅ߹ߖࠎ߇ޔታൻߐࠇࠆ․ᕈ⟲ߪቢోߥ߽ߩߢߪߥ
ߊޔᄙߊߩᗧ߿↪࿃ߦḩߜ߰ࠇߚ߽ߩߣߥߞߡ߹ߔޔ߽߆ߒޕߩੱ߮ߣߦࠃࠅߜ߇
ߞߚ߿ࠅᣇߢታൻߐࠇߚ⇇ߣㇱಽ⊛ߦ㊀ߥߞߡࠆ㕙߇ࠅ߹ߔߩࠄࠇߎޕᢿ

⊛ߥታ

ൻߪޔஉᄢߥ⧓ⴚኅ߿ᔃℂቇ⠪ߥߤߦࠃߞߡߥߐࠇߡ߈ߚ߈ࠊߡੱ⊛ߥ߽ߩࠍ߰ߊߡޔ
ߐ߹ߑ߹ߥน⢻ᕈࠍᄌဳߥߒㇱಽ⊛ߥൻߒߚߦㆊ߉߹ߖࠎߩߎޕὐߢޔ໑৻ήੑߩ⇇
ࠍ᭴▽ߢ߈ࠆน⢻ᕈߪߎࠇ߹ߢߦߥߊޔᓟߣ߽ߦߥߢߒࠂ߁ޕቢోήᲧߩ⇇ࠍ㆐ᚑߔࠆ
ߩ߇ᄞߢࠆߣߒߡޔ⢷ࠍᒛߞߡ⸒߃ࠆታ⺰㧔reality㧕ߥߤߪᚻߩዯ߆ߥ߽ߩߦᕁ߃߹ߔޕ
߽ߞߣ߽৻ᣇߢ⋧ޔኻਥ⟵ߩ┙႐߆ࠄ⇇ࠍ᭴▽ߔࠆߎߣߪߚ߿ߔߎߣ߇ࠄߢࠅ߹ߔ߇ޔ
ߤߩ⺑߽߇ㇱಽ⊛ߥ߽ߩߢࠆߎߣ߇߹ߨߊ೨ឭߣߐࠇߡࠆએ⥄߹߹ߩߘޔṌߔࠆߎ
ߣߦߥࠅ߹ߔޕ
ߎߩ⇇߇ㇱಽ⊛ߦߊߟ߽㊀ߥߞߚ⇇߆ࠄ᭴ᚑߐࠇߡࠆߣ߁ᣇߦߚߒߡޔ
㧔
⇇ߪ߭ߣߟߣߔࠆ㧕᥉ㆉਥ⟵ߩ┙႐ߪࠊࠇࠊࠇࠍᔃߐߖߡߊࠇࠆ߽ߩߢࠅ߹ߔޔߒ߆ߒޕ
ߘߩ႑ᗵ߇ߥߊߥࠆߣޔᴦߦ⛘ᦸߔࠆߩߣ߅ߥߓࠃ߁ߦ⥄ޔಽߛߌࠍାߓࠆ໑ᚒ⺰ߦ↢߈
ࠆߒ߆ߥߣㆇߠߌࠆߎߣߦߥࠆߣᕁ߃߹ߔ⁁ߥ߁ࠃߚૃޔ߽ߩ߁ߣޕᴫਅߢࠇ߫ੱޔ
㑆ߪߔߴߡหߓࠃ߁ߥࠍᛩߍ߆ߌࠆࠊߌߢߪࠅ߹ߖࠎ⸃ߪߡߞࠃߦੱޕߔߴ߈߇
ߢࠆ߆ࠍߪߞ߈ࠅߣℂ⸃ߢ߈ߥ႐ว߇ࠅޔዋߥߊߣ߽ߩ⊒ߒᣇߪߓߟߦߐ߹ߑ߹
ߣ߃ࠆߩߢߔߚߒࠢࡖࠪࠢࠡࠎ߳ߚࠆߓ↢ࠄ߆ߣߎߩߎޕ㑐ଥߪઍߩ↪⺆ߢߪޟᢥൻ⊛
ߥ⺋↪ߣޠ߫ࠇߡ߹ߔޕ
ߐߡޔ⸥ߦߍߚ⒳⇼ߩޘߪሽ⺰⊛ߥ⣂⛊߆ࠄ߃߫⇣ߥߞߚ㗴⟲ߣߒߡࠊߔߎ
ߣ߇ߢ߈߹ߔޔ߽ߒ߽ޕሽߔࠆ‛ߩ⾗⾰߇ߎࠇ߹ߢ߰ࠇߚ 4 ߟߩห৻ൻߩ᭽ᑼߦࠃࠅਛり
߇⇣ߥࠆߣߔࠇ߫ޔ⍮㗔ၞߣߘߩၮ⋚ߣߥࠆ⼂⺰⊛ߥ┙႐⚿ߩߘޔᨐߣߒߡߩ㗴߳ߩߔ
ߴߡߩขࠅ⚵ߺߪࠆ⒟ᐲᄌࠊߞߡߊࠆߎߣࠍߥߌࠇ߫ߥࠅ߹ߖࠎ⚿ߩߘޕᨐޔ᥉ㆉਥ⟵
ߣ⋧ኻਥ⟵ߩኻ┙᭽ᑼ߆ࠄᦼᓙߐࠇࠆࠃࠅ߽ࠬࠪࠢࡊޔ㧔praxis㧕ߟ߹ࠅታ〣ⴕേߩ㗔ၞ߇
ߪࠆ߆ߦⶄ㔀ߥ߽ߩߣߥࠆߩߢߔޕ
ห᭽ߦޔ4 ߟࠆห৻ൻߩ᭽ᑼߢߪࠇߙࠇߘޔㅢߩㆇࠍ߽ߟ㓸วߣߒߡߩᄙ⒳㘃ߩሽ
‛߇ࠄ߆ߓ␜ߐࠇߡ߹ߔ߇ߣ߮ੱޕᐲ⸳⸘ߔࠆߐߩᄙ᭽ߥ⠨߃ᣇߦᵈ⋡ߔࠇ߫ޔ
ੱ߮ߣ߇␠ળߩ㗔ၞߛߌࠍ㓒㔌ߒߡ⁛┙ߒߚߩ߽ߩߣߔࠆࠃ߁ߥߎߣߪ߹ߕߥߎߣߦ
᳇ઃߊߪߕߢߔޕታ㓙⥄ޔὼਥ⟵߇ᚑᾫߔࠆ߹ߢߩᤨઍޔኾ㐷ቇ㗔ၞߩ⎇ⓥ⠪ߪ␠ળࠍ⎇ⓥ
ኻ⽎ߣߒߡ߈߹ߒߚ⚿ߩߘޕᨐޔၞ࿕ߩᔨߦߪ߶ߣࠎߤ⋡߽ߊࠇߕޔ⇇ਛߩࡈࠖ࡞
࠼ࠍ⎇ⓥኻ⽎ߣߒߡ߈߹ߒߚߚߒ߁ߎޕขࠅ⚵ߺߢߪޔ᰷ੱߪࠄ߆ߓขࠅߚ߿ࠅᣇ
ߦᓥޔ⇇ਛߚࠆ႐ᚲߦ߅ߡ⥄ಽߚߜߩ߅߽ࠇߢᧂ㐿ᜏ㗔ၞߣౝኈߦߟߡ⎇ⓥߒ
ߚߩߢߔ␠ޕળᕈ㧔sociality㧕ߣߪ⇇ࠍ᭴▽ߔࠆሽ⺰⊛ߥᬺ߆ࠄᏫ⚿ߔࠆ߽ߩߢࠅޔ
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ࠄࠁࠆห৻ൻߩ᭽ᑼߦㅢߓࠆ߽ߩߢࠅ߹ߔࠆߔ᧪↱ߩߩ߽ࠆࠁࠄޔߪࠇߘޕၮ⋚ࠍ೨ឭ
ߣߔࠆ┙႐ߣߪ߶ߤ㆙߽ߩߥߩߢߔޕ
ߒߚ߇ߞߡ␠ޔળᕈߪ৻ߟߩ⺑ߢߪߥߊ⺑ࠈߒޔࠍⷐߔࠆߎߣ߇ࠄߥߩߢߔᦨߊߏޕ
ㄭ߹ߢੱޔ㘃ߪ⥄ὼߣ␠ળߣߩߜ߇ࠍ߈ߜࠎߣ⟎ઃߌߕߦੱޔ㑆ߣ㕖ੱ㑆⊛ߥሽࠍ‛
ߣߒߡᛒ߁ߎߣࠍᗐቯߒߡߎߥ߆ߞߚࠊߌߢߔ␠߁ߟ߰߇ࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ߫ࠇߔߣޕળߣ߆⇇ⷰ
ߣࠎߢࠆ߽ߩߪޔߣ⺕ߣ߇ߚ߇ߦ㑐ଥߔࠆߩ߆ߦ߁ࠃߩߤߡߒߘޔ㑐ଥߒޔߩߚ
ߩ㑐ଥ߆߁ߣޔࠍ߽ߣߦߔࠆ⹜ߺߢࠅࠆࠁࠄߪߦߚߩߘޔሽ‛ࠍߎࠇ߹ߢߣߪ
⇣ߥߞߚ㓸วߣߒߡᝒ߃ߥ߅ߔᔅⷐ߇ࠆߢߒࠂ߁ޕ
ߎ߁ߒߚ⇼ߦ╵߃ࠃ߁ߣߔࠆߐޔ᰷ߩ␠ળ⑼ቇ߇ 17㨪18 ♿ߩᴦືቇ߆ࠄ⛮ᛚߒ
ߡ߈ߚᘠ⠌⊛ߥᚻᲑߪਛᔃ⊛߆ߟᓇ㗀ജ߇ࠆࠁ߃ߦ⎕᫈ߔߴ߈߽ߩߢࠆߣߞߡࠃߢ
ߒࠂ߁ߩࠄࠇߎޔߪߩ߁ߣޕᚻᲑߪ߈ࠊߡ․ᱶߥᴦ⁁ᴫਅߦ߅ߡ⠨߃ࠄࠇߚ߈ࠊߡ
․ᱶߥ⸃㉼߆ࠄ⋥ߦዉ߈ߐࠇߚ߽ߩߥߩߢߔߩߎޕ⠨߃ߪੱ߮ߣ߇↢߈ߡߚᤨઍߦ߅ߌࠆ
หߩ․ᱶᕈࠍᛠីߒ⁁ߩߘޔᴫࠍ߽ߣߦࠅߍࠄࠇߚ↥‛ߢߔޔߒ߆ߒޕ᰷ߦ߅ߡ
߽⊕ߣߥߞߚࠃ߁ߦ⺑ߩߎޔߪࠊࠇࠊࠇߩ↢߈ࠆઍߩᄙర⊛ߥ⇇ൻ⁁ᘒ߿Ꮕߒㄼߞߚ
ⅣႺ㗴ߦኻಣߔࠆߚߦߪ߽ߪ߿ߘߋࠊߥ߽ߩߣߥߞߡ߹ߔޕ
ߎߎߢ߇ߜߚ⑳ޔ㗴ߣߒߚߩߪหߩ␠ળ⊛ᴦ⊛⚵❱ߦ㑐ߔࠆ൮⊛ߥᔨᨒ⚵
ߺߢࠅ߹ߔߚ߃ࠍᤨޔࠅ߹ߟޕㅢߩㅢߒࠍ߈ࠄ߆ߦߔࠆߚޔߩᣂߚߥᣇᴺߣߣ
߽ߦߪߣઁޔ㗼⪺ߦ⇣ߥࠆሽߢࠆੱ㑆߇ߘߩ․⾰⊛ߥᕁ⠨ࠍᒝߔࠆ߽ߩߣߒߡขࠅㄟࠎ
ߛ⥄ὼޔᢥൻ␠ޔળޔਥᮭޔ࿖ኅޔ↥↢ޔᱧผ⻉ߩߤߥⴚ⧓ޔᔨࠍߋߞߡ⺖ߦࠇࠊࠇࠊޔ
ߐࠇߡࠆߩߪᱧผߦ߅ߌࠆᢇਥ⊛ߥࠍ᭴▽ߔࠆߎߣߥߩߢߔޕ
ߎߩ⻠Ṷߢ߰ࠇߡ߈ߚᕁᗐߪᤨ㑆ࠍ߆ߌߡᩮ᳇ࠃߊ✬ߺߍࠄࠇߡ߈ߚ߽ߩߢࠅੱޔ㘃ቇ
ߩ․ቯಽ㊁ߣߒߡઁಽ㊁ߣߣ߽ߦ㊀ⷐߥᗧࠍ߽ߟ߽ߩߢߔุ߇ߡߴߔߩߘޔࠄ߆ߛޕቯߐࠇ
ߥ߹ߢ߽⛘ߩߘޔኻ⊛ߥ߆ࠄߩ㒠ᩰߪ߿ࠍ߃ߥߢߒࠂ߁ޕ
߹ߎߘੱᢥ␠ળ⑼ቇߪ⻉⇇߇߆ߦᄙ᭽ߥ᭴ᚑߩߐࠇᣇࠍߐࠇߡ߆ࠍีߔࠆߴ߈ᤨ
