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ABSTRACT

This article examines the profound changes in tkammg of the word “anthropology”
throughout Brazil from the creation of a Ph.D. peyg at the prestigious Museu
Nacional in Rio de Janeiro. The work here presésu eevisits the establishment of
structural anthropology at the end of the sixtiesmithstanding the controversy raised
by kinship theories which opposed the theoreticamkework proposed by David
Maybury-Lewis to Claude Lévi-Strauss. Both conceptitand methodological
innovations were linked to the institutionalizatioh postgraduate programs and how
this in turn, on a larger scale was intertwinedhwitofessionalization. To illustrate the
alliance's efficiency between the program's “fomgdiathers”, the author analyzes the
social and intellectual paths of these scholargigsaapital, careers and prestige).
Examining the PPGAS archives sheds light on thepeetations as well as the
strategies that were placed forward when approgdfie Ford Foundation for funding
either for graduate level teaching or subsidiziegutar fieldwork. A study of the social
and intellectual characteristics of the varioustipgrants in international scientific
controversies demonstrates the influence thatratemal power relationships can have
on systems of thought.

Key words: Anthropology's meaning, international circulatiaf ideas, higher
education, scientific controversy, reception of E8trauss in Brazil.



RESUMO

Este artigo busca compreender a profunda mudancaigieficado da palavra
"antropologia” no Brasil, a partir da criacdo doogtema de Pds-Graduagdo em
Antropologia Social do Museu Nacional; procura ainestudar a relacdo entre a
controvérsia cientifica entre David Maybury-LewisCéaude Lévi-Strauss nos anos
sessenta e a introducao da antropologia estrutarBrasil. As inovacfes conceituais e
metodoldgicas sdo postas em relagdo com a institalizacdo da pos-graduacao,
abrindo assim perspectivas de profissionalizacétagya escala para as novas geragcoes
de praticantes. Para explicitar a eficacia da @#iaentre os "pais fundadores" do
Programa, sdo analisadas suas trajetorias sociatelectuais baseadas em diferentes
capitais sociais, carreiras e prestigio. A consdtia arquivos PPGAS/MN permitiu
objetivar as expectativas e estratégias dos "paidaidores” ao se aproximarem da
Fundagao Ford para obterem financiamento para erdgnalto nivel e trabalho de
campo regular. O estudo das caracteristicas soeiaistelectuais dos diferentes
participantes de controvérsias cientificas inteoreis permite entender como as
relacbes de poder internacional imprimem suas raameaevolucdo dos sistemas de
pensamento.

Palavras-chave: Significado da antropologia, Circulacdo internaaio de ideias,
Educacao de alto nivel, Controvérsia cientificazdpedo de Lévi-Strauss no Brasil.

In loving memory of Lygia Sigaud, who stimulated toewrite this article and
who contributed to it with criticism and numerouggestions.

The meaning ofanthropology as well as the profession a@nthropologist both
underwent a profound transformation in Brazil dgrihe 1960s. From the end of the
19" century on, this form of knowledge was practicadnatural history museums,
mainly by students of the old School of MedicinbeTanthropology department was at
that time situated within a greater totality whadso contained geography and geology,
zoology and botany and this organization was doigaist followed". The history of
humanity was understood to be a chapter of thetyistf the planet and the larger set of
beings living upon it. In the museums, all of theedalists recruited for scientific
careers had the right to call themselmesuralistsand they frequently wore the same
white lab coats as medical doctors, distinguishingmselves from lesser mortals.
Those naturalists who belonged to the anthropoldgpartment were initiated in
questions, concepts and methods that were spégifite four fields of the discipline:
physical anthropology, archeology, linguistics anttural anthropology.

Each of these domains constituted a sector of theenm, a phenomenon which
favored specialization, but all of the scientistderted their materials viexpeditions,
which often includedhaturalistsfrom other divisions. Thanks to thesepeditionsthe
naturalistscreated collections and these, in turn, becamle tha& inspiration for their
scientific publications and for the museungghibitionswhich were offered up in the
name of the diffusion of knowledge. The evolutiompsiradigm, rooted in Darwin’s



theories regarding natural selection, was the Hasiall domains of knowledge which
studied living beings.

The creation of the Post-Graduate Program in So&idhropology at the National
Museum of Rio de Janeir@’fograma de Pos-Graduacdo em Antropologia Social do
Museu Nacional do Rio de JaneiroPPGAS/MN) created a rupture with established
precedent. This rupture became immediately appanetitose who were recruited for
the program. These were people who had studietiuhean and social sciences at the
undergraduate level and included in their rankdogbphers, historians, sociologists,
economists, psychologists and law students. Furibies, if there were medical students
included among the new recruits, these passedghrthe same public competition as
the human and social scientists: no longer weng skeéected individually and assigned
to a “master”, whose work they would accompany. €Hecation of all students would
now emphasize the reading of internationally fametlmnographic monographs and
scientific articles. In an analogous fashion, stugl@vere pushed to test the most recent
theories through prolonged fieldwork, following theodel established by Malinowski
(1922) in British social anthropology.

1968 was a year marked by strong social tensiohgshwvere typified by the political
mobilization of university students and a subsetjuggnsification of repression on the
part of Brazil's ruling military regime. The opegirof a high-quality master’'s level
course dedicated to fieldwork created a priviledeefuge” for the exercise of
intellectual activities for young people interestedthe social and human sciences
and/or persecuted by the military regime. This wagecially the case when we take
into consideration the fact that Roberto CardosoGldeeira, the program’s main
organizer, had been trained by the “French missairthe University of S&o Paulo and
thus believed that anthropology should move towantsology. This belief was shared
by Florestan Fernandes, the man who had introdiineetield to Cardoso de Oliveira in
the 1950s, shortly before Fernandes graduatedrkissbciology students; one of them
was Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Cardoso de Olisdirather-in-lawf

Anthropology’s approximation with sociology (andydeed, with political science)

during this period was also in part due to the needonstruct a common front in the
face of the persecutions which the military goveeninhad unleashed against social
scientists in general. As we shall see, the camultiwhich favored the creation of a
master’s program in anthropology (supported byRbed Foundation and emphasizing
fieldwork and the appropriation of up-to-date lemre from overseas), when combined
with the intensification of the military regime’spression of intellectual activities,

resulted in immense efforts on the part of the Rmgs students to renew the
profession ofinthropologistin Brazil.

Seeking new umbrellas: from natural history to thesocial sciences



The creation of the Post-Graduate Program in Sdgittiropology (PPGAS) meant the
same thing for Brazilian social anthropology as tneation of the Rio de Janeiro
University Research Instituténétituto Universitario de Pesquisas do Rio de Jane
IUPERJ) meant for the Brazilian social scient®&oth organizations were financially
supported by the Ford Foundation and were insént@dnew normative academic plan
created by the military government. The regimenaptied to impose limits on critical
thought, promulgating laws and decrees which sotmhftive certain professors out of
the university system and which strictly controliectess to the positions of professor
and researcher (going so far as to demand “cextifsc of ideology” issued by DOPS
(the Department of Social and Political Order) tled out by the SNI (National
Information Service)). However, the military goverent also sought to create high-
guality post-graduate programs, which were undedsto be indispensable for Brazil's
technological and scientific development and thenty’s economic growth.

The social and intellectual characteristics of finenders of Brazil’s first post-graduate
program in social anthropology, taken together il prior existence of a tradition of
fieldwork at the National Museum, had led to theation of collaborative projects with
Harvard University which preceded the foundatioP®IGAS. By studying the ways in
which the intellectual trajectories of the Progranifounding fathers” (including
Harvard’s David Maybury-Lewis, who associated hilhséth Roberto Cardoso and
Luiz de Castro Faria in this project) came togetinax should thus be able to better
comprehend the conditions and expectations ofgng institution.

The social, economic and symbolic capital which waasbilized in the Program’s
foundation partially originated in the North Ameicacademic field, but it could only
become effective when combined with the capitaliendated by Brazilian professors
and researchers. This multi-lateral aspect of thgept was certainly responsible for the
originality of the Program’s teaching and reseaagenda. If we can’t quite classify
PPGAS as the “autumn child” of the “French missiof'the 1930s, it's also true that
we can't claim that it was a tropical replica ofri#ard’s PhD program and it certainly
wasn’'t an autochthonous invention.

The Program’s hybrid nature was the work of theuffding fathers” themselves. The
efficacy of the alliance between these three apthlogists, however, can only be
clearly comprehended when we take into accountr tiseicial characteristics,
experiences, scientific and professional projeats the intellectual recognition which
they had obtained prior to founding PPGAS.

