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AN ANTHROPOLOGIST LOOKS AT BALLET AS_A FORM OF ETHNIC DANCE*

it is good anthropology to think of ballet as a form of ethnic
¢ance. Currently, that idea is unacceptable to most Western dance
scholars. This lack of agreement shows cliearly that something is amiss
‘n the communication of ideas between the scholars of dance and those
:f anthropology, and this paper is an attempt to bridge that communication
C3da

The faults and errors of anthropologists in their approach to
cance are many, but they are largely due to their hesitation to deal
with something which seems esoteric and out of their field of competence.
Fowever, a handful of dance anthropologists are trying to rectify this
ty publishing in the social science journals and by participating in
farmal and informal meetings with other anthropologists.

By ethnic dance, anthropologists mean to convey the idea that all
“2rms of dance reflect the culfural traditions within which they
cevaloped. Dancers and dance scholars, as this paper will show, use
tnis term, and the related terms ethnologic, primitive and folkdance,
cifferently and, in fact, in a way which reveals their Timited knowledge
=7 non-Western dance forms.

In preparing to formulate this paper, I reread in an intense periocd
rtinent writings by DeMille, Haskell, Holt, the Kinneys, Kirstein,
Mari, Martin, Sachs, Sorell and Terry. In addition I carefully reread
e definitions pertaining to dance in Webster's New International
Cictionary, the Znd edition definitions which were written by Humphrey,
znd the 3rd edition definitions which were written by Kurath. Although
z7ese and other sources are listed in the bibliography at the end of
~nis paper, I name these scholars here to focus my frame of reference.
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The experience of this intense rereading, as an anthropologist
~zther than as a dancer, was both instructive and disturbing, The
r23dings are rife with unsubstantiated deductive reasoning, poorly
zzcumented ‘proofs’, a plethora of half-truths, many out-and-out errors,
:~d a pervasive ethnocentric bias. Where the writers championed non-
wastern dance they were either apolegists or patronistic. Most
c'scouraging of all, these authors saw fit to change only the pictures
z~d not the text when they reissued their books after as many as
szventeen years Tatery they only updated the Euro-American dance scene.

This survey of the literature reveals an amazing divergence of
2infons. We are able to read that the origin of dance was in play and
tnat it was not in play, that it was for magical and religious purposes,
znd that it was nct for those things; that it was for courtship and
tnat 1t was not for courtship; that it was the first form of communication
:~d that communication did not enter into dance until it became an ‘art'.
-~ addition we can read that it was serious and purposeful and that at

*Zeprinted by permission of IMPULSE Publications, Inc.
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the same time it was an cutgrowth of exuberance, was totally spontaneous,
ard originated in the spirit of fun. Moreover, we can read that it was
only a group activity for tribal solidarity and that it was strictly for
the pleasure and self-expression of the one dancing. We can learn also,
that animals danced before man did, and yet that dance is a human
activity.

It has been a long time since anthropologists concerned themselves
with unknowable origins, and I will not add another origin theory for
dance, because [ don't know anyone who was there. Our dance writers,
however, suggest evidence for oriqgins from archeological finds, and from
models exemplified by contemporary primitive grouss. For the first, one
must remember that man had been on this earth for a long time before he
made cave paintings and stetuary, so that archeological finds can hardly
tell us about the beginnings of dance. For the second set of evidence,
that of using models from contemporary primitives, one must not confuse
the word ‘primitive’ with 'primeval', even thcugh one author actually
does eguate these two terms (Sorell 1967:14). About the dance of primeval
man we really know nothing. Abcut primitive dance, on the other hand, we
know a great deal. The first thing that we know is that there is no such
thing as a primitive dance. There are dances performed by primitives,
and they are too varied to fit any stereotype.

[t is a gross error tg think of groups of peoples or their dances
as being monolithic wholes. 'The African dance' never existed; there
are, however, Dahomean dances, Hausa dances, Masai dances, and so forth.
'The American Indian' is a fiction and so is a prototype of 'Indian
darce'. There are, however, Irogucis, Kwakfutl!, and Hopis, to name a
Tew, and they have dances.

Despite all anthropolegical evidence to the contrary, however,
Wdestern dance scholars set themselves up as authorities on the
characteristics of primitive dance. Sorell combines most of these so-
called characteristics of the primitive stereotype. He tells us that
primitive dancers have no fechnique, and no artistry, but that they are
“unfailing masters of their bodies”! He states that their dances are
disorganized and frenzied, but tha:t they are able to translate all their
feelings and emotions intc movement! He claims the dances are spontaneous
but also purpcseful! Primitive dances, he tells us, are sericus but
social!l He claims thet thay have “complete freedom” but that men and
wemen can't dance together. He gualifies that last statement oy saying
that men and women dance tcgether after the dance degenerates into an
crgy! Sorall also asserts that primitives cannot distinguish between the
concrete and the symbolic, that tnay dance for every occasion, and that
tney stamp around & lot! Further, Sorell asserts that dance in primitive
societies is a special prerogative of males, especially chieftains,
shamans and witch doctors (Sorell 19€7:10-11). Kirstein also characterizes
the dances of “natural, unfettered societies” (whatever that reans).
Although the whele body participates according to Kirstein, he claims
that the emchasis of movement is with the lcwer half of the tcrso.  He
concludes *that orimitive dance is repetitious, Timited, uncorscicus and
with 'retardative and clcsec exprassion”"! Stil17, though it may be
uncenscious, Kirstein tells his roazders that dance is useful! —o the tribe
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and that it is based on the seasc~s. Primizive dance, or as he phrases