ߢࠅޔ᰷⊛ߥ⠨߃ߦㅊᓥߔࠆߎߣߥߊ߆ߦ⇇߇᭴ᚑߐࠇࠆ߆ߦߟߡߩℂ⸃ࠍㅴޔ
ߐࠄߦᐢߊߪࠊࠇࠊࠇᏒ᳃߇⇇ࠍౣ᭴ᚑߒੱޔ㑆ߣੱ㑆એᄖߩሽࠍ߰ߊߩੱ
ߦߣࠅᔟߊฃߌࠇࠄࠇࠆ႐ߣߥࠆࠃ߁ߥߦ⌕ᚻߔߴ߈ᤨߥߩߢߔޕ
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Draft of the lecture
The art of composing worlds
Philippe Descola
It has long been said that anthropology is the science which studies the interface between
nature and culture. And there is an element of truth in that. Historically to begin with. In
the wake of the colonial expansion of the European powers in the 19th century, increasingly
rich and detailed information was being collected in faraway places on the ways in which
non modern peoples perceived plants and animals. Some were said to grant the status of
ancestors to particular species, while others treated animals as close relatives or as doubles.
Although historians of religion and folklorists had already been studying such strange
attitudes, their steadfastness among geographically distant contemporaries inevitably raised
questions as to the unity of humans’ faculties and their seemingly unequal pace of
development. Anthropology as a specialized science spawned from a need to solve this
logical scandal, by explaining and justifying exotic forms of thinking that seemed to make
no clear distinctions between nature and culture; and this was happening precisely at the
time when the separation between the natural sciences and the sciences of culture was
being definitively consolidated in European universities. It resulted from these initial
conditions that the domain of anthropology came to span the great divide between, on the
one hand, the biological constraints of human and non-human organisms and, on the other
hand, the contingent rules and values of human societies. All the concrete objects studied
by anthropology are located in this interface between collective institutions and the
biological and psychological dimensions which give to social facts their substance, but not
their forms. The rules of kinship and marriage, the ways environments are perceived, used
and transformed, technical systems, forms of exchange, ideas about the person, the body
and its ailments, ecological knowledge and modes of classifying organisms, all these social