Roberto Cardoso: a philosopher relearns the virtuesf ethnographic fieldwork

It is the Program’s first director, Roberto Cardg$668 to 1971) who is unanimously
acclaimed as the principal organizer of the PPGAS$/Morn in Sdo Paulo in 1928 to
an elite family, his father died when he was foeang old, a fact which would mark his
early life trajectory. Cardoso’s father was a bigibessman and coffee exporter who



lost everything in the economic crisis of the 1938is mother belonged to a long line
of imperial nobility whose wealth had also comenirecoffee. Among his ancestors
were a Portuguese intellectual (a professor oforiedf Feijd, a major political leader
during the Empire) who had been deported to Biagithe Marqués de Pombal at the
end of the 18 century. As a child, Roberto Cardoso lived in tieghborhood of
Higienodpolis in Sdo Paulo, together with other vedfl families such as that of his
future brother-in-law. He also attended the mosbwened high schools in the city (the
Colégio Carlos Gomes and the Colégio Rio Branco).

Apparently, Roberto Cardoso wanted to major in miedi during his university career
and he seriously thought about attempting to pasCiollege of Medicine’s entrance
exam. However, he ended up deciding to study piyllbg at the University of S&o

Paulo, a course which had been organized by Freragessors in 1934. This change in
his intellectual trajectory met strong oppositiaonfi his mothef. Cardoso had to

finance his own university career through interemtt work as a journalist and he
married early (before undergraduate studies, irt) fagth a colleague from his

philosophy course who traveled in the same natisingitcles as his brother-in-latv.

At USP, young Roberto was taught by Martial GuéroDlaude Lefort, Roger Bastide
and Gaston Granger and, under the influence ofdbktgrofessor, he decided to deepen
his study of scientific epistemology. As Pierre Btiau remarks regarding his own
intellectual formation (Bourdieu 2004), during ti®50s, French philosophy was
dominated by the phenomenology of Merleau-Pontysartre, but a secondary pole
concentrating on scientific epistemology was alsdl-@stablished, represented by the
works of Bachelard and Canguilhem.

It was this second orientation that dominated amitegFrench professors teaching at
the University of S&o Paulo. Roberto’s colleaguseJarthur Gianotti, still today one of
Brazil's principle philosophers, dedicated himdetfim the beginning of his studies to
the epistemology of mathematics. Roberto Cardosweker, decided to examine the
philosophical foundations of ethnology and he waes anly student in his class who
opted for a discipline in the social sciences. Heked with Florestan Fernandes, who
had defended his thesis under the orientationef3arman ethnologist Herbert Baldus
at theEscola de Sociologia e Politica de Sdo Pautowas during this period that
Fernandes — who would succeed to Bastide’s positiddSP’s sociology chair when
the latter man returned to France to teach at thetifal School (today’s EHESS) —
reunited several of his earlier works in one of migst famous book®s fundamentos
empiricos da explicacdo sociologicghe Empirical Foundations of Sociological
Explication Fernandes 1959)n this initial contact with sociology and ethnojog
Roberto Cardoso mad use of his philosophical kndgéeto analyze a familiar topic:
the foundations of the most common scientific pcast

It would be his connection with Darcy Ribeiro thabuld create an inflection in
Roberto Cardoso’s career, however, by giving thengoscholar the possibility to do
fieldwork that underlay ethnographic research ie English-speaking world. As the



head of the “studies division” of the Indian MuseURibeiro invited Cardoso to Rio de
Janeiro to join the institution. In 1954, then, Rdb moved to Rio with his family in
order to take up his new responsibilities. Bothdoap and Ribeiro benefited from the
collaboration of Eduardo Galvéo, the only Braziliethnologist at the time who had
obtained a PhD (from Columbia University under ¢hientation of Brazilianist Charles
Wagley). At the Indian Museum, Roberto Cardoso Ml first field work, initially
among the Terena Indians and then among the Tikétiahe same time, from 1955
on, Roberto Cardoso offered classes at the IndiaeeMm, financed through agencies
created by Anisio Teixeira in order to promote thedernization of the Brazilian
educational systerh.These included CAPES (Coordenacdo de Aperfeicommeée
Pessoal de Nivel Superior — Coordinating CentethferPerfection of University-Level
Personnel), the CBPE (Centro Brasileiro de Pesguesa Educacdo — the Brazilian
Center for Research in Education) and INEP (InstittNacional de Estudos
Pedagogicos — the National Institute for Pedagddresearch). The objective of these
classes would form ethnologists who were cognizdirthe discipline’s main current
debates and who could formulate theoretical hysathehat could be proven through
ethnographic field work.

In 1958, Roberto Cardoso left the Museum, followidgrcy Ribeiro and Eduardo
Galvéo, who had abandoned the institution followahgnges in Indian administration
policy which they felt to be unacceptable. Cardass then invited by Luiz de Castro
Faria to become part of the scientific staff/ o tdational Museum. This new position
allowed Cardoso to continue with his research ant®razil’'s indigenous peoples and
also to carry on with his pedagogical projects.iBeigg in 1960, with the support and
participation of Castro Faria, Cardoso organizegtghization courses in anthropology
which associated theoretical education with obtigafield work (Laraia 2008).

This project’'s orientation towards the professia@ion of a new generation of
scholars was quite clear. The future students wpaks through an entrance exam that
would test their knowledge of international antlologiical literature. They would have
to dedicate themselves full-time to their studiad ¢his would be possible due to the
scholarships distributed by the federal agenciggp@ting the program. They would
also be required to demonstrate their growing dation of the field’s literature during
the course through participation in seminars. Tégndion of “domination” was quite
strict: all students would be required to conduetdfvork among Native American
groups in order to produce their monographs.

It's interesting to note that during this same q@eyifollowing Roger Bastide and

Florestan Fernandes’ work on social prejudice agdntacks in the industrial labor

market of Sado Paulo, research began regarding dbeeddants of slaves in southern
Brazil conducted by Fernandes’ students (Octavionilaand Fernando Henrique

Cardosd. In Brazil in the 1960s, becoming anthropologistmeant dedicating oneself

to the study of a fairly unknown group which wasderstood to be set apart from
national society: the Native Americans.



On the surface, the 1964 military coup doesn’t seehave affected the activities of the
National Museums, unlike many other universitiesl aesearch centers. Roberto
Cardoso issued numerous statements of supportvor faf persecuted students and
colleagues (Amorim 2001), but the Museum only bexaseen as a Center of
intellectual resistance from 1968 on (as we shaltudss below). Roberto Cardoso’s
support networks were heavily impacted by the ctwawever. Many of his friends had
been removed from their ministerial positions ahds tfact probably explains the
suspension of the classes which had been offened the beginning of the 1960s.

The forced exile of Cardoso’s brother-in-law Femhatdenrique Cardoso and of Darcy
Ribeiro, the man who had recruited him for the &amdMuseum, as well as the political
persecution of Florestan Fernandes, his first megiges us a notion of the width of
the collapse of Cardoso’s social capital. Thisatitin led to a stricter collaboration with
David Maybury-Lewis which, to begin with, allowedafoso’s doctoral students
(Roberto da Matta, Roque de Barros Laraia and Jidisar Melatti) to continue with
their dissertation studies at Harvard. This, imtysroved decisive in the Museum’s
receiving support from this institution, one of tlm®st prestigious academic centers in
North America, when Cardoso sought out financiaDAtom the Ford Foundation.
Everything seems to indicate that Harvard’'s Antlotogy Department and the Ford
foundation thus served Cardoso as “alternativeslliollowing the political and social
collapse of the leftist nationalist circles whichstsupported his pedagogical projetts.

It's important to salient, in this context, thatlieoto Cardoso had given little thought to
obtaining a PhD of his own since his move to Ristéad, he had dedicated himself full
time to publishing the results of his fieldwork atwl his experiments in educating
anthropological professionals. Following 1964, heare the Federal Education Council
passed a new set of regulations regarding the astnaition of post-graduate studies
(the "Parecer Sucupira"). These forced Roberto @&ardo seriously contemplate the
need of possessing a doctorate himself. In 19@&®, thnder the orientation of Florestan
Fernandes, he defended a dissertation based upandst recent research among the
Terena populations along the urban frontigrbanizacdo e tribalismo: a integracéo
dos Terena em uma sociedade de clagddsanization and Tribalism: the Integration
of the Terena into Class-based Soci€grdoso de Oliveira 1966). We now must turn,
however, to another thread in these interconndcégelctories, that of David Maybury-
Lewis. By following this, we will better understarbw the American collaborated
with Roberto Cardoso in the creation of the PPGAS/Mventually becoming the
director of Harvard University’s Anthropology Depaent.