it. "earlier manifestations of huran activiiy"” is everywhere found to be

"almost identically formulated." =e never really tells us what these

formulations are excent that they have little to offer in methodology or

?gzgcguri, and that they are exam:z'es of “‘nstinctive exuberance" {Kirstein
:3-5).

Terry describes the functicns of primitive dance, and he uses American
Indians as his model. In his bock The Dance in America he writes
sympathetically towards American Indians and "his primitive brothers".
However, his paternalistic feelircs on the one hand, and his sense of
ethnocentricity on the other, prorzt him tco set aside any thought that
pecple with whom he icentifies cc.ld share contemporarily those same
dance characteristics, because he states “ine white man's dance heritage,
except for the most ancient of days, was wholly different” (1956:3-4,
195-198, 3).

With the rejection of the sg-zalled reimitive characteristics for
the white man, it is common to asc-ibe thesz characteristics to groups
existing among African tribes, Irc ans of “crih and South America, and
Pacific peoples. These are the sz—e peopizss who are Tabeled by these
authors as 'ethnic'. No wonder trat ballezomanes reject the idea that
ballet is a form of ethnic dance! But Afr-cans, North and South
Lmerindians and Pacific peoples woild be just as horrified to be called
ethnic under the terms of the steraotype. Those so-called characteristics-
das-a-group do not prevail anywhersz!

Another significant obstacle 2 the izantification of Western dancers
with non-Western dance forms, be zney pririzive or 'ethnolcegic' in the
sense that Sorell uses the latter -erm as "the art expression of a race"
which is “executed for the enjoyrent and ecification of the audience"
(1967:76), is the double myth the: the darcz grew out of some spontaneous
mcb action and that cnce formed, tzcame frozen. American anthropologists
and many folklorists have been mcss distressed about the popularity of
these widespread misconceptions., ‘pparentiy it satisfies cur own
ethnocentric needs to believe in <re unigqusness of our dance forms, and
it is much more convenient to bel zve that zrimitive dances, like Topsy,
just 'growed’, and that 'ethnoloci:zal' darncas are part of an unchanging
tradition. Even books and articlzs which -uirport to be about the dances
of the world devote three quarters of the za2xt and photos to Hestern
dance. We explicate our historic zras, ou~ royal patrons, dancing masters,
choreographars, and performers. “-2 rest -° the world is condensed
diachronically and syrchronically -2 the rzmaining quarter of the book.
This smallar portion, which must c:ver the r~est of the worid, is usually
divided up so that the portions z: —he bez'nning imply that the ethnic

forms fit on some kind of an evoi.zionary centinuum, and the remaining
portions at the end of the book f:-, say, ~merican Negro dance, give the
appearance of a post-script, as 17 -hey tc: 'also ran'. In short we treat

Western dance, ballet particulari:. as if ‘2 was the one great divinely
crdained apogee of the performing :rts. 7-°s notion is exemplified, and
reinforced, by ihe way dance pheci:: are puciished. Unless the non-Western
performer has made a 'nit' on cur s-ages, ~2 seldam bother to give him a
nang in tha captions. sven thougr -2 mich: 2 considered a fine artist

Loy A
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among his peers {Martin is the exception). For example, see Claire Holt's
article "Two Dance Worlds" (1869). The captions under the photos of
Javanese dancers 1ist no names, but yocu may be sure that we are always
told when Martha Graham appears in a photo. A scholar friend of mine was
looking over the books by our dance historians, and he observed that they
were not interested in the whole world of dance; they were really only
interested in their worid of dance. Can anyone deny this allegation?

Let it be noted, once and for all, that within the various 'ethnologic’
dance worlds there are also patrons, dancing masters, choreographers, and
performers with names woven into a very real historical fabric. The bias
which those dancers have toward their own dance and artists is just as
strong as ours. The difference is that they usually don't pretend to be
scholars of other dance forms, nor even very much interested in them. It
is instructive, however, to remind ourselves that all dances are subject
to change and development no matter how convenient we may find it to
dismiss some form as practically unchanged for 2,000 years (see DeMille
1963:48), It is convenient to us, of course, because once having said
that, we feel that our job is finished.