practices and know-how that anthropologist study take their sources in a wide variety of
human physiological functions, anatomical peculiarities, motor schemas, and cognitive
abilities, which cannot be dissociated from the cultural forms by the means of which they
are expressed.
I started my career as an anthropologist 40 years ago by studying precisely this kind
of interface between nature and culture. And in a most appropriate setting for such an
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endeavour, deep in the Amazonian jungle of Eastern Ecuador. There, together with my
wife and fellow anthropologist Anne Christine Taylor, I spent several years studying the
Jivaroan-speaking Achuar – a small tribe of
hunters and swidden horticulturists who had
recently engaged in peaceful contacts with
outsiders.

Using

both

quantitative

and

qualitative methods, I undertook to present a
thorough description and analysis of the
material and ideal relations between this
Amazonian society and its environment. By contrast with the simplistic determinism of
cultural materialism, which was predominant at the time in the field of environmental
anthropology and which purported to explain symbolic practices by their sole adaptive role
to an ecosystem, I attempted to offer alternative explanations in an alternative conceptual
framework. In particular, I showed that, although the Achuar had long settled in two
contrasted types of habitat (riverine and interfluvial), they did not adjust automatically
their social structure and cultural institutions
to adapt differentially to the resources
potentially available in the two ecosystems.
One of the reasons for this homeostasis was
that, in both habitats, the food production of
the Achuar widely exceeded their needs
while requiring very little labor. I also
highlighted the continuum between the
gardens and the forest in terms of plant manipulation. By constantly transplanting and
sparing useful wild plants in their gardens alongside cultivated ones, the Achuar,
generation after generation, had deeply modified the floristic composition of the rainforest.