David Maybury-Lewis: from Oxford (Great Britain) to Cambridge (United
States), imperial ethnologies under the microscope

David Maybury-Lewis belongs to the same genera®iRoberto Cardoso, having been
born in 1929 in Hyderabad in what was then Britraffia (and is today Pakistan), where
his father worked as a hydraulic engineer, beingleyed in several important



positions in this arid region. Maybury-Lewis undemnw secondary school education in
England during the Second World War and, from 1818949, was a member of Her
Majesty’s Armed Forces. He studied French, Spaarsth Russian at Cambridge (G.
B.), where he obtained his license to teach in 1952

Following graduation, Maybury-Lewis wandered Eurdpea year before leaving for
Brazil, where he stayed between 1953 and 1955.tti#iesl ethnology in S&o Paulo
under the mentorship of Helbert Baldus while teagHtnglish at a school run by the
British Consulate. Thanks to a university scholgrshe spent nine months among the
Sherente and Kraho Indians of Central Brazil. Hisearch allowed him to obtain a
master's degree at USP, with a thesis on acculburaamong Sherente, as well as
another at the University of Cambridge and a thir@xford in Great Britain. In 1957,
Maybury-Lewis enrolled in Oxford University’s sotenthropology doctorate program
and undertook fieldwork among the Akwe-Xavante @58 and 1960, eventually
defending his dissertation on the latter group.

Following this, Maybury-Lewis left for the Unitedte8es, where he taught at Harvard
(1960) and later (1964-65) was admitted as a felawthe Institute for Advanced

Studies of Princeton. By the time he was 35 yeltstben, David Maybury-Lewis had

passed through the most prestigious social antlogpadepartments of England and
the United States and had already become an assqe@essor at Harvard. A year
following later, in 1962, he created the Harvar@®Bk project for the systematic study
of the Gé groups. It was on this occasion thatdtabdished the systematic links with
Roberto Cardoso that permitted an agreement betwlenNational Museum and

Harvard University to be signed on thé"df May, 1963.

This project was in operation between 1962 and Etbwas combined with another,
created by Roberto Cardoso and financed by CNPghwiroposed the “comparative
studies of the indigenous societies of Brazil”. DawWaybury-Lewis directed the
“Central Brazil G&” project, seeking to systemdticatudy the political systems of
indigenous American groups, formally analyze myflwgh the aid of mathematical
models borrowed from computer sciences) and cortipala analyze social

organizations.

Of the eight PhD students financed by this projgute originated in the group formed
in 1960-61 at the National Museum by Roberto Cavdd®oberto da Matta (who
worked with the Apinayé), Roque de Barros Laraibdwtudied the Sherente) and Julio
César Melatti (who worked with the Kraht)This multinational team took part in
several colloquia which discussed hypotheses arplaeatory models and this
collective work no doubt facilitated the later pohbtion of the team members’
monographs. The main themes which the group workttdwere forms of kinship and
marriage, age group organization, brotherhood andies of social fragmentation.

As Laraia has recently pointed out (2008), everotegeMaybury-Lewis concluded his
PhD (1960), he had published a critique of Léva8#s’ famous article "Les
organisations dualistes existent-elles?" (Lévii8sa1956) entitled "The analysis of



dual organizations: a methodological critique”.stvas quickly followed by a response
from Lévi-Strauss (1960). One of the main questioihthe controversy was in regards
to the exogamic character of the Apinayé’s rituel/bs. This question was only cleared
up by R. da Matta doctoral dissertation at Harvarder Maybury-Lewis’s mentorship
(da Matta 1976 — the PhD dissertation was defended®71). This critical dialogue
with Lévi-Strauss’ structural analyses (based éoma&graphic material collected among
the Gé groups of Central Brazil) seems to have lgaeprked Maybury-Lewis’ career:
both his entrance into Harvard as well as his feaih Oxford would be marked by this
scientific controversy (Laraia 2008:550-551).

In order to continue their joint research projedlsybury-Lewis and Cardoso solicited
funds from the Ford Foundation. An analysis of tleerespondence between the two
anthropologists from 1966 to 1967 shows that Maytiewis’ main preoccupation was

to insure the continuance of fieldwork in Brazit. was Cardoso, then, who first

suggested the creation of a master’'s program, dalipronce again his earlier cause.
Maybury-Lewis seems to have accepted this idearaassnable exchange for Brazilian
cooperation in continuing fieldwork and also as @ans of widening the reach of the
ideas then being discussed at Harvard.

What most preoccupied the British anthropologistyéver, was experimentally testing
the premises of structural anthropology, as elabdray Claude Lévi-Strauss, and in
particular the Frenchman’s propositions regardioglidt societies. We can thus better
comprehend the turn Roberto da Matta’s theoretidehtations took during his PhD at
Harvard, where he made an exhaustive and systemeatittng of Lévi-Strauss works
during the preparation of his dissertation (latetblghed O mundo divididh Da
Matta’s participation in the Harvard debates regeydhe pertinence of the knowledge
generated by structuralidfmand his creative use of Levi-Strauss’ prepositibetped
him become the main Brazilian anthropological authfdhe 1970s. As a “structuralist”
professor, da Matta showed how the French anthoggsils contributions went far
beyond technical controversies regarding kinshipnewmclature, the meaning of
totemism, or the relating of myths and ritual pices.

The hegemony of Levi-Strauss’ proposals and modélanalysis in the English-
speaking world thus became a central factor irnr theing taken up again in Brazil. It
was this practical use of Levi-Straussian hypothese order to ethnographically
describe the ways of life and systematic represient of certain Native American
groups (which had never before been studied scemwically) that marked the
institutionalization of the French thinker's works a constituent part of Brazilian
anthropology.

Luiz de Castro Faria: amnesia denied, or a naturaiit compelled to specialize in
social anthropology



An analysis of the social and intellectual trajegtof Luiz de Castro Faria should allow
us to comprehend the way in which anthropologieakarch traditions at the National
Museum favored the creation of certain distinctnagts in the PPGAS. However, it also
shows how certain resistances and even opposispnsng up with regards to the
collective formation of the apprentices in sociatheopology which the new program
would turn out who were to be, above all else, datvadepts of the belief that scientific
progress could be advanced through fieldwork.

Born in 1913, a generation before the other twafiding fathers” of PPGAS, Castro
Faria was (like Roberto Cardoso) the son of a famith solid roots in the Brazilian
imperial nobility. Castro Faria concluded his seatamy studies with great acclaim in
1932 and apparently wanted to continue his stuali¢be School of Medicine. Finally,
however, he opted for a license in library studaesurprising choice for a young man
of his social class who had graduated with flyimdocs from the Colégio Sdo Bento,
already one of the most prestigious secondary sshodio de Janeiro. In 1936, Castro
Farias was admitted to the National Museum praticante(an unpaid professional) in
the National Museum’s anthropology division, beprgmoted to the rank of “voluntary
assistant” the following yeadr. At the time, one needed to be a member off aivelst
well-to-do family in order to accept this sort aobgition, given that it came with no
scholarship or salary during its probationary perio

In 1938, Castro Faria accompanied Lévi-StraussigrR#001) during the Frenchman’s
expedition to the Serra do Norte, the main soufcErigtes TropiquesThis experience
of scientific collaboration didn’t pan out, howeyémand the two would only meet again
in 1953 in Paris, during Castro Faria’s internshipthe Musée de I'Homme at the
invitation of Paul Rivet. The two anthropologiskgwever, never created any project
which followed up on their earlier collaborationheél expedition to the Serra do Norte
(also known as the "Lévi-Strauss expedition”) wasttd Faria’s first experience with
fieldwork. His expenses were financed by the Sadd”&ecretariat for Culture, under
the directorship of Mario de Andrade. His partitipa in the expedition came only
after long negotiations between Claude Lévi-Strgaapported by Paul Rivet) and the
then-director of the National Museum, anthropolbdieloisa Alberto Torre§ By
naming Castro Faria as a member of the expeditki@pisa Alberto Torres sought to
fulfill a demand by the Brazilia@onselho de Fiscalizacdo das Expedi¢cdes Cientiicas
Artisticas (Council for the Overview of Scientific and AriistExpeditions), created in
1933. She also, however, sought to take advantaile gituation to train an apprentice
scientist who could later be put to good use byMuseum. Dinah Lévi-Strauss (who
was also interested in the social organization aasimology of Native American
groups) also took part in the expedition, as didoator and physical anthropologist,
Jean Vellard, who wished to study the anesthefiecef of thecurare made by the
Amazonian Indians. The breadth of Castro Farieisndific interests can be measured
by his participation in experiments organized by Yoellard which appliec¢turareto a
dog and which were registered in Castro Faria’'sydigaria 2001).



Only in 1944 was Luiz de Castro Faria integratéd the National Museum'’s staff as a
full-fledged scientific professional. He achievédstposition via a public competition in
which he defended a thesis regarding habitat irziBratilizing material which he had
collected in 1938 on the Serra da Norte expediéiod on humerous other journeys to
the field. In 1948, Castro Faria took a positiortteg Federal Fluminense University
(UFF), where he taught courses on anthropologyudests seeking a teaching license
in the social sciences.