As for the presumed lack of creators of dance among primitive and
folk groups, let us reconsider that assumption after reading Martin’'s
statement:

In simplter cultures than ours we find a mass of art actually
created and practiced by the people as a whole. (Martin
1939:15)

The first guestion which such a statement raises is what is a "mass
of art™? Martin never really defines art, but if he means art as a
refined azesthetic expression, then it can be asked how such could ever be
a collective preduct. Does he mean that it appeared spontaneocusly? Does
ne really think there can be art without artists? And if he believes
that there mus*t be artisis, does he mean to imply that a ‘people as a
whole' are artists? If so, what a wonderful group of people they must
be. Let us lezrn from them!

Ooubtless, Martin probably will say that I have taken his statement
to an absurd extension of his meaning, but I believe that such thoughtless
statements deserve to be pushed to their extreme.

It is true tha*t scre cultures do not place the same value on prase~/ing
the names of their innovators as we do. That 15 a matter of tradition
alsa. RBut we 7must not be deceived into helieving that a few hundred
peoole all got together and with ane unanimous surge created z dance
tradition whicn, havinc once been created, never changed from that day
forward.



Among the Mopi Indians of Northern Arizona, for example, there is no
tradition of naming a choreographer. MNevertheless they definitely know
who, within a Kiva group or a society, made certain innovations and why.

A dramatic exanple of the variety permitted in what is otherwise considered
to be a static dance tradition is to see, as I have, the 'same' dance
ceremonies performed in several different villages at several different
times. To illustrate, I observed the important Hopi 'bean dances' which
are held every February, in five different villages during the winters of
1965 and 1968. There were the distinguishing differences between villages
which are predictable differences, once one becomes familiar with a

village 'style'. But, in addition, there were creative and not necessarily
predictable differences which occurred from one time to the next. The
Hopis know clearly what the predictable diffarences are, and they also

know who and what circumstances led to the timely innovations. Not only

do they know these things, but they are gquite free in their evaluation of
the merits and demerits of these differences, with their ‘own' usually

{but not always) coming out as being aesthetically more satisfying.

In Martin's Introduction to the Dance (1939} the first plate contains
two reproductions of drawings of Hopi kachinas. Judging from its position
among the plates, this must be Martin's sirgle exanple of dances from a
primitive group. DeMille also shows Hopis as examples of primitive
dancers (1963:33,35. The latter is a 'posed' photo). Let us see how well
the Hopis compare to the generalities attributed to primitive dancers.

Paradigm

Hopi dances are immaculately organized, are never frenzied (not
even, in fact especially, in their famous snake dance), nor is there a
desire to translate feelings and emaotions into movement. The dances are
indeed serious, if this is synonymous with purpaseful, but many dances
are not serious if that word negates the fact that many dances are
humorous, use clowns as personnel, and contain both derisicn and satire.
Hopi dance is also social if one is speaking 2s & scociologist, but they
have only cne prescribed genre of dance which the Foois themselves consider
'social’ in the sense that they can be performed by uninitiated members
of the society. Hopis would find the idea of 'complete freedom' in their
dance to be an alien idea, because much of the form and behavior is
rigidly prescribed. Certainly they would naver Tlasse into an orgy! Nor
do they "hurl themselves on the ground and rcl11 in “ne mud" after the
rains begin (DeMiile 1963:35}.

llopis would be offended if you told them that they cculd not
distinguish between the concrete and the sywcolic. They are nct children,
after al1. They certainly understand naturzl causes. But does it make
them primitive, by definition, if they ask their gcds to halp their crops
grow by bringing rain? Don't farmers within the meinstream of America
ard Europe frequently pray to a Judeo-Chrisiian Goc Tor the same thing?
Are the Hopis more illogical than we are when they dance their prayers
instead of attending religious services wizh resporsive readings, and a
variety of motor activities such as rising, sitting, folding hands and
tne 1ike?
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Once again assessing the Heozis in the Tight of the characteristics
cresumably found for primitive dancers, we find that Hopis don't dance
for the three specific Tife events which sucpasedly are 'always' recognized
in dance. That is, Hopis don't dance at births, marriages, or deaths.

Obviously, it cannot be said that they dance cn 'every' occasion.
Furthermore, the Hopi stamping would surely be a disappointment to Sorell
if he expected the Hopis to "make the earth tremble under his feet"
(1967:15). DeMille might also be surprised that there is no "state of
exaltation" or "ecstasy" in Hopi dance (cf. DeMille 1963:34,67}.

It 1s true that more Hapi dances are gerformed by males than by
fezmales, but females also dance under certain circumstances and for
certain rituals which are the sole prerogative of females. What is more
important is that women participate a great deal if one thinks of them
as non-dancer participants, and one must, because it is the entire dance
event which is important to the Honis rather than just the actual rhythmic
movement .