The result was that the forest, which appeared as wild and spontaneous to Western eyes,
was in fact the non-intentional result of millennia of human action. This in part explained
why the Achuar did not conceive of the forest as a raw piece of nature to which they had to
adapt, but as a collection of personified entities, plants and animals, with whom they
engaged in daily interactions. I also accounted for the fact that the Achuar had refrained
from domesticating wild animals (i.e. having them produce offspring in domestic settings)
while normally keeping in their homes a great variety of pets, notably a whole array of
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mammals known to be able to breed in captivity. Pets are the byproducts of hunting and
they were treated with respect as orphans still under the protection of the powerful spirits
ruling the game animals. This precluded their being owned and controlled by humans. On
the basis of a careful revision of the ethnography, I showed subsequently that this
motivation for the non-domestication of wild animals was equally valid for the rest of the
lowlands of South America as well as for some native hunters elsewhere. Thus, petkeeping was in no way a form of proto-domestication, and it did not lead automatically to
domestication as some authors had surmised.
But the most important result of this initial fieldwork was probably to make me
reconsider the relevance of the great divide between nature and culture as an analytical tool
for anthropology. The Achuar Indians themselves led me to this. For their day to day
relations both to humans and to non-humans were structured by the same two schemes of
practice – predation and domesticity – embodied in the opposition between consanguinity
and affinity, typical of the Dravidian kinship systems common in Amazonia. Predation
rules both hunting and warfare in such a way that game animals are treated by men as
affines, as are neighboring human groups who are potential enemies; while domesticity
reigns in the gardens where cultivated plants are treated by women as consanguines, that is,
as children who need to be nurtured. Thus, it was obvious that, for the Achuar there was a
practical and conceptual continuity between the relations with non-humans and the
relations with humans. This ethnographic reappraisal challenged the philosophical notion
of nature, so important in Western metaphysics and epistemology. For I soon became
aware that such a notion was not only equally irrelevant for other Amazonian native
populations, but also for most other peoples the world over. It thus led me to discard as
Eurocentric the opposition between nature and culture and, as a consequence, to embark on
the task of reconceptualizing the object of anthropology. I have come now to define this
object as the comparative study of how peoples go about composing their worlds. And I
would like to devote this lecture to giving some substance to this definition.
I think we can safely take for granted as a starting point the assumption that humans
share the same basic set of cognitive and sensory-motor dispositions, and that what are
usually called ‘cultural variations’ are due, not to differences in capacities but to
differences in how salient features of the world are actualized by these capacities. But why
is that so? Where does the filtering process come from, that selects certain qualities of
objects and relations, and neglects others, as food for thought and vector of action? The
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most common answer is that phenomena are multidimensional. This property is a wellestablished theme in philosophy ever since Boyle and Locke popularized it as a distinction
between primary and secondary qualities: the former are said to be intelligible, separable
and, in a large measure, calculable; while the latter are the subject matter of what my
master Claude Lévi-Strauss called ‘la logique du concret’, the ability of the mind to
establish relations of correspondence and opposition between salient features of our
perceived environment. Dealing with those dimensions of a phenomenon where its socalled primary qualities are deemed relevant will most likely result in propositions that fall
under a universalist regime; while dealing with the impressions it leaves on our senses will
open up many possibilities for inferences and connections that are relative to personal and
historical circumstances. Archimedes’ principle applies everywhere on earth, whatever the
nature of the body that is plunged into water, while the subjective experience of a human
plunged into water may vary considerably according to his or her abilities and to the
context. This philosophical distinction between the modes of being of a same phenomenon
as they are differentially actualized by various approaches generated the great
epistemological divide between the domain of the sciences of nature and that of the
sciences of culture, and the ensuing anathema against exporting the method and
expectations of the former (generalization, measuring, replicability, prediction, etc.) into
the methods and expectations of the latter (individualization, interpretation, value sharing,
semantic coherence, etc.) and vice versa. The resulting processes of sorting out,
purification and border policing has made it extremely difficult to deal in practice with the
multidimensionality of phenomena as these are necessarily dislocated between various
forms of expression and various regimes of veridiction. Geology and chemistry will
account for one aspect of the soils I encountered and studied among the Achuar of the
Upper Amazon, while anthropology will account for the use they make of it, the names
they give to the different types and the myths they narrate about it.
The direction I have been exploring tries to avoid this parceling out of phenomena
as a way of explaining the diversity of human perceptions of their environment. For there
is another reason which explains the very different ways, traditionally labeled ‘cultural’, of
giving accounts of the world in spite of a common biological equipment. Let us call
‘worlding’ this process of piecing together what is perceived in our environment. Here, I
take worlding in a different sense from the one given to that word by postmodern and
postcolonial authors, that is, as a social construction of reality by hegemonic Westerners.
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By contrast with this meaning which implies a distinction between a pre-existing
transcendental reality and the various cultural versions that can be given of it, I see
worlding rather as the process of stabilization of certain features of what happens to us.
Now, I surmise that this worlding process is not done at random, but is mainly based upon
basic intuitions as to the existence and properties of certain beings in our environment.
Why do Achuar hunters detect spirits when they walk in the forest, while nuclear scientists
do not do so? Questions like this cannot be resolved by opposing, on the one hand, the
world as the totality of things and, on the other hand, the multiple worlds of experienced
reality, although such an opposition between the world as it is and the world as it is
subjectively apprehended has become a basic tenet of modernist epistemology. What is
potentially available to us as sentient beings is not a complete and self-contained world
waiting to be represented according to different viewpoints, but, most probably, a vast
amount of qualities and relations that can be actualized or not by humans according to how
ontological filters discriminate between environmental affordances. The material and
immaterial objects of our environment do not stand in the heavens of eternal ideas ready to
be captured by our faculties, nor are they mere social constructs giving shape and meaning
to a raw material; they are just clusters of qualities some of which we detect, some of
which we ignore.