Educated via an individualized recruitment procesdmitting himself to the good will
of those who held titled positions, deprived ofulag salaries for his work as well as a
secure perspective for his future and — ultimatelgduced to the condition of a self-
taught scholar, Luiz de Castro Faria offers usxremely interesting example of how
the licensing process in Brazilian education wasifiicient when it came to forming
anthropological professionals. To such a man, tine lof education offered by the
PPGAS/MN could only be seen as a distinct ruptuth the insufficiencies of the past
and Castro Faria gave all merit for the projectisubation and success to Roberto
Cardoso (Faria 1993). In 1968, Castro Faria bec#medirector of the National
Museum and enjoyed considerable prestige in theraétniversity of Rio de Janeiro
as an active participant in the debates surroundmmgersity reform, which had been
underway since the early 1960s.

It was predictable, however, that Castro Fariast peould result in certain difficulties
when dialoguing with the younger professors atRR&AS. The head of the Museum’s
Physical Anthropology division, Marilia Alvim, ofteremarked during meetings of the
Anthropology Department in the 1970s and ‘80s thatz de Castro Faria was our last
Franz Boas”. In other words, he was the only mendjethe department who had
practiced in the field the four classic specialidsanthropology: archeology, physical
anthropology, linguistics and cultural anthropolog@¥is gentle reminder was another
way of remarking that, at the time, Castro Faria wWe only remaining link between
the members of PPGAS and the other sectors of thesedm’s Anthropology
Department.

In order for us to have an exact measure of thelesmdiic character of Castro Faria’s
career, we need only remember that Castro Faridbbad elected the first president of
the Brazilian Anthropological Association (ABA -eated at a congress at the National
Museum in 1953 and confirmed by a congress in 8alyeBahia in 1955). His name
was still the central reference at the ABA CongiadRecife in 1978, used to expulse a
“big wheel” who had been set over the Associatignthe military regime, thus
restoring ABA’s democratic character (which hastoared on down to the present
day)1®

If Castro Faria was successful in his bid in 19&initing a diverse group of young
researchers in support of his candidacy, it wagelgrdue to the fact that his research
and teaching activities at the PPGAS gave him aa atierudition conferred by both
his long past involvement in the anthropologic&ldi and his engagement with the



recent changes in the discipline. After 1968, (@astaria dedicated himself almost
exclusively to the domain of social anthropologhielh became the persistent object of
his research seminars. This in itself is the meglent proof of how anthropological
profession had changed in Brazil over the past dksta Castro Faria’s mixed
disgruntlement and fascination with the proposastained in the works of Michel
Foucault and Pierre Bourdieu (authors Faria readaasimilated work during his career
at the PPGAS) can doubtless be interpreted as thtevenforce that drove him to
investigate his doubts through systematic reseaagarding intellectual classifications
and the modes of selection and consecration dfénteal classifications in Brazif.

In 1988, during the PPGAS/MN P@nniversary celebration, Luiz de Castro Faria was
invited to give a speech alongside the the Proggamd other “Founding Fathers” and
Roberto da Matta. Faria chose a polemical titlehisrspeech, in the form of an open
question: “A Tupiniquim Social Anthropology?” Asau he publicly distanced himself
in relation to the change in the discipline’s namvbjch had come about due to Social
Anthropology’s rapid rise along the escalating sadlknowledge.

[...] For many years, the chosen name was ‘culamthropology’ [...]. We like
to effectuate a hierarchy, with ethnography, etbggl cultural anthropology
and social anthropology set in that order, from detvto highest. Social
anthropology is situated at the top of the heapq, this is evidently not a
naturally occurring state of affairs. "Situatdtere means the recognition of a
certain produced hierarchy. One must understand wha situated. And here
we must admit that we are dealing with a neolodiaria 1992a:70).

During the same conference, Castro Faria had alremdled into question the
references and the author of the neologism: "whbarwhat time and place used this
resource (the neologism) in order to constitutengelves as the center of discourse?"
(Faria 1992a:61).

This frankness in front of his peers in June 1988trates one of the aspects of the link
which would unite Castro Faria to Roberto Cardasmwo:the 5th of December 1989,
Cardoso received the title of Doctbonoris causafrom UFRJ. The orator at the
ceremony was none other than Luiz de Castro Famzélf, who entitled his speech
"Dedication to anthropology — the four seasons wattorious path" (Faria 1992b). If in
France, the name “Claude Lévi-Strauss” is assatiate an identifying marker with
"social anthropology"”, denominating a disciplineigthwas once practiced under the
rubric of “ethnology”, in Brazil, it is Roberto Gdwso who occupies a similar position.

In the intellectual trajectory of both Brazilianhetars, the consecration of the term
“social anthropology” validated all the phases obbBrto Cardoso’s intellectual

trajectory, including his original formation as hilpsopher. At the same time, the rise
of this term brutally devalued three-fourths of Zule Castro Faria’s professional
experience, diminishing the importance of archegloginguistics and physical

anthropology as significant fields within the didoie. Luiz de Castro Faria stayed with
the PPGAS/MN to the very end of his days, actiteching and researching. This fact,



in and of itself, lead to important changes inihtsllectual production, as his numerous
publications from the first decade of the®2Tentury attest to. Ironically, his works
from 2000 on are unique in the field, being struatanalyses which take as their object
the classifications utilized by the “anthropologditéde”.

Coming from diverse social, intellectual and gepbra backgrounds, the “founding

fathers” were joined, however, by a fourth partwiich radically changed the general
situation: the Ford Foundation. The Foundation &thfleld research for professors and
their students and also paid for the recruitmentesfearcher-professors who could
exclusively dedicate themselves to their tasksalRinit subsidized the construction of
a library filled with the most recent internatiorehthropological works, as well as
complete collections of specialized journals.

The Empire’s palace wars as seen from the periphery

Yves Dezalay and Bryan Garth (2002) have examire dctivities of the Ford
Foundation in Latin America (Brazil, Argentina, @&hand Mexico) as a means utilized
by a North-American counter-elite to create allem@mong the intellectual elites of
dominated countries in order to overthrow the fawtiin power in both the center and
periphery of the global system. In this way, transfations in the field of global power
are conceived of as originating in alliances betwéstions situated in homologous
positions within differing national fields of poweFhese alliances do not necessarily
involve pre-existing accords based upon sharedlodeal bases. This sociology of
transnational power privileges the material strreguof networks and their practices
without necessarily worrying about the ideals pheac by the members of these
networks. In other words, according to this soraoélysis, shared proclaimed goals do
not seem to be an adequate basis for comprehetigingtrength or fragility of any
given alliance. This does not mean, however, thah san analysis has no interest in
investigating the rhetoric employed by the actarstiese networks, given that the
authors’ study of the United States began withahgins of thelaw and development
school of thought and followed this up with an gsal of the efforts to export these
ideals, which can itself be understood as a seafreltlies within other national fields
which were susceptible to these ideas.

The liberal American rhetoric of promoting humaghitis, of restoring the rule of law,
or of safeguarding democratic liberties in publgases actively contributed to the
critique of the military regimes which had largélgen emplaced in Latin America with
the active (and often direct) support of Americaght-wing “hawks” who tended to see
the Cold War in strictly military terms. This degsn of the rights of man and the
restoration of civil rights illustrated the sombface of the Latin American military
dictatorships and provided a “breath of fresh #rsuffocated intellectual communities
throughout the Americas. However, a sociologicalgsis of the American activists
who desired to construct an alternative foreigngydbased on human rights reveals the
continuation of a hegemonic view of the United &ads a great power.



According to Dezalay and Garth, the Ford Foundatimrked to renew the social
sciences in Latin America as a means of combathey ihternational spread of
communism and the different variants of Marxismotighout the region. The
foundation’s overall goal was thus to secure Sketgemony as well as improve the
popularity of those systems of thought then in \gmong the North American public.
In the complex context of the 1960s, those who Bbogt the aid of the Foundation
were often not its ideological fellow travelers,tather out-of-power groups that
sought to install their own political and intelleat hegemony.