For the Hopis, it is meaningless to say that the primary dancers are
the chieftains, witch doctors and shamans. Traditionally they have no
real 'government' as such, and every clan has its own rituals and societies
which are further divided according to the village in which they live.
Thus everyone will participate to some degree or another in a variety of
rotes. There is no shaman as such, so of course there cannot be shamanistic
dances. As for witch doctors, they do not dance in that role although
they dance to fulfill some of their other rcles in their clan and residence
croups.

I do not know what is meant by a 'natural, unfettered society', but
whatever it is [ am sure that description dces not fit the Hopis. In
their dance movements the whole bedy does rot participate, and there is
nc pelvic movement as such. The dances are indeed repetitious, but that
does not interfere in the least with the rezl dramatic impact of the
performance. Within the 'Timitations' of the dance culture, Hopi dance
still has an enorinous range of variations, and this is especially true
because the dance 'event' is so0 richly orchestrated.

Far from being an ‘'unconscicus' dance form, Hopi dancing is a very
corscious activity. And I cannot helieve that it is any more ‘retardative’
aor ¢lased within its own framewark than any other dance form, bar ncne.
Finally, I find nothing in Hopi dance that can be called ‘instinctively
X ', but serhaps that is because T con't knew what ‘instinctive
xuberance' s, If it is what I think it ‘3, such a description Ts
inazpropriate for Ropi dances.

iest scmeone say that perhaps the Hocis are the exception to prove
the rule, or, perhaps, that they zre not rezily 'primitive’, let me make
two noints. First, if they are not ‘primizive’ they do not fit into any
ortrer category offered by the dance scholars discussed in this erticlea.
Their dances are not 'folk dance' as descriced, nor do they have 'ethneclogic

' nor ‘'art dances' nor 'thestre dancz' as thesa terms are used in
Tha writings under consideration. Clearly, 1 the 17ght of these writers'
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descriptions, they are @ ‘srimitive’, 'ethnic' group with dances in kind.
Seccndly, I know of ro group anywhere which fits the descriptions for
primitive dance such 2s given by DeMille, Sorell, Terry and Martin.
Certainly I know of no justification for Haskell's statement that “many
dances of primitive tr*bes still living are said to be identical with
those of birds and epes" (1960:9). Unfortunately, Haskell does not
document any of his statements and we cannot trace the source of such a
blatant piece of misinformation.

It is necessary to hammer home the idea that there is no such thing
as a 'primitive dance' ferm. Those who teach courses called 'primitive
dance' are perpetuating a dangerous myth. As a corollary to this Tet it
be noted that no living primitive group will reveal to us the way our
Eurgpean ancestor behaved. Every group has had its own unigue history
and has been subject to both internal and external modifications.
Contemporary primitives are not children in fact, nor can they be pigeon-
holed into some convenient slot on an evolutionary scale.

[ suggest that cne cause fer so much inaccurate and shocking
misunderstanding on the subject of primitive groups is due to an
overdependence on the words of Sir James Frazer and Curt Sachs whose
works have been ocutdated as source material for better than three decades.
In their stead I would suggest that they read some of the works of Gertrude
P. Kurath, whose bibliography appeared in the January, 1970 issue of
Ethnomusicolegy. This and cther suggested readings are given at the end
of this article

Definitians

It is disconcer';ng to discover that writers tend to use key words
without at Lerp+1ng real definitions which are neither too exclusive nor
too inclusive. Cven the word dance, itself, is never adequately defined
to apply cross-culturally thrcugh time and space. Instead of definitions
we are givnr descriptions, which are a different matter altogether. 1
have been closely gquesticned as to the need for definitions 'as long as
we all mear the same thing anyway'. and I have even been asked what
difference 1t makes wha*t we call scmething as long as we all understand
how some term is beirg used. The answers are twofold: without the
discipline cof attempting tc define specific terms we are not sure we do
all mean the same *thing or the* we understand how a term is being used.
On the other hand, tre tacit zgreement about frames of reference can
distort the focus cof 27phas’s rather than giving the broadly based
cbjectivity which cec—es fro- using & term denotatively.

For seven years 7 -oncderad over a definition of dance, and in 1965 1
tentacively set out tha following cefinition which has since undergone
some slight modificatizns. In its current form 1t reads:

2qt rgde of expression, performed in a given

Dance is a trans’

form and style t¥ the Furan boedy moving in space. Dance
cccurs through c.rocsefully selected and controlled rhythmic
moverenis; the rssuiltirc ohencranon is recognized as dance
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both by the cerformer and the observing members of a given
grouz.
{1962:6, rev.1970)

The twao crucial points which distinguish this definition from others
are the limiting of dance to that of human behavior since there is no
reason to believe that birds or apes perform with the intent to dance.
Intent to dance and acknowledgment of the activity as dance by a given
group is the second distinguishing feature of my definition. This is the
crucial point for applying the definition cross-culturally as well as
setting dance apart from other activities which might appear to be dance
tc the outsider but which are considered, say, sports or ritual to the
participants. MWebster's International Dictionary shows much contrast in
the definitions of dance between the Z2nd and 3rd editions. The reason
for the contrasts is clear when it is understood that a performer-
choreagrapher of Western dance wrote the dance entries for the 2nd editicn
(Doris Humphrey), while an ethnochoreologist {(Gertrude P. Xurath) wrote
the entries for the 3rd edition.

