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Lévi-Strauss, C. 1963. Structural Anthropology. New York: Basic Books. p.337.
“Actually, Marx and Engels frequently express the idea that primitive, or allegedly primitive, societies are governed by “blood ties” (which, today, we call kinship systems) and not by economic relationships. If these societies were not destroyed from without, they might endure indefinitely. The temporal category applicable to them has nothing to do with the one we employ to understand the development of our own society. Nor does this conception contradict in the least the famous dictum of the Communist Manifesto that “the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.” In the light of Hegel’s philosophy of the State, this dictum does not mean that the class struggle is co-extensive with humanity, but that the ideas of history and society can be applied, in the full sense which Marx gives them, only from the time when the class struggle first appeared. The letter to Weydemeyer clearly supports this: “What I did that was new,” Marx wrote, “was prove . . . that the existence of classes is only bound up with particular historical phases in the development of production.”


	Lévi-Strauss’ work is heavily focused on social structure, and the book from which this extract is taken aims to define this term and to some extent explore its history within Anthropology. It is worthwhile to note that this source is taken from the postscript to a chapter in his book ‘Structural Anthropology’, which addresses criticisms of his work and arguments, as this may add an extra dimension of subjectivity to the ideas expressed.
	Within the chapter itself, Lévi-Strauss refers to an “upheaval of economic studies…[which] ushers in an era of closer cooperation between the economist and the anthropologist.” (p.297) – this highlights an atmosphere of change within the discourse of structural and economic anthropology, which is seen throughout the work and within this source. What is explored in this particular section of the book is Marx’ contribution to anthropological thought and a defence of Lévi-Strauss’ interpretation of this contribution and how he relates Marxist principles to ethnographic practice.
	Marx’ contribution to anthropological thought is well-documented. Evans-Pritchard (1981) explores much of the early (19th century) history of anthropology through the opposition of Marx and Durkheim and their respective schools of thought.
	The first key point to take from this source is that there is no parallel to be drawn between the development of different societies. The development of the global north is not to be viewed as a template for the development of all societies, and as such the global south is not to be seen as behind the global north on the same path, but as differently (but equally) developed.
	Today, this idea is almost fundamental to the discipline of anthropology, but when this piece was written in the early 1960’s, the general consensus was that the global north was more advanced than the global south; global south societies were not “modern”.
	As a result, this source demonstrates a crucial turning point in anthropological discourse. The beginnings of Anthropology were rooted in colonialist attitudes of viewing global south societies as a replica or template for the pre-industrial global north. I.M. Lewis (1976) writes about the evolutionist beginnings of Anthropology, explaining that early anthropologists “did not, of course, hold such enlightened views on the mind and character of the ‘savage tribesman’” (p. 36), and looked upon so-called ‘primitive’ societies with a somewhat parental attitude. This implies a parallel timeline of development applicable to all societies, which this source clearly negates.
	This source also highlights the Marxist conviction that socio-economic class is not intrinsic to human society, but rather something which has evolved throughout its history. Lévi-Strauss acknowledges that Marx’ definition of society is inextricably linked to class struggles, but this does not negate the idea that the existence of class is not a natural phenomenon.
	This assertion is meaningful within the discourse of structural anthropology, as it suggests that studies of class systems are not necessarily an elemental part of anthropology or ethnography – class is not a fundamental part of society, ergo it should not be assumed that a society functions on a class-based system, and certainly should not be assumed that a society is or will inevitably become a capitalist one. It can be argued, therefore, that the study of social structures within societies is not (necessarily) the study of social hierarchies or divisions or of power relations.
	Another key idea expressed in this source is that some societies are governed “not by economic relationships” which is a crucial consideration in structural anthropology. It cannot be assumed in all cases (or arguably in any cases) that economic relations and structures are the foremost social structures within a society, culture or community. Kinship is another fundamental theme in ethnographic research.
	Lévi-Strauss taps into another key condition of ethnographic practice in the statement that if non-capitalist societies “were not destroyed from without, they might endure indefinitely.” Anthropologists aim to understand cultures without prejudgment based on global north ideas and preconceptions of reality and norms. Here, Lévi-Strauss (however intentionally) alludes to the colonialist beginnings of Anthropology and ethnography, wherein the study and understanding of global south societies served to advise and strengthen colonial power (see Lewis, 1976). It is now an imperative of ethnographic practice within Anthropology that the researcher should attempt to avoid altering the social structure of any community.
	While acknowledging the fact that societies do not follow a singular set timeline of development and class is not an integral part of all societies, Lévi-Strauss also keeps in mind the Marxist assertion that class struggles are intertwined with the history of society and economic development, and comments that one does not negate the other. The history of class struggles – viewed here as symbiotic with the history of society as a whole – can be understood as a lens through which to examine societal structures and thus individuals’ experiences of living within society. However, this is a problematic way of looking at society and carrying out anthropological research, as it should not be assumed – as mentioned previously – that a particular social structure exists within a particular society. A variety of social models are conceivable, and it is not feasible nor appropriate to view all societies through the same structural lens.
	Within this extract, Lévi-Strauss alludes to a number of pivotal themes and points in the history of anthropological discourse, particularly within structural Anthropology. He touches on the topic of kinship and therein highlights the debate within the discipline about social structures and their importance. His exploration of Marxist theory and its impact on anthropological discourse is significant in that it assesses and challenges established ideas about social structures, as well as beginning to demonstrate the evolution of the discipline of structural Anthropology and of ethnographic practice. However, Lévi-Strauss falls short of accurately and specifically connecting the theories of Marx and Engels to this assessment, and thus the arguments expressed in this extract are limited in relevance and impact within the discipline of structural Anthropology.
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Neoliberalism and The Independent Group
How are power dynamics changing in UK politics?
[image: ]With the constant and ever-changing bombardment of news in today’s world, you’d be forgiven for not knowing (or caring) who the Independent Group are. The group consists of eight Labour and three Conservative MPs who split from their parties in 2019 primarily in protest against Brexit (Maidment and Capurro, 2019).The Independent Group at PMQs (iNews, 2019)