The “field of power” concept can be applied bothaatational and transnational scale
(Bourdieu 1989; Dezalay & Garth 2002) and permgtsaustudy how alliances form and
recompose and the cleavages at an international Veithout having to presume that
dominant agents materially and intellectually cohthe power games in which they are
inscribed. At the same time, this theoretical amicigpdoes not reduce actors’ social
weight, situating everyone as equally negligible tla¢ international scale, where
supposedly only collectivities representing natstaites or their embryos have some
degree of agency. The play of alliances and thavelges in the process known as
“globalization” derive from homologies between atgewriginating and situated in
distinct national scenes and never from a commarakmentity founded upon similar
social conditions or cemented by shared pointsi@f/ wvith respect to the same social
and political alternatives. Consequently, any apipnation between sets of actors as
diverse as Latin American intellectuals and thedFAeoundation (Pollak 1979, 1985)
should be understood as a specific configurationwhiich the strategies of each
involved group may not be clear to all the otHéiiSvery alliance is a bet made within a
space that is opaque to different degrees to difitgoarticipating groups. Conditions are
never completely transparent, even to those groupgents which are situated as being
the most powerful within any given configuration.

Who uses whom?

The correspondence between Roberto Cardoso and DMaybury-Lewis conserved in
the PPGAS/MN archives is rich in information witagards to this sort of thing. It
permits us to trace, step by step, the negotiatidrnish lead to the creation of this new
post-graduate program. Reading the corresponderecean clearly see the interest the
two anthropologists — one Brazilian and the othegld-American — had in continuing
cooperation between the Harvard Anthropology Depant and its counterpart at the
National Museum. The idea of creating a masterdg@m in Brazil was initially
broached by Roberto Cardoso, while Maybury-LewiEeptance of this project sought
to give continuity to (or even widen) the reseacalrently being undertaken among the
Gé peoples in Brazil

The project was also of interest to Maybury-Lewiseg that it would open up
Professional opportunities to the three BraziligtDPstudents he had welcomed to
Harvard between 1960 and 1962: Roberto da Mattgu&d.araia and Julio César



Mellati. In a long letter by Maybury-Lewis to Camsly dated November 30th 1966 and
extended in a second communication on December f2ildwing a telephone
conversation between the two men, the Anglo-Amaerieathropologist related the
content of a discussion with Peter Bell of the PelgidiMuseum in Cambridge (U.S.). In
these communications, Maybury-Lewis instructed Brazilian collaborator on the
procedures that should be adopted when dealingMit8tacey Widdicombe, the Ford
Foundation’s representative in Brazil: “One thinfpiget to mention in my letter was
that Bell suggested you should go now to Widdicorabe talk over the whole project.
It is Ford Foundation policy that the major impe&tsould come from the country
concerned and not be an outside initiative”.

The division of labor between the Brazilian sidetloé relationship (the main player
when it came to teaching) and Harvard (which h&lgedmonic control over the destiny
of the research to be conducted) clearly appeatseifinal agreement over what would
be discussed with Peter Bell, detailing what wageeted from the negotiator of the
“country taking the main initiative for the projéct

That the proposed project be divided in two padse concerned primarily with
research and one concerned primarily with trainamgl development of the social
sciences in Brazil. | have always been interegtdabth aspects but feel that the second
should be firmly directed from Brazil (i.e. by you)suggested that the research should
continue to be directed jointly by Rio and Harvéird. by you and me) as there were
many practical and administrative advantages iningathe research based in both
countries and a genuinely co-operative venture.

The continuation of the correspondence (with Rab@&ardoso responding on the 31st
of December, 1966) and the activities which woulelhte PPGAS show that this short
synthesis furnishes an exact measure of the catitiiis each partner would make to
the common endeavor. However, the beginning of Maybhewis’ letter highlights the
uncertainties that the actors had regarding therduand stresses the need to better
understand the Four Foundation’s deeper strat@g@sler to avoid being manipulated:

Frankly and between ourselves my impression ottmersation was "mais ou menos"
(sic). It seems to be a question of who is goingise whom. The Ford Foundation

appeared to be eager to put money into Brazil. ©@nother hand | got the impression
that they were not particularly interested in cesaarch but would be prepared to give
the money to it if in so doing they could accomiplteeir own purposes. | would not

mind this at all if | had a clear idea of what thewn purposes were, but this, as you
know, is not easy to acquire.

The structural analysis of kinship and the rited anyths of the Gé& groups of central
Brazil were the primary interests of the Harvardhawpologist, but he felt that he
hadn't been able to communicate this enthusiasmth® Ford Foundation’s
representative. On the other hand, it was obvibas the Foundation sought to insert
itself in Rio de Janeiro as patrons of the so@@rges and that it thus could not ignore
an already-extant international network engagepraducing scientifically prestigious



research. Unlike economics (Loureiro, 1997) andtipal science (Canedo, 2009),
social anthropology was not high on the Americastiiation’s list of priorities, but it
could be added to the list of scientific referencesognized by the Foundation’s
international plan:

They clearly wish to build up the social sciencesBrazil. | think they would
probably have prepared not to have had to deal satlial anthropologists but
are faced, to a certain extent, with no other ahaitice we appear to be most
lively research group in this particularly fieldhdrefore | suppose they would
be prepared to give money to social anthropology.

Throughout his letter, however, Maybury-Lewis refatthe Ford Foundation’s
misgivings towards cooperating with the PPGAS/MMjeg that the Program was
under the leadership of Roberto Cardoso, the bratkhkaw of Fernando Henrique
Cardoso, a man whose reputation was on the rigewiolg his move to Santiago do
Chile and the publication of his first works on dagdency theory. These reservations
probably had to do with the entire group which hamhlesced around Florestan
Fernandes, an old friend of David’s as well, the tvaving met during Maybury-Lewis’
stay in Sao Paulo after completing his first mastéegree. It thus became clear that the
Ford Foundation sought to stimulate scientific cetitpn with an eye to reorienting
the Brazilian social sciences and creating oppwsito the Marxist paradigm. Within
this project, the Sao Paulo group which had formexind Fernandes was seen with
some suspicion, even though they had long distaticechselves from any sort of
communist orthodoxy.

Be that as it may, the Ford Foundation eventualbumd up financing CEBRAP
(Centro Brasileiro de Analise e Planificacdo — Brazilian Center for Analysis and
Planning) in Sdo Paulo, a research center, direlsyeéernando Henrique Cardoso,
which regularly engaged in scientific exchange wvitie researcher-professors of the
PPGAS/MN. This situation once again demonstrates dlbances and cleavages in this
sort of political field are subject to day-to-dayiftss and reformulations. The quotidian
behavior of each actor serves as a sign of theutwonol of power relationships. The
correspondence between the PPGAS’ “founding fatherquite explicit regarding the
attempts that were made to distance the Paulistas the new high-level groups of
researcher-professors then under formation. Thétdexpressed above regarding “Who
will use whom?” was thus quite significant:

More over | am not absolutely certain in my own dhthat the Ford Foundation
is willing to give money with no strings attacheldwas amazed when |
mentioned to Peter Bell that we hope to cooperdte some of the sociologists
in S&o Paulo and he replied that perhaps their wak not as good as it might
be because of its Marxist orientation. Now, youwmay own view on this and
you know that | for example thought that Fernandoriduie's book A
metamorfose do escrav(sic) was spoiled by his Marxist style polemics.
Nevertheless it should be clear to anybody whothasslightest knowledge of



Brazilian sociology that the important work beingne in this field stems from
Florestan Fernandes and the people whom he hasregdtlaround him. It is
ridiculous to think that we are somehow going togoire empirical sociologists
with no views on anything to bring back the 'traet§' on Brazil.

The errors displayed above seem to me to be signifi Maybury-Lewis misspells
Fernando Henrique Cardoso’s name and also errsregfirds to the title of his thesis
and the following book. The exact referenceCigpitalismo e escraviddo no Brasil
meridional (Capitalism and Slavery in Southern Braii962) and the book opens with
an introduction dedicated to praising the dialeatiethod in the social sciences. The
book Metamorfose do escray@The Metamorphosis of the Slavalso published in
1962 as part of the same collection containing &®alo Henrique Cardoso’s work, was
the result of Octavio lanni’s doctoral thesis. Thisok was also dedicated to the
analysis of the legacy of slavery in southern Bramd also had a Marxist orientation.
In a 1977 edition of his book, Fernando Henriqued@Gso reaffirmed his identity as a
“disciple of the French Mission” of the 1930s ad@s and as Marxist dialectician’

The generation prior to mine, that of FlorestannBades, Antonio Candido,
Gioconda Mussolini, Mario Wagner Vieira da Cunhautival Gomes Machado
and many others, had renewed university life urttier direct influence of
foreign professors and men like Fernando de Azevéde continuous search
for a “scientific pattern of work”, the disciplinaf field and historical research,
the many years of contact with such professors ageRBastide, Fernand
Braudel, Pierre Monbeig, Lévi-Strauss, Emilio Witle and so many others had
created a model for the university career and téllectual production. The
presence of some of these foreign professors, attd#dte ardor of those who
had been educated by them and those who had, inyothe efforts, attempted
to replace the Brazilian essayist tradition witltietogy transmitted to us a
sense of intellectual responsibility. This led oswork long and hard on our
master's and doctoral theses.... The preface... deotsrthe theoretical force
and heavy burden which the option for a Marxistediameant at the time....
Florestan Fernandes, tormented by the obsessidevielop a sociology which
was not a simple positive affirmation of the presérg order, opened up the
possibility for the use of the dialectic as one tbfee basic methods:
functionalism, from Max Weber, and dialectics. Thnajority of those who
participated in the “Marx Seminar” attributed a eficdheoretical status to the
dialectics, accepting the utilization of other noeth as secondary (Cardoso 1977
[1962]:11-12).