The variety in the forms of worlding comes from the fact that this differential
actualization of qualities is not done at random; it follows the line of basic inferences as to
how qualities come to be attached to the objects we apprehend and as to how these
qualities are related. Speaking of ‘ontological filters’ is a way for me to emphasize the fact
that the analytical level at which I suggest that the anthropological endeavor should start is
more elementary than what is usually taken for granted. My conviction is that systems of
differences in the ways humans compose their worlds are not to be understood as byproducts of institutions, economic systems, sets of values, cultural patterns, worldviews or
the like; on the contrary, the latter are the outcome of more basic assumptions as to what
the world contains and as to how the elements of this furniture are connected. The word
‘ontology’ seems appropriate to qualify this analytical level which could be called
antepredicative in the language of phenomenology. And my parsimonious use of this
notion over the past two decades stands for a claim of conceptual hygiene: ‘ontology’
simply means we should look for the roots of human diversity at a deeper level, where
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basic inferences are made about the kinds of beings the world is made of and how they
relate to each other.
Let me now clarify my proposition that the variety in the forms of worlding results
from the variety of ontological regimes under which this process is realized. Perhaps it
would help if I began by stating what I think anthropology is about. Its main task, as I see
it, is not to provide thorough descriptions of specific institutions, cultural habits or social
practices – this is the job of ethnography. Anthropology can be practiced by ethnographers
and ethnography can be done by anthropologists; I have done both things myself, but not at
the same time, for the aims and methods of ethnography and of anthropology should not be
confused. The main task of anthropology is to bring to light how beings of a certain kind –
humans – operate in their environment, how they detect in it such or such property that
they make use of, and how they manage to transform this environment by weaving with it
and between themselves permanent or occasional relations of a remarkable, but not infinite,
diversity. To carry through this task, we need to map these relations, to better understand
their nature, to establish their modes of compatibility and incompatibility and to examine
how they become actualized in styles of action and thought that appear immediately
distinctive. In short, the task of anthropology is to account for how worlds are composed.
What are these distinctive styles of composing worlds that anthropology should
bring to light? They should be understood as cognitive and sensory-motor patterns of
practice, in part innate, in part resulting from the actual process of interactions between
organisms, that is, from the practical manners of coordinating human and non-human
agencies in a given environment. Such patterns are thus more than framing devices used by
the analyst to describe a situation; they are framing devices used by the actants to make
sense of a situation and manage the fine-tuning of what could be called interagency. These
framing devices can be seen as abstract structures, such as the artificial perspective or the
routine scenarios of daily interactions, which organize skills, perceptions and action
without mobilizing a declarative knowledge. They are, to borrow Maurice Bloch’s words,
“things that go without saying” (1992), that is, cognitive schemata that regulate habitus,
guide inferences, filter perceptions and are largely the products of the affordances which
the world offers to the specifically human dispositions.
A fundamental function of these framing devices is to ascribe identities by lumping
together, or dissociating, elements of the lived world that appear to have similar or
dissimilar qualities. My argument is that one of the universal features of the cognitive
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process into which such dispositions are rooted is the awareness of a duality of planes
between material processes (which I call ‘physicality’) and mental states (which I call
‘interiority’). This assumption is founded on a variety of sources derived from philosophy,
psychology and ethnology upon which I will not dwell here. Let me just point out the
established fact that, until the Western physicalist theories of the late 20th century
explained consciousness as an emerging property of biological functions, there was no
evidence anywhere of a conception that would describe the normal living human person as
a pure physical body without any form of interiority, or as a pure interiority without any
form of embodiment. Thus, the distinction between a plane of interiority and a plane of
physicality is not the simple ethnocentric projection of an opposition between body and
mind that would be specific to the West; one should rather apprehend this opposition as it
emerged in Europe, and the philosophical and theological theories which were elaborated
upon it, as local variants of a more general system of elementary contrasts that can be
studied comparatively. By using this universal grid, humans are in a position to emphasize
or minimize continuity and difference between humans and non-humans.
An illustration is indispensable here, which I will borrow from the rich palette of
relations between people and birds. The Nungar tribes in south-western Australia were
organized in exogamous moieties named after two birds: the white cockatoo, Cacatua
tenuirostris, whose indigenous name maarnetj can be translated as “the catcher”, and the
crow, Corvus coronoides, called waardar, a term meaning “the watcher”. The fact that an
animal species is named after a general characteristic of its behaviour rather than by a term
exclusively associated with it, a feature common in Australian languages, is partially
explained by the status conferred on these two totemic birds. They are the origin and
substantial incarnation of two contrasting sets of material and spiritual properties –
character traits, physical dispositions and capacities, psychological tendencies and the like
– that are reputedly peculiar to all human members of each of the moieties, and
simultaneously to all non-humans respectively affiliated to them. William Spencer and
Franck Gillen noted this community of dispositions and temperaments within hybrid
communities more than a century ago, when they wrote that, in central Australia, “the
totem of any man is regarded … as the same thing as himself”. It is not that the object of
this kind of identification is a crow or cockatoo observable in the environment, but rather
that these species constitute the hypostases of a relationship of physical and moral identity
between certain entities of the world – a relationship that transcends apparent
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morphological and functional differences, better to emphasize a common base of
ontological similitude.
Far from there, on the plateau of central Mexico, the Otomi Indians also maintain a
relationship of identification with birds and primarily with the black vulture. This
scavenger is the most common avatar of the tona, an animal double whose life cycle is
parallel to that of every human being, since it is born and dies at the same time as he or she
does, and anything that harms the integrity of the one simultaneously affects the other.