But what do the Independent Group actually stand for? And what does it mean for politics in the UK?
[image: ]As an anthropologist, it’s not my place to label a group of people. But the Independent Group can be described as a neoliberal, centrist group. Neoliberalism is a political ideology (and, from an anthropological standpoint, a form of social organisation) based on the principle of having free markets and minimal state intervention. The Independent Group’s main point is their opposition to Brexit. The European Union has always promoted free trade and business between its members – the ‘four freedoms’ of the single market (free movement of workers, goods, services and capital) secure relatively unrestricted trade (Foster, 2016). This is a broadly neoliberal concept.
Anna Soubry – a former Tory MP who joined the Independent Group – is particularly on the side of the free market and unrestricted business. During her time in Parliament, she has voted largely against measures to impose restrictions on businesses and the wealthy; for example, she voted consistently for reducing corporation tax (TheyWorkForYou, 2018).
So does the creation of the Independent Group signal a shift in power dynamics in the UK? Is the political landscape shifting, and is the nature of politics changing?Anna Soubry’s voting record on business and economic issues (TheyWorkForYou, 2018)

[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]In short, no. Groups of MPs splitting from mainstream parties is nothing new. In 1981, the Social Democratic Party (SDP) was formed when the ‘Gang of Four’ (Bill Rodgers, Shirley Williams, Roy Jenkins and David Owen) split from the Labour Party to form a party dedicated to the free market economy – the ‘social market’ model (SDP, Scott, 2019).The ‘Gang of Four’: Rodgers, Williams, Jenkins, Owen (BBC News, 2019)

[image: ]But what’s wrong with Neoliberalism? Critics of Neoliberalism argue that relying on the market to maintain, regulate and correct itself is dangerous and leads to financial crises. Riles (2013) talks about her experience working in Tokyo after the economic crisis caused by the 2011 Fukushima disaster: she argues that prior to the disaster, economists were confidently subscribed to the neoliberalist ideology of self-regulating markets. But after the financial crash, it became clear that this kind of economy was unstable. Without getting stuck into economic jargon, this essentially means that, without regulation, the market became heavily dependent on a very small number of key players, so when these were hit with a crisis, the entire market collapsed.The impact of the Fukushima nuclear disaster on Japan’s economy (Mail Online, 2011)

In the same wordy article, Riles (an anthropologist) also talks about economic “culturalism” – (broadly) the idea that national economies are bound to their culture; ethno-economics. In relation to the Independent Group, this is quite significant – it implies that the group’s creation either reflects a change in British culture, or that it will fail to change economic politics because it doesn’t. Whether this idea carries any weight, of course, remains to be seen.
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