We cannot accept Kirstein's contention that "if is apparent,
that the idea of tension, fram the very beginning, has been foremost in
pecole's minds when they have thought about dancing seriously enough to
invent or adapt word-sounds for it" (1935:1). Alber {Charles J. Alber
1570: personal communication) assures me that both Japanese and Mandarin
Chinese have time-honored words for dance and related activities and that
the idea of tension does not occur at all in these words. Slearly
Firstein's statement indicates that he has not locked beyong the medels
szt out in Indo-Zurcpean lanquages. Can we really believe fhat only
white turcpeans are 'advanced' enough to speak abou* dance?

The notion of *tension through the etymology of Suropean words for
dance does revea! something about the Western aestheiic of Zznce which is
azcarent from the Western dance ideals of pull-up, body 1i7% and bodily
extensions. tlsewhere these things are not highly valued. Indeed my
'good' Western trzined body alignment and resultant tension is a handicag
ir performing dances from other cultures. Martin seems to have the
createst insight in the relativity of dance aesthetics when he describes
dance as @ universal urge but without a universal form {1942:12). Further
he states:

It is impossible to say that any of these approaches s
exclusively »ight or wrong, better or worse than any ciher...
They are ali 2bsolutely right, therefore, for the spec’fic
circu.mstances under which they have been creazad (1342:17).

[ndesd Martin comes the closest to the kind of relativity which mos:
American anthronsle gists feel is necessary for observing ar; analvzing

any aspect of cu zure and human behavior {see Martin 1939:62-93, 103).

[2 95 true that Sarell and others speak of differences causzZ by environrant
and othar ocartirent circumstances, but Sorell also ascribes much of the
difference o "rzce.” *o0 "racial memory," and to “"innate” c'Tferencas

witeh are “in the Rleood" (1967:75-76, 275, 282, 283“ Thesz ideas zre s2
c.odated “n current anthropology, thaT I W1gh* believe his ook was writizn
a7 the erd of thke 1%th century rather than in 1967.
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It is true that many cross-cultural differences in dance style and
dance aesthetics are due to both genetically determined physical differences
and learned cultural patterns. In some cases the differences are clear.
Fer example. a heavy Maohave Indian woman could not, ncr would not perform
the jumns of the Masai people of tast Africa. Other differences are not
clear because they are part of a chicken/egg argument until further
research 1s done and until more of the right questions are asked. We do
not know, for example, whether people who squat easily with both feet
flat on the ground do so because their leg tendons are genetically
different from non-squatters, or if anyone could have the same tendon
configuration if they habitually assumed such postures (see discussion in
Martin 1939:97). As for 'innate' qualities, we have alnast no real
evidence. There is nothing to support claims such as "barefoot savages
nave an ear for rhythms most Curopeans lack" {DeMille 1963:48}. There is
mich we do not know about bodies and genetics and cultural dynamics, and
in addition, we are especially ignorant about systems cf aesthetics. It
would be wiser for Western dance scholars to leave gualifying remarks and
cpenendedness in their discussions of these things, or else these scholars
may have a 1ot of recanting to do.

Two terms which now require discussion are 'primitive dance' and
'folk dance'. These comments are to be understood against the framework
T my definition of dance which I have already given.

British, and especially American, folkTorists are concernaed with
defining the 'folk' in order to know what 'folk dances' are. Jur dance
scholars, on the other hand, usually use 'folk dance' as a kind of
catch-all term. For example, DeMille Tists Azuma Kabuki under her chapter
on folk dance companies {1963:74}). To call this hichly refined theatricai
form 'folk dance' doesn't agree with Sorell's argument “hat fclk dance is
dance that has not gone "through a process of refinemert"; that has not
been "tamed" (1967:73). Perhaps such discrepancies help to show why
definitions are so important and what a state of confusion can exist when
we presume we all 'mean the same thing',

Rather than following Sachs' contenticn that the 'fclk' or the 'peasant'
is an evolutionary stage between primitive and civilized man (1937:216),
[ shall follow the more anthropologically sophisticated distinctions
which are discussed by the anthropologisti Redfield in his book Peasant
Scciety and Culture (1969: see especially pp. 23, 40-41), In brief, a
primitive society is an autonomeus and self-contained system with its own
set of cusioms and institutions. I*t may 2e isclated or it may have more
or less contact with other systews. It is usually economically independent
and people are often, if not always, noniiterate. (No=ice that the term
nonliterate refers to a group, which has nesver had a writzen language of
their own dev1s1ng This is quize different from the tarm illiterate
which means that there is a written language, but an iliiterate is not
surficiently educated to know the written form. Thus JeMille's statement
that the primitives are illiterate is a cantradiction of terms [DeMille
1863:23). ) 1In contrast, peasant or folk sccieties are nct au<tsnomous.
tconcmically and cu=Lura11y such a community is in a sy~hiotic relationship
w 'th a larger society with which it constantly interac:s. 1+ is the

. -
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tittie tradition of the largely unreflective many’ which is “ncomplete
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without the "greet tradition of the reflective few". 0Often the people in
peasant societies are mere or less 1lliterate. If one adds the word
dance to the abcve descriptions of primitive and folk {or neasant) there
might be a more objective agresrent on what is meant by 'primitive dance’
and by 'folk dance'.