Labelled with the term “nagualism”, this belief, found throughout Mesoamerica, was
considered by anthropologists as a testimony to the fact that some peoples did not make
clear distinctions between a human being and an animal, exactly as was the case with
totems in Australia. Yet, there are at least two reasons why the commonality of fate
between the human and his or her animal double that is surmised in Mesoamerica is very
different from the material and spiritual continuity postulated by the Nungar between
members of the moieties and their totemic birds. First, in Mexico, the animal double is an
individual, born on a certain day and engaged daily in a variety of activities, not a
prototypical species as in Australia, which shares abstract properties with some humans.
Second, in Mesoamerica, a human being does not have the idiosyncratic features of the
animal double with which he or she is matched, and whose nature is often unbeknown to
him or her. It is necessary, on the contrary, for the human being and his or her animal alter
ego to be distinguished in essence and substance for a relationship of analogical
correspondence to exist between them, and for accidents that happen first to the one to be
able to affect the correlate, as if by reverberation.
Further south, in upper Amazonia, the same Achuar with whom I did fieldwork
grant a place of choice to another bird, the toucan. First, it is the most common type of
game, even if its meat is too tough to be recommended to gourmets. Like other birds and
most mammals, the toucan is said to have a soul similar to that of humans. This feature
locates the toucan among people endowed with subjectivity and intentionality, which it can
use to communicate with all the entities endowed with the same privilege, that is, most
plants and animals. It is also owing to this aptitude that the toucan is said to conform to the
rules and values governing social life of the Achuar. The toucan is in particular the
exemplary embodiment among non-humans of the figure of the brother-in-law, a term used
to denote it in certain contexts. This makes the toucan the emblematic partner of the
relationship of affinity that humans maintain with game. Yet the humanity shared between
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the Achuar and the toucans is of a moral and not physical nature: their identical interiority
underpinning their similarities is lodged within bodies with clearly different properties
which define and make manifest the boundaries of separate but isomorphic social units in
which their respective lives develop. By contrast with the vulture of the Otomi, which is an
anonymous singularity, entirely foreign and unknown to the person to which it is coupled
by the same destiny, the toucan of the Achuar is a member of a community of the same
nature as that of humans and, as such, the potential subject of a social relationship with any
entity, human or non-human, placed in the same situation. But the toucan also differs from
the totemic birds of the Nungar of Australia insofar as there is no material continuity
between the toucan and humans, and furthermore as it is believed that it bases its behaviour
and institutions on the model provided by humans, and not the reverse.
Let us now turn to the West and consider the properties that Europeans have
granted to the parrot. It is no doubt an exotic bird, but also one whose disturbing ability to
imitate the human voice has for several centuries been a source of entertainment and a
pretext for philosophical disquisitions. Yet, this uncanny ability did not grant to the parrot
the status of a quasi-human. For a score of great philosophers, among them Descartes,
Locke and Leibniz, have argued that the phrases uttered by parrots are in no way a sign of
their humanity since this bird cannot adapt the impressions it receives from outside objects
to the signs that it reproduces by imitation; which is why, by contrast with humans, it
would be incapable of inventing new languages. Let us recall that, in the Cartesian
ontology, animals are purely material beings because they cannot participate a priori in the
unextended substance that is the soul. And even though this point of view has been
criticized countless times and would appear bizarre, I should think, to many Japanese
people, Europeans carry on spontaneously adhering to it when they surmise that humans
are distinguished from nonhumans by a reflexive conscience, subjectivity, the power to
signify, the manipulation of symbols, and the use of language through which these
faculties are expressed. Westerners furthermore fail to question the consequences implicit
in this postulate: that the contingency inherent in the ability to produce arbitrary signs
causes humans to differentiate between themselves by way of the form they give their
conventions, and this by virtue of a collective disposition that was formerly called
Volksgeist in German, or le génie d’un peuple in French, and that we now prefer to call
culture. Finally, like Descartes, but with the sounder justifications provided by Darwinism,
Westerners are ready to grant that the physical components of our humanity situates them
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in a material continuum within which they do not appear to be a far more significant
singularity than any other organized being.
If we consider the modern ontology that I have just described as a way, among
several others, of identifying and classifying beings according to the properties that we
detect in them, and not as an absolute standard in relation to which cultural variations must
be measured, then the contrasting features that it presents in relation to other ontological
formulae

become

far more manifest.
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can assume either: that it has elements of physicality and interiority identical to my own,
but which all together differ from those that my spouse or my brother-in-law share with
another bird – which is what the Nungar do – and I have called that ‘totemism’; or that the
interiority of this bird and its physicality are distinct from my own, even though they
display small enough differences to allow for relations of analogy – which is the case of
the Otomi – and I have called that ‘analogism’; or else that the bird and I have similar
interiorities and heterogeneous physicalities – as the Achuar posit – and I have called that
‘animism’; or finally that our interiorities are incommensurable and our physicalities
likewise – the view that began to prevail in certain circles in the West during the 17th – and
I have called that ‘naturalism’. Over and above the relationship to these particular objects
that I have taken as examples, each of these combinations affords a glimpse of a more
general principle governing the distribution of the continuities and discontinuities between
any human subject and the objects of its environment, on the basis of the resemblances and
contrasts of form, substance and behaviour that his or her engagement in the world leads
him or her to infer. Each of these modes of identification serves moreover as a touchstone
for singular configurations of cosmological systems, of conceptions of the social link and
theories of otherness that are as many instituted expressions of more entrenched
mechanisms of recognition of the other.