Fernando Henrigue Cardoso and Octavio lanni’'s bookse certainly decisive
contributions in affirming Marxism as the domingdradigm in Brazilian sociology
between 1960 and the end of the 1970s. The Forddation, however, had initially set
its sights on the group of young people who werbdocome the dominant pole of the
Brazilian social sciences at the end of the 196Dise only name which could throw a
shadow over this group (but who was its objectil® avas that of Celso Furtado.



David Maybury-Lewis thus eloquently described theswadity of the belief that the
Harvard team could somehow join the military regsnehorus with regards to the
sociology coming out of USP at the time. One simphuldn’'t wipe out the
achievements of the “Sao Paulo School of Sociolagy’even less, all of the debates
which had already come out of Brazilian sociologygeneral. This lucidity in the
negotiations with American funding agencies like fiord Foundation resulted in an
expansion of the margins of the research which @ée conducted by the PPGAS in
the future. Maybury-Lewis expresses trust in hiseregas partner and appeals to
Cardoso’s notable talents as a negotiator in aelecipher the strategies used by the
Foundation and not assume commitments which woalthgrdize their common
endeavor:

All of this has been pessimistic so far, so | wanténd on a more cheerful note. |
did not by any means have a negative impressiomedf or of the Ford
Foundation. Furthermore it seems to me to be vkeyyl that they will give us
money. The problem at this moment is simply whetherwill be prepared to
accept their conditions and | do hope that you Wwdlve an opportunity to
explore this matter with your customary subtletyewhyou next talk to Stacey
Widdicombe.

The creation of the PPGAS/MN was consequently pegdd upon the mobilization of
all the scientific and institutional authority whicthe “founding fathers” had
accumulated through their previous experiencesthen knowledge of the Brazilian
and international academic universes. The goalhf ¢ndeavor was to ensure the
continuity of both the research into the Gé groapd the pedagogical projects which
had been coalescing in Brazil at the Museum. Tive aeademic organism would be
able to dedicate itself to post-graduate educatwith field research funded by
pedagogic authorities. Not for nothing, then, wasrance into the PPGAS seen by
young students as a sort of “arrival in paradiggVen that post-graduate studies and
financing for fieldwork were considered to be exigdy rare by all prior generations of
Brazilian intellectuals.

The quality of education at the National Museumrapphed that of the British and
American institutions which David Maybury-Lewis haassed through and stood in
strong contrast to the educational experiences wt de Castro Faria and even of
Roberto Cardoso de Oliveira. Favorable materiatlt@mnms permitted the experiment to
be expanded in the 1960s, with the recruitment afdRto da Matta, Roque de Barros
Laraia, Julio César Mellatti, Alcida Ramos, Mariadkea Loyola, Maria Stella Amorim
and many others. These financial donations alsmigtedd the Program to widen the
range of its investigations and, to a certain extéh the gap left by the virulent
repression of the military government of the fietdsociology, history, philosophy and
even economics.

The structuralist vogue associated on an internatitevel with the works of Claude
Lévi-Strauss thus appeared as something of a siditating a new era for the social



sciences. Furthermore, in spite of what today’s romm sense in the Brazilian social
sciences might indicate, Marxism wasn’t ignored Udyi-Strauss, as chapter XVI of
Structural Anthropologynakes quite plain. In the 1958 French edition ¢&f Hook, this
chapter never published before in English, Léva&ds created a polemical argument
with Georges Gurvitch, Maxime Rodinson and thecedit staff of theLa nouvelle
critique regarding the concept ebcial structureThis, of course, was the famous text
in which the expression “to exasperate Billancowappeared, a historical reference
which presumed knowledge of the localization of wwrking class bases of CGT and
PC unionism in Paris.

This short and polemical chapter concludes with i{Stvauss affirming the
convergences between his approach and the hidtdeigacy of Marx and Engels’
theoretical works:

As we have seen, this was not Marx and Engels’iopinThey believed that in
pre-capitalist or non-capitalist societies, consamgous ties played a much
greater role than class relations. | do not belidv@vever, that | have shown
myself to be unfaithful to their teachings in atpging, 60 years after Lewis M.
Morgan (whom Marx and Engels greatly admired),aketup once again this
man’s project and elaborate a new typology of kimslystems under the light of
the knowledge that has since been acquired by mysel others through
fieldwork (Lévi-Strauss 1958:373-374).

All conditions united to produce a situation in winithe legacy of structural
anthropology became a scientific object of thet foler in 1970s Brazil. For the new
generations of students, intellectual challengekeddo professional challenges: a deep
engagement with reinventing anthropology seemelet@mne of the rare solutions to
repression when faced with a public space markedelmgorship and hidden quotidian
violence.

Hell in paradise

It is interesting to accompany the manners in whielsearcher-professors were
recruited by the PPGAS once Ford Foundation fimapbiad been obtained. Among the
new hires were: Francisca Isabel Vieira Kellerradgate of USP and the author of a
thesis regarding Japanese immigrants; Otavio GuileeAlves Velho, the first student
to defend his master’s thesis at the PPGAS, in 1878 who would go on to defend his
doctoral dissertation at the University of Manckesin Great Britain, under the
mentorship of Peter Worsley; Moacir Gracindo Soakedmeira, the author of a
dissertation defended at the University of Parigarding the feudalism/capitalism
debate in characterizing social relationships i@ tountry, done in the light of the
“intellectual field” concept as elaborated by Peemourdieu; Lygia Maria Sigaud,
whose master’s thesis at PPGAS and doctoral disertat USP dealt with the ways in
which sugar plantation workers (themselves the efedents of slaves) interpreted the



social transformations provoked by the applicavbisocial rights. Also recruited were
Neuma Aguiar and Roger Walker, two sociologistscatied in the United States, and
Paulo Marcos Amorim, an ethnologist educated aPtR6&AS who shared an interest in
the problems developed by Roberto Cardoso and wiessarch dealt with a group of
Potiguara fishermen along Traicdo Bay. Additionalllge connection that Roberto
Cardoso established with Manuel Diegues Jr., thecttir of the Centro Latino-
americano de Ciéncias Sociais (Latin American $&iegences Center), facilitated the
PPGAS’ collaboration with Argentine sociologist dger Graciarena and Mexican
anthropologist Guillermo Bonfil Batalla.

This far from exhaustive list of the professors where present at the creation of
PPGAS (1966-68) reveals how the list of topics aered to be relevant for research
was quickly and decisively widened, distancing thdentification of “social
anthropology” from the social or cosmological orgation of the Native American
groups of Central Brazil and the Amazon. In thefgece to his dissertation ((1973, and
the resulting book a year later), Otavio Velho, émample, thanked Roberto Cardoso
for directing him to study the Amazon’s agrariaantiier and credits David Maybury-
Lewis with the suggestion to compare this to othistorical examples (the USA and
the USSR). The Ford Foundation also received th&olsaving financed his two stays
in Manchester as well as Maria Andrea Loyola’s doate in France, both scholars
having received scholarships for study in Europe&iwhllowed to escape persecution at
the hands of the military regime.

We can also recall that Luiz de Castro Faria sela®d witness in Velho's defense
when the younger scholar had been accused of sibeercts and became the object of
a police investigation. The existence of such aale, in which solidarity between
“professors” and “apprentices” occurred on all plaof daily life, makes it easier to
understand why so many students professed théir ifaithe promising destiny of the
PPGAS/MN: “Participation in the PPGAS has been wedyable to me. As | said in the
original preface to my dissertation, the Prograrm b@en an oasis for study, debate and
research in the social sciences and it's true itapoe will only be fully understood in
the future” (Velho 1974:7).