Another troublesome term is that of ‘ethnic dance', as [ have already
indicated. In the generally accepted anthropological view, ethnic means
a group which holds in common genetic, linguistic and cultural ties, with
special emphasis an cultural tradition. By definition, therefore, every
dance form must be an ethnic form. Although claims have been made for
universal dance forms (such as Wisnoe Wardhana has been attempting to
develop in Java: personal communication 1960), cor international forms
(such as has been claimed for ballet: see Terry 1956:187), in actuality
neither a universal form nor a truly international form of dance is in
existence and 1t is doubtful whether any such dance form can ever exist
except in theory. DeMille says this, in effect, when she writes that
"theatre always reflects the culture that produces it" (1963:74). However
others insist on some special properties for ballet. La Meri insists that
"the ballet is not an ethnic dance because it is the oproduct of the social
customs and artistic reflections of several widely-differing naticnal
cultures” {1967:339). Nevertheless, ballet is a product of the Western
world, and it is a dance form developed by Caucasians who speak Indo-
European languages and who share a common European tradition. Granted
that ballet is international in that it 'belongs' to European countries
plus groups of Eurcpean descendants in the Americas. But, when ballet
appears in such countries as Japan or Korea it becomes a horrowed and
aiien form. Granted alsc that ballet has had a comnlex history of
influenices, this does not undermine its effectiveness as an ethnic farm.
Martin tells us this, althcugh he probably could not gquess that his
statement would be used for such a proof:

The great spectacular dance form of the Western world is,
of course, the ballet. ... Praperly, the term ballet
refers ta a perticulzar form of theater dance, which

came intc being in the Renzissance and which hes a
tredition, technic and an zesthetic basis all its

own (1936:173).

Further guotations cculd te made to shaw the einnicity of ballet,
such as Kirstein's ozening remarks in his 1935 book (vii).

Ethnicity of Ballet

I have made Tistings of the themes and other characteristics of
ballet and balle:t parformances, and these lists show avar and aver again
just how 'ethnic' ballet is. Consider for example, how Western is the
traditfon of the proscenium stage, the usual three nart performance which
tasts for about twe hours, our siar sysiem, our use of curtain calls and
agnlause, and our usage o Frerch terminology. Think how culturally
revealing it is tc see tha sty:ized Western customs enactad on the stage,
such as the mannarisms from the 2ge of chivalry, courting, weddings,
Chriszernings, burial and mourning custecms. Thirk how our world view 18
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revealed in the oft recurring themes of unrequited love, sorcery, self-
sacrifice through long-suffering, mistaken identity, and misunderstandings
which have tragic consequences. Think how our religious heritage is
revealed through pre-Christian customs such as Walpurgisnacht, through

the use of Biblical themes, Christian holidays such as Christmas, and the
beliefs in 1ife after death. OQur cultural heritage is revealed also in

the roles which appear repeatedly in our ballets such as humans transformed
into animals, fairies, witches, gnomes, performers of evil magic, villains
and seductresses in black, evil step-parents, royalty and peasants, and
especially, beautiful pure young women and their consorts.

Our aesthetic values are shown in the long line of lifted, extended
bodfes, in the total reyealing of legs, of small heads and tiny feet for
women, in slender bodies for both sexes, and in the coveted airy quality
which is best shown in the Tifts and carryings of the female. To us this
is tremendously pleasing aesthetically, but there are societies whose
members would be shocked at the public display of the male touching the
female's thighs! So distinctive is the 'look' of ballet, that it is
probably safe to say that ballet dances graphically rendered by silhouettes
would never be mistaken for anything else. An interesting proof of this
is the ballet Koshare which was based on a Hopi Indian stary. In
silhouettes of even still photos, the dance Tooked Tike ballet and not
1ike a Hopi dance.

The ethnicity of ballet is revealed also in the kinds of flora and
fauna which appear regularly. Horses and swans are esteered fauna. In
contrast we have no tradition of esteeming for theatrical purposes pigs,
sharks, eagles, buffalo or crocodiles even though these ars indeed highly
esteemed animals used in dance themes elsewhere in the wcrld., In ballet,
grains, roses and lilies are suitable flora, but we would not likely find
much call for taro, yams, coconuts, acorns or squash blossoms. Many
economic pursuits are revlected in the roles played in ballet such as
spinners, foresters, soldiers, even factory workers, sailcrs, and filling
station attendants. However, we would not expect to finc rottery makers,
cance builders, grain pounders, 1lama herders, giratfe stz'kers, or slash
and burn agriculturists!