However, these manners of detecting and emphasizing folds in our surroundings
should not be taken as a typology of tightly isolated ‘worldviews’. True, I have isolated
them after a careful consideration of the ethnographical and historical literature. For
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example, animism, as I have just defined it – that is, as a continuity of souls and a
discontinuity of bodies – is not only typical of the Achuar, or of Amazonian Indians in
general; it is most common also in northern North America, in Siberia and in some parts of
South-East Asia and Melanesia where people endow plants, animals and other elements of
their physical environment with subjectivity and establish with these entities all sorts of
personal relations, of friendship, exchange, seduction, or hostility. Likewise, ‘Analogism’
is not only a feature of the Otomi Indians or of Mesoamerican native societies. The notion
that all beings in the world are fragmented into a multiplicity of essences, forms and
substances separated by minute intervals, but can nevertheless be coordinated by a dense
network of correspondences based on analogical reasoning, this notion was common in
Europe and the circummediterranean civilizations from Antiquity to the Renaissance, and
it still prevails in native communities of the Andes and in large parts of Asia and Africa.
Nevertheless, these ontologies cannot be directly equated with cultures or worldviews.
Rather, they are the development of the phenomenological consequences of four different
kinds of intuitions about the identities of beings in the world. According to circumstances,
each human is capable of making an inference in any of the four modes, but will most
likely pass a judgment of identity according to the ontological context – that is, the
systematization for a group of humans of one of the inferences only – where he or she was
socialized. Actual ontologies can be very close to the model (animism in Amazonia and the
Subarctic, totemism in Australia, analogism in ancient China or Mexico, naturalism in the
epistemological and philosophical literature of European modernity); but perhaps the most
common situation is one of hybridity, where a mode of identification will slightly dominate
over another one, resulting in a variety of complex combinations. This fourfold typology
should thus be taken as a heuristic device rather than as a method for classifying societies,
a useful device, however, as it brings to light the reasons for some of the structural
regularities observable in the ways the phenomenological world is instituted and for the
compatibilities and incompatibilities between such regularities, two basic anthropological
tasks that have been too quickly discarded and thus left open to crude naturalistic
approaches.
I will now return to my initial concern: how should we conceive the process of
composing worlds? It should be obvious that my position excludes both the hypothesis of
multiple worlds and that of multiple worldviews. There can be no multiple worlds, in the
sense of tightly sealed containers of human experience with their own specific properties
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and physical laws, because it is highly probable that the potential qualities and relations
afforded to human cognition and enactment are uniformly distributed. But once the
worlding process has been achieved, once some of these qualities and relations have been
detected and systematized, the result is not a worldview, that is, one version among others
of the same transcendental reality; the result is a world in its own right, a system of
incompletely actualized properties, saturated with meaning and replete with agency, but
partially overlapping with other similar configurations that have been differently actualized
and instituted by different actants. All these fragmentary actualizations, including the
highly personal ones of great artists or psychopaths, are variants, or partial instantiations,
of potentialities that have never been, and will probably never be, fully integrated in a
single unified world. As a dream of perfect totalization, full-fledged realism seems out of
reach; relativism, on the other hand, is easily attainable but self-defeating since it
presupposes the universal background of which each version is a partial rendering.
At first glance, these partly overlapping worlds appear to condemn us to live in
solipsism, perhaps even in political despair, once we forfeit the reassuring consolation of
universalism. For faced with similar situations, not every fragment of humanity will ask
the same questions; or they at least will formulate them in such different ways that other
fragments may have difficulty in recognizing in them the very questions that they
themselves have set out to elucidate. This induces massive mismatches, usually called
‘cultural misunderstandings’ in the language of the Moderns. Now, most of those questions
may be grouped as problems whose expression will take different forms depending on the
ontological contexts in which they arise. If one accepts that the distribution of the qualities
of existents varies according to the modes of identification that I have sketched, one must
also accept that the cognitive regimes, the epistemological positions that make those
regimes possible and the resulting manners of tackling a problem will all vary to the same
degree. It thus renders our sphere of praxis far more complicated than what the usual
opposition between universalism and relativism had led us to expect.
Likewise, each of these modes of identification prefigures the kind of collective
that is suited to assembling within a common destiny the various types of beings that it
distinguishes. If we pay attention to the diverse ideas that peoples have forged concerning
their institutions, we are bound to notice that they seldom result in isolating the social
domain as a separate regime of existence, with precepts that govern solely the sphere of
human activities. In fact, not until naturalism reached maturity did a body of specialized
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disciplines take as their object the social domain and consequently undertake to detect and
objectivize that field of practice in every part of the world and with scant regard for local
concepts, just as if its frontiers and content were everywhere identical to those that
Westerners had fixed for it. Far from being the presupposed basis from which everything
else stems, sociality on the contrary results from the ontological work of composing worlds
to which every mode of identification leads. So sociality is not an explanation but, rather,
what needs to be explained. If, up until recently, humankind did not operate hard and fast
distinctions between the natural and the social and did not think that the treatment of
humans and that of non-humans were divorced, then we should regard what we usually call
societies and cosmologies as a matter of distributing existents into different collectives:
what or who associates with what or who, and in what way, and for what purpose?
Asking this kind of questions, and trying to answer them, implies that the
conventional tools which the social sciences have inherited from the European political
philosophy of the 17th and 18th centuries have to be divested of their centrality and
paradigmatic clout, for these tools are the direct outcome of a highly unusual reflexive
account of highly unusual historical circumstances. At the time it was produced, this
account both captured and fashioned the peculiarity of the kind of collective within which
the Moderns felt they were bound to live; but it has become obvious, even in the West, that
the account is no longer apposite to the multiple worlding states we live in and to the
urgency of the impending ecological doom. What is at stake here is the whole conceptual
framework through which we deal with the ‘social and political organization’ of collectives,
the messianic regime of historicity that we have imposed upon other, very different, ways
to deal with the unfolding through time of a common prospect, and the basic notions by the
means of which we buttress our thinking about why humans are distinctive and how they
implement differentially this distinctiveness, notions such as: nature, culture, society,
sovereignty, the state, production, history, art, and so forth. All of this patiently constructed
grid will have to be, if not wholly discarded – for it expresses a specific anthropology
which deserves to be taken into account alongside others –, at least demoted from its
imperial position. It is time, then, that the social sciences take stock of the fact that worlds
are differently composed; it is time that they endeavour to understand how they are
composed without automatic recourse to the Western mode of composition; it is time, more
generally, that we, citizen of the earth, set out to recompose theses worlds so as to make
them more amenable to a wider variety of inhabitants, human and non-human.