The hopes of the new generation created persogalgements which went far beyond
the simple consideration of the professional cangsths which were now finally
opening. It should be recognized in this conteat the research projects conceived and
presented after 1966 under the constant correatio®david Maybury-Lewis and
Roberto Cardoso, was known, significantly, as t@emparative Study of Regional
Development” and focused on the transformationhef rural world or commerce and
craftsmanship in the small and mid-sized towns lné Brazilian northeast and
Amazonia. The programs of seminars from this timet have been conserved in the
Museum’s archives demonstrate an association batwe® study of the classics of
Brazilian sociology (Gilberto Freyre, Florestan r@ndes etc.) and debates regarding
“peasant societies”, in which the theories of RoBReadfield were confronted with new
data regarding Russia and Central EurbpeRoberto Cardoso and David Maybury-



Lewis directed the seminars in which this literatwas most studied. Luiz de Castro
Faria, for his part in these seminars, focusedhenrécent controversies in “economic
anthropology” and most particularly on the debaveen formalists and substantivists
in the English-speaking universe following the pecdgion of Karl Polanyi’'s famous
book (1957) and its repercussion’s in France thnotige intermediation of Maurice
Godelier (1966) (Faria 2006:77-86).

Courses at the PPGAS began in August 1968, fivetimsomefore Institutional Act #5
was decreed. With this act, the military closed doall juridical possibilities for
confronting arbitrary imprisonment and systematcture in Brazil. The Act also
consecrated the regime’s ability to expulse stuglestd professors from public
institutions of higher learning through the simpbgedient of publishing their names
on a ban list emitted by the military high commaide social sciences were especially
hard hit by IA5, especially in Sdo Paulo, Rio deela and Brasilia. It was during this
period that Roberto Cardoso declared that postugitadstudies in social anthropology
could serve as a refuge for the younger generatidms had been blocked in their
intellectual trajectory providing, of course, tlihey'd be willing to dialogue with the
discipline’s national and international past. Frdmat point on, social anthropology in
Brazil became a field for the reconversion of youmgversity students who had
otherwise been impeded from reinventing the coogtiof their future professions.

It's important to thus understand the Double birtich weighed upon these younger
generations of students. The conditions of the atattprogram were unmatched by
anything which had previously occurred in BraziutB5od help these “new heirs” of
anthropology if they rested on their laurels foe tipeneral situation of the university
deteriorated with each passing day. Intellectuabatee and university exchange
practically shut down. Publishers were harassdtkatmns and scientific journals were
closed, classes and colloquiums were strictly wedadmd new hires needed to provide a
“statement of ideological purity” in order to assintheir responsibilities. The
challenges were many and not trivial. Living thedemmas as a form of “intellectual
resistance” to the military’s arbitrary decree®akd a certain number of the PPGAS’
new students to accept the hard conditions impheahthropological fieldwork. Being
able to daily produce solid ethnographic work whithlogued with different currents
of “international” theory allowed one to presensearch contributions which broke
through the military regime’s institutionalized eflectual blockade. This paradoxical
configuration, which combined extremely favorablatemial conditions for social-
scientific research with overwhelming repressioffers up a clue for us to better
comprehend why Brazil's most innovative researchgmms appeared during the
darkest days of the military regime. For the ampbtogy students and researchers, the
asceticism of research substituted the earlienitefienergy which had been dedicated to
public demonstrations.

Roberto Cardoso’s comments in 1988, the year Bragéived its new democratic
constitution, highlight his desire to attract tacisd anthropology individuals who had



prior training in sociology, history, law, economusing them to reinvent the profession
of anthropologist in Brazil, emphasizing its “sd@athropological”’ aspects:

It's interesting to note that the intellectual m&sts of the great majority of the
students concentrated on the study of Brazilianiesgconly a few were
interested in looking at indigenous societies. Tlosv of these students to
anthropology and the National Museum — a disciplana an institution
traditionally associated with indigenous ethnologyis a fact that deserves
reflection. It always seems to us that this flonswdaie to the fact that the space
otherwise occupied by sociology in our society wasant. That discipline had
only been taught in Rio de Janeiro in the CollegfeBhilosophy and these had
been heavily hit by military repression during tfears of the authoritarian state
in Brazil (Cardoso de Oliveira 1992:53).

It was as if everything was conspiring — both inmie of favorable and unfavorable
conditions — so that research in anthropology waldtige all the agents mobilized in
the founding of the PPGAS to reinvent the professionodes of existence and the
foundations of its intellectual work. Both the ofdhasters” as well as the new
“apprentices” were caught up in this endeavor. His tcontext, dialogue with the

international scene became even more interestimgngthe military government’s

desire to monopolize the world’s conceptions ofZdrand Brazilianness.

The mobility of scientific missions in power dispugs

In a future work, we will deal with how the PPGASMMwas threatened with

disintegration when Ford Foundation funding waddily cut in 1972. This resulted in

the mobilization of the professor-researchers ahdlemts in order to save the
institution, generating a series of new researdjepts and institutional reorientations
under the directorship of Roberto da M&fta.

| believe that these changes only reinforced theeg@ picture which | have analyzed
above. It was only in 1974 that the professor-neteas recruited with the Ford
Foundation’s money were integrated into the UFRsdesy, reducing the precariousness
of the masters’ program. From that moment on, tR&RS was strongly supported by
FINEP (Financing for Studies and Projects - Finam&nto de Estudos e Projetos),
under the direction of economist José Pellcio KetrEerreira himself was associated
with nationalist circles and took up the bannerchhthad been waved in earlier days by
such “spirits of the State” as Anisio Teixeira, $&eFurtado and José Leite Lopes. From
that point on, Brazilian financing institutions aagencies recognized the need for fully
supporting the “cosmopolitan transplant” that w&GAS.

The incorporation of three new researcher-profassmntributed to the increasing
diversification of the PPGAS lines of social anphotogical research. Giralda Seyferth
was initially hired by the National Museum for tphhysical anthropology department,
but she dedicated herself to the study of the ioglahip between Brazil's racial
question and European immigration during the 1@ty (when German immigrants



formed a new peasantry in southern Brazil). Gilb&ardoso Alves Velho, originally a
professor at the Instituto de Filosofia e Ciénctaxiais (Institute of Philosophy and
Social Science - IFCS), was recruited to PPGAS @grehed up “urban anthropology”
through the study of the lifestyles of Rio’s praged and middle classé$.The
ethnomusicologist Anthony Seeger, a close assooffRoberto da Matta since the
latter man’s internship at Harvard, arrived frone tnited States to reinforce Native
American studies. And finally, around 1977, protessbegan to be recruited through
public competitions, permitting the entrance of fint doctors who had graduated from
the PPGAS: José Seérgio Leite Lopes (differentiammong industrial workers and
workers’ cultures), Jodo Pacheco de Oliveira (MatAmerican studies, interethnic
friction), Eduardo Viveiros de Castro (Native Antam studies, cosmology and
kinship), Luiz Fernando Dias Duarte (the cognitiveiverse of fishing populations,
psychicism among the popular and middle classes) Afmanio Raul Garcia Jr.
(peasantry and migrations).

This new wave of recruitment conferred a certagbiity to the PPGAS’ various
interests, diversifying methods of investigationd athe treatment of field data and
intensifying the coexistence of differing theoratiperspectives within the program.
The institutionalization of the “excellent” categprconferred by CAPES/MEC upon
deserving graduate programs from the late 1970¢ironvhich Roberto Cardoso de
Oliveira played a key role, even though he no lordgeal any administrative link to the
PPGAS/MN), consecrated the institution as innowat@nd pioneering. In Cardoso’s
1988 testimony, he took up once again the questidhe renewal of anthropological
research in Brazil, a question firmly associatedhat time with the graduate program
that he had helped establish at the National Museum

Though | had no longer been attached to the Mussnoe 1972 when | left the
institution, | always followed the Program’s acties and, on many occasions,
participated on master’'s and doctoral defense coi@es. Furthermore, the
experience that | had acquired through 14 yearsook at the Museum allowed
me to set up a similar program at the UniversityBoésilia[...] What most
caught my attention, however, as an absolute itolicd PPGAS’ consolidation,
was the Program’s integration of a significant paftits best students as
professors. It's obvious that a program can onlgdresidered to be consolidated
when it produces competent professionals and extatheses and dissertations.
PPGAS met these two requirements with flying colms thus renewed itself,
bringing into its ranks as professors its most cetapt grad students. Some of
these were my students, such as Otavio Velho, L@igaud, Gilberto Velho,
Giralda Seyferth, José Sérgio Leite Lopes, Afra@iarcia and Jodo Pacheco
(this last a student at UnB); others weren’t, sashL.uiz Fernando Dias Duarte
and Eduardo Viveiros de Castro. In any case, |mpemied all their successes
in their careers as PPGAS professors and authovaloéble contributions top
anthropology (Cardoso de Oliveira 1992:54-55).



Cardoso de Oliveira concludes his remarks abouP®@AS’ pedagogical activities by
recognizing the Program’s debt to his successoheRo da Matta, who met the
Program’s final challenges on the road to defimitimstitutionalization: "I believe we
must recognize the role played by Roberto da Matta beside the excellent
anthropology he always taught — in consolidating BPGAS, along with the roles
played by his other colleagues, of course” (Cardizs@liveira 1992:56).