The question is not whether ballet reflects its own neritage. The
question is why we seem to need to believe that ballet has somehow become
acultural. Why are we afraid to call it an ethnic form?

The answer, [ believe, is that Western dance scholars have not used
the word ethnic in its cbjective sense, they have used i* 235 a euphemism
for such ¢old fashioned terms as ‘'heathen', 'pegan', ‘savace', ar the more
recent term 'exotic'. When the term ethnic began to be used widely in
the '30's, there apparently arose a problem in trying to rafer to dance
forms which came from 'high' cultures such as India and Jzpan, and the
term 'ethnotogic' gained its current meaning for dance szholars such as
Sorell (1957:72), Terry {1956:187, 196}, and La Meri (1943:177-178). ({An
interesting article by Bunzell on the 'Scciolegy of Dance in the 1949
edition of Dance Encyclopedia rejects the use of the worc ‘art' for these
dance forms, however, [n the context of his criticism, h's point s well
taken [1949:437].) 1 do not know why La Meri chose to d*scard this usage
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and substituted :
of the Dance Encyc
arzicle, and sinc:
dichotory “rmoiici
(For a criticel r
Meri's aertries seo

¢ 'ethnic' feor 'ethnolegic' in her 1967 version
iz article. She did nof otherwise change her

s ariginelly written with the above mentioned
ner discussion, her 1967 version becomes illogical.

f the Cance treyelozedia and especially of La
Renou , Sthnemusicology May. 1969:333-384.)

It is not clear to e who first created the dichotomy betwecen 'ethnic

dance' ard 'ethnologic dance'. Certainly this dichotomy is meaningless
to anthropclogistis.  As a matter of fact, Eurcpean cultural anthropologists
“‘:en prefar to £a’i therselves cthnologists, and for them the term
‘ethnologic' refers <o the objects of their study (see Haselberger's
discussion 1961:247). The term ”eLhno1ogica1” does not have much currency
among Aierican c'stura’ zanthropologists alt koth they understand the term
to mean 'of or relating to ethnology', and 'ethnology’ deals with the
¢omparative and an aTv|1ca study of cuTtures (see entries in Webster's
New International Dictionary, 3rd edition). Because 'culture , in a
S11p]"f.ed ant r“’oTog1ca, sense. includes ali of the learned behavior

;1c. Therefore, 'ethnologic dances’ should refer to a
variety of dance cultures subject to comparison and analysis. Ethnic
dance should mezn 2 danges Torm of a given group of people who share common
genetic, ..rgu1>_=c and cultural ties, as mentioned before. In the most
crecise usage it s a redundancy to speak of 'an ethnic dance', since any
dance could fit that description. The term is most valid when used in a
collective and contrastive way.

Vo
Cu1LJrL1e,: oo
ar“

Apparently cne pen-pnuman trait 1s to divide the world into 'we' and
‘hey'. The Gresxs did this when 'they' were called barbarians. Similarly,
the Romans caelled “he 'they' pagans, Hawaiians call 'they‘ kanaka'e, and
Hopis call the 'inay! bahana. A1l of these terms imply not only foreign,

but creaturss whe are unceuth, unnatural, ignorant and, in short, less

than humzn. The yardsticy Tor measuring humanity, of course, is the

'we',  'We' are alwavs gocd, civilized, superior, in short, 'we' are the
crly creatures wictny of heing considered fully humen.  This phenomenon
reveals the world yview oF Tne speakers in every language, so far as 1

KRGwW, df+en amenor is very dramatic. According to 2 scholar of

Mandarin an na” Tang.ages, in Mandarin the ‘they' are truly 'foreign
devils', and i zaesa the 'they' are ‘outsiders' {Charles Alber,
personal Com ' HERRtA

T suggest tnzt, Cue =2 *he sacial climate which rejects the connctations
with which our foevor words for "they' were invested, and because of a
czriain soohisticzts ssumed by the apolegists fﬁr tne 'they', English-
Sﬁ:akipc scholars srg-pressed to find designaters Tor the kinds of
nsn-Western danc: trey wished te discuss. Hence the eushemistic
term ethric an ‘¢ seemed to serve that purscse.

[t s rerfectly legiz mate to use 'ethnic' anc 'ethrologic' as long
as we dor'T let “rose tarss bacome cannotative of the very things which
czused <o aha~:zn the stiher terns.  We should indeed speak of ethnic
C‘"ce fnf“s. ang ~= shouls 9% belisve that this term i3 derisive when 1t
cludes oalies =22 ha'lizs reflects the culiural traditions from which it

(4:"'\. icped.