―28―























ਥ
⋉⽷࿅ᴺੱ࿖㓙⧎ߣ✛ߩඳⷩળ⸥ᔨදળ
 ޥᄢ㒋Ꮢ㢬✛ 
㔚㧦 (#:㧦

䎶䏓䏒䏑䏖䏒䏕䎃
䎨䎻䎳䎲䙹䎜䎓䎃 䎩䏒䏘䏑䏇䏄䏗䏌䏒䏑䎃
䎕䎐䎔䎖䎙䎃 䎵䏜䏒䏎䏘䏆䏋䏌䏎䏒䏈䏑䎏䎃䎷䏖䏘䏕䏘䏐䏌䎐䏎䏘䎏䎃䎲䏖䏄䏎䏄䎏䎃䎘䎖䎛䎐䎓䎓䎖䎙䎃䎭䏄䏓䏄䏑䎃
䎷䎨䎯䰆䎛䎔䎐䎙䎐䎙䎜䎔䎘䎐䎗䎘䎔䎖䎃 䎩䎤䎻䰆䎛䎔䎐䎙䎐䎙䎜䎔䎘䎐䎗䎘䎕䎗



䎃
᧲੩ㇺᢎ⢒ᆔຬળ䎃 䯴᧲੩ળ႐䬽䭎䯵䎃
䎦䏒䏖䏓䏒䏑䏖䏒䏕䎃
䎷䏒䏎䏜䏒䎃䎰䏈䏗䏕䏒䏓䏒䏏䏌䏗䏄䏑䎃䎥䏒䏄䏕䏇䎃䏒䏉䎃䎨䏇䏘䏆䏄䏗䏌䏒䏑䯴䎲䏑䏏䏜䎃䏗䏋䏈䎃䏏䏈䏆䏗䏘䏕䏈䎃䏋䏈䏏䏇䎃䏌䏑䎃䎷䏒䏎䏜䏒䯵䎃
䎃
䎃
ᓟេ䎃
ㄘᨋ᳓↥⋭䫺࿖ㅢ⋭䫺ᢥㇱ⑼ቇ⋭䫺ⅣႺ⋭䫺䎃
ᄢ㒋ᐭ䯴ᄢ㒋ળ႐䬽䭎䯵䫺ᄢ㒋Ꮢ䯴ᄢ㒋ળ႐䬽䭎䯵䫺䮜䮰䮺䮀ᄢ㙚䎃
䎶䏘䏓䏓䏒䏕䏗䏈䏕䏖䎃
䎰䏌䏑䏌䏖䏗䏕䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䎤䏊䏕䏌䏆䏘䏏䏗䏘䏕䏈䎏䎃䎩䏒䏕䏈䏖䏗䏕䏜䎃䏄䏑䏇䎃䎩䏌䏖䏋䏈䏕䏌䏈䏖䎃 䯂䎃 䎰䏌䏑䏌䏖䏗䏕䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䎯䏄䏑䏇䎏䎃䎬䏑䏉䏕䏄䏖䏗䏕䏘䏆䏗䏘䏕䏈䎏䎃䎷䏕䏄䏑䏖䏓䏒䏕䏗䎃䏄䏑䏇䎃䎷䏒䏘䏕䏌䏖䏐䎃
䎰䏌䏑䏌䏖䏗䏕䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䎨䏇䏘䏆䏄䏗䏌䏒䏑䎏䎃䎦䏘䏏䏗䏘䏕䏈䎏䎃䎶䏓䏒䏕䏗䏖䎏䎃䎶䏆䏌䏈䏑䏆䏈䎃䏄䏑䏇䎃䎷䏈䏆䏋䏑䏒䏏䏒䏊䏜䎃 䯂䎃 䎰䏌䏑䏌䏖䏗䏕䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䏗䏋䏈䎃䎨䏑䏙䏌䏕䏒䏑䏐䏈䏑䏗䎃
䎲䏖䏄䏎䏄䎃䎳䏕䏈䏉䏈䏆䏗䏘䏕䏄䏏䎃䎪䏒䏙䏈䏕䏑䏐䏈䏑䏗䯴䎲䏑䏏䏜䎃䏗䏋䏈䎃䏏䏈䏆䏗䏘䏕䏈䎃䏋䏈䏏䏇䎃䏌䏑䎃䎲䏖䏄䏎䏄䯵䎏䎃
䎦䏌䏗䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䎲䏖䏄䏎䏄䯴䎲䏑䏏䏜䎃䏗䏋䏈䎃䏏䏈䏆䏗䏘䏕䏈䎃䏋䏈䏏䏇䎃䏌䏑䎃䎲䏖䏄䏎䏄䯵䎏䎃䎨䏐䏅䏄䏖䏖䏜䎃䏒䏉䎃䏗䏋䏈䎃䎩䏕䏈䏑䏆䏋䎃䎵䏈䏓䏘䏅䏏䏌䏆䎃䏌䏑䎃䎭䏄䏓䏄䏑䎃