V=
o

must make it clear that [ am critical of our foremost Western
dance scholars only where they have stepped outside their fields of
authority. Within their fields they command my great respect, and I
would not want to arque their relative merits. Scholars that they are,
they will agrea with me, [ feel confident, that whatever are the rewards
of scholarship, comfortable complacency cannot be one of thenm.

Jeann ¥ealiinchomoku

NOTES

1. Harper distinguishes between ethnic and theatrical dance on the
basis of "integral function of a society" versus dance which is
“deliberately organized" to be performed for a general, impersonal
audience (1967:10}. This dichotomy, which is based on genre rather
than the society, provides a good working classification. However,
the distinction fails when the terms are tested. Thus one can have
ethnic dances of an ethnic society, but not theatrical dances of a
theatrical society. It seems clear that 'ethnic' is a more embracive
category under which 'traditicnal' and 'theatrical' might be convenient
sub-divisions. In any case, Harper's discussion is thought-provoking.

BISLIOGRAPSY

Burzel, J.H. 19439, 'Sociology of the Dance'. In A. Chujoy (ccmp.
and ed.) The Dance Encyclopedia, pp. 435-440. MNew York: A.S.
Barnes and Cc.

DeMille, A, 1963. The Book of the Dance. MNew York: Golden Press.

Frazer, Sir J.G. 1847, The Golden Bough. MNew York: Macmillan Co.

Harcer, P. 1967, ‘Dance in a <

Arts d Afrigue. 1:%, pp. 30
1. '"athed of Studying Ethnolcgical Ar:', Current
4, oo, 341-384,

Haskell, A 1962,  The Wonderful Woarld of Dance. New York: Garden
o1 5



Hoit, C. T1965. 'Two Dance Worlds'. In M. Van Tuyl (ed.) Anthology of
Impulse, pp. 116-131. New York: Dance Horizons, Inc.

Hurphrey, D. 1950, 'Dance' and related entries, Webster's New
International Dictionary, 2nd edit., unabridged. Springfield,
Mass. G. and C. Merriam Co.

Kealiinchomoku, J.W. 1965. 'A Comparative Study of Dance as a
Lonstellation of Motor Behaviors Among African and United
States Negroes'. M.A. thesis. Evanston, I[THinois, Northwestern
University.

Kinney, T. and M.W. Kinney. 1924. The Dance. New York: Frederick A.
Stokes Co.

Kirstein, L. 1935. Dance. MNew York: G.P. Putnam's Sons.

L 1942, The Book of the Dance. Garden City, N.Y.: Garden
{ity Publishing Co.

Kurath, G.P. 1966. ‘'Dance' and related entries, Webster's New
International Dictionary, 3rd edit., unabridged. Springfield,
Mass.: G. and C. Merriam Co.

La Meri. 19c/. 'Ethnic Dance'. In A. Chujoy and P.W. Manchester
(comps. and eds.) The Dance Encyclopedia, pp. 338-G. New York:
Simon and Schuster.

______ 1949, 'Ethnologic Dance'. In A. Chujoy {comp. and ed.)
~he Dance Encyciopedia, pp. 177-8. HNew York: A.S. Barnes.

Mertin, J. 1939. Introduction to the Dance, HNew York: W.W. Yorton
and Co.

e 1946,  The Dance. “ew York: Tudor Publishing Co.
. 1963. (John Martin's Back of) The Dance. New York:
Tudor Publishing Co.

69, The Little Community and Peasant Society And
hicego and Landon: Phoenix Bocks, The University
Press. (First oublished separately, 1956).

-

Rencut, R. 1969. Book Raview of The Dance Encyclopedia, A. Tnujoy
and F.W. Manchester (comps. and eds.), 1n tthnonusicology,
-!32, D_:'n 383_40

-

Sacks, C. 1937. World Eistory cf the Cance, Trans. tv 2. Schinberg.
New York: Sonanza 3ooks.




97

Sorrell, W. 1967. The Dance Through the Ages. MNew York: Grosset and
Dunlap.

Terry, W. 1967. 'Dance, History of'. In A. Chujoy and P.W. Manchester
(comps. and eds.) The Dance Encyclopedia, pp. 255-9. New York:
Simon and Schuster,

. 1945. 'History of Dance'. In A. Chujoy {comp. and ed.)
The Dance Encyclopedia, pp. 238-43. New Vork: A.S. Barnes and Co.

.« 19506. The Dance in America. MNew York: Harper and Brothers
PubTishers.

ERRATUM

Apologies for an error in Ruth Abrahams' Introduction to Joann Kealiinohomoku's
article, 'The Non-Art of the Dance', in JASHM Vol.1 No.l.

The Hopi do have a word for 'dance':

dance (N} - tiihu (can also be glossed 'ceremony')
tiitihu (plural)

dance (V) - wunima {sing.)
tiiva (plural).

The point is tha® the Hozi do not consider dance to be 'art'.

The Editors