The odyssey of the founding fathers

Upon leaving the Museum in 1972 following a disagnent with its director over the
established criteria for the promotion of a protes€Cardoso de Oliveira 1992:55),
Roberto Cardoso spent a year at Harvard on a Fauddation scholarshifs.Upon his
return to Brazil and at the invitation of Roque BHarros Laraia, he organized the
Graduate Program in social Anthropology at the ©rsity of Brasilia in 1972, later
becoming the Director of Human Sciences Departn(&@73-1975) and, finally, the
director of the university’s Human Sciences Ins&it(1980-1985). His trajectory did not
end there, however. From 1984 on, Cardoso de @ivaontributed decisively to the
organization of UNICAMP’s doctoral program (Deb@f06; Correa & Laraia 1992;
Amorim 2001). He was thus directly involved in segtup three of the four programs in
anthropology currently recognized by CAPES as dentl The fourth, of course, was
the one from which he graduated: USP. This “trigeigie of the French mission” of the
1930s and ‘40s always emphasized his loyalty taalmsa-mater, as did his brother-in-
law Fernando Henrique Cardoso, his sister-in-lavthrapologist Ruth Leite Cardoso
and philosopher José Arthur Gianotti. However, etleough his work was closely
associated with that of Florestan Fernandes —aquéatily with regards to the problems
Cardoso de Oliveira chose to study — he was nexawgnized as a member of the
“Paulista school of sociology”. His proximity witHlorestan Fernandes was such that
the latter man’s famous bodx negro no mundo dos brancparaphrased in its title the
title of Cardoso’s doctoral dissertation (with taethropologist’s explicit permission -
Amorim 2001).

Cardoso’s status as a national-level anthropologistwithout his having been
assimilated by any metropolitan university — hastdbuted to his image as decisive
player in the institutionalization of social anthodogy as a discipline linked to
scientific research in Brazil.

We do not have space to analyze the careers ob€aisdother colleagues from USP.

In any case, his installation at UNICAMP insteadU$P underlined the increasing
diversification in upper-level education in thetstaf Sdo Paulo. Cardoso’s role as a
schumpterian entrepreneur in the creation of dattfprograms reveals the rapid and
intense expansion of this field in Brazil. It masto be noted that he was the director of
many scientific associations and the founder of Aheéario Antropologicp which he
directed from 1976 to 1985. Cardoso thus directymoted the institutionalization of
professional knowledge transmission and researchnmumication instruments on a



national scale. Retrospectively, the creation oc6RB/MN seems less the result of the
mobilization of all his previous experience in thervice of confronting the scientific

challenges of Brazil's military period (establisimlliances with authors who were
highly positioned within North American anthropojgdhan it seems a testimony to his
vocation as an institutional innovator (Amorim 2013-36).

The interest of the young Harvard anthropologistkinship and cosmology of the
Native Americans of Central Brazil originated insaientific controversy that was
broached in European journals regarding the vemlcifp question of the role of
dualistic organizations in the understanding ofedges based on kinship structures. No
actor, no matter how powerful, ever controlled tgire set of partners who were
interested in the growing prestige of social anplbiogy. As we can see, the evolution
of the institutionalization of the discipline in &l cannot be reduced to one actor’s or
group’s projects or plans.

We shall now turn to the trajectory of Cardoso*einational partner, David Maybury-
Lewis. After spending some months in Rio in the pamy of Roberto Cardoso in order
to firm up the PPGAS/MN project, he became a cdastifor the Ford Foundation and
the central director of Harvard’s Anthropology Dep@ent. Maybury-Lewis then
consolidated his image as a thinker who was deaptgerned with the destinies of the
populations studied by anthropologists and he edeahe of the first NGOs dedicated
to the defense of American Indian and other scedafprimitive” cultures:Cultural
Survival (Davis 2008). His collaboration with Cardoso, begm 1962, extended
throughout the Brazilian anthropologist’s careerinlurable alliance that only ended
with the death of both men in 2008 (Cardoso de&ia/2008).

It should be mentioned, in this context, that HaRsalinkages with the University of
Brasilia are even more significant in this respé#tan its connections to the
PPGAS/MN, given that among the researcher-professorBrasilia, the number of
Harvard PhDs is higher than in either Rio or S&ol®% Among them is Luiz Roberto
Cardoso de Oliveira, the first born son of the fitemof the PPGAS/MN, who defended
his masters (on agriculture in Mato Gross) at thaB and his doctorate (regarding
juridical difference and moral reparations in a &#ian court house) at Harvard.
Marisa Peirano also obtained a PhD at Harvard aasl lboked at the intellectual
linkages between Brazilian and North American asjibfogists throughout her career
and in collaboration with her colleagues at theidwetl Museum (Peirano 1981, 1992,
2008).

By way of conclusion, it is only when we understdihe social and intellectual genesis
of the PPGAS/MN as the crystallization of a nodeaaf international network then
undergoing rapid expansion, both in Brazil andrimiéionally, that the process becomes
clear. It also shows the diversification of theldi of contemporary anthropology and its
globalized® modes of existence, as well as the national migeglby which this field of
knowledge has taken root in Brazil.



Universal hypotheses and the institutional resourceto test them

In the same way that the scientific controversyiated by the debate between David
Maybury-Lewis and Lévi-Strauss evolved to the powitere it created the Central
Brasil Gé Project, a close analysisTaistes Tropiqueshows that the hypotheses of
structural anthropology derive not only from Lévr&hss’ recruitment as a professor
during the founding years of USP but, above ak eioom his years in the United States
during the Second World War. This opened the wayL#évi-Strauss’ collaboration
with Jakobson and his later journeys to Asia asNESCO collaborator. Everything
indicates that structural anthropology’s reception Brazil was more due to the
hegemony of the intellectual practices of Anglo-@aanthropology rather than to any
bilateral exchange between our country and Framcany case, the study presented
here serves to alert us against excessively sitigpsid deterministic explanations
regarding the diffusion of new scientific paradignusderlining the importance, in
understanding these processes, of the sociologis#rvation of the actors involved in
international scientific controversies. Paying mtiten to the sociology of actors and
institutions does not remove our responsibility fmderstanding the roles played by
key texts or theoretical positions in creating plaganatic change in a given scientific
field. It is, however, often the only way in whiete can penetrate the origin myths
which surround and are often unquestioned by angivellectual community.

As Gaston Bachelard has shown, one must compretitendet of intellectual and
material means which are mobilized to bring abaw nvays of thought in science in
order to understand these new paradigms themsehgeshe implementation of the
Harvard/Central Brazil Project shows, these sdientiperations depend more on the
access to material and institutional resources they do on the exercise of speculative
thought itself.

The reconstitution of the social conditions necgssaestablish and make public a new
scientific paradigm is an indispensable resourceifmlerstanding the links between the
internal critiques of pre-existing theories and thiellectual practices that allow us to
go beyond already established limits (Heilbron 2006he study of the social and

intellectual characteristics of those who partitgpan scientific controversies, their

alliances, cooperation and splits is without a d@rbexcellent means of revealing how
transnational power relationships become inscribelde evolution of modes of thought

and cognitive systems (Love 1996; Karady 2008)allfscientific research seeks to
establish hypotheses which have universal validitgeems ridiculous to circumscribe

the analytical eye when looking at the bi-natiociatulation of ideas and relationships,
no matter how intense these may have been in tte pa

In this respect, we may ask ourselves if the “Hne¥iéssion” of the 1930s was simply a
result of scientific universalism or if, to the ¢ary, it wasn't also the result of a series
of hegemonic pretensions such as those later peahimt the Ford Foundation. Is it not
more likely that this mission was inscribed in & skinternational competitions over
scientific dominance, as is any civilizing missidh8eems prudent to follow the advice



formulated by Lévi-Strauss over a half century §0f8b8) regarding the deciphering of
the deep structure of origin myths: one must exantie whole set of versions which
one finds, not excluding even the most contradyct@istanced from the impartial
observer’s poetic observation and interpretationsiates of spirit, Cartesian doubt
inevitably raises its head: at what exact latit@dethe “tropics” inevitably become
“tristes”?

Notes

1 This was the structure of the National MuseurRim de Janeiro, the Goeldi Museum
in Belém and the Paulista Museum in Sao Pauldpldiwing an evolutionary scheme
similar to museums in France, the United Kingdoragr@any and the United States.

2 For a social and intellectual itinerary of F.Gardoso, see Garcia Jr. (2004).
3 Regarding political science, cf. L. Canédo (2009)

4 In her enlightening biography of R. Cardoso, MA&orim produces the image of a

"lady educated according to Imperial customs, nthrkg religious ascethicism and

displaying great moral rigidity up to the day ofr lieath, in 1997, at 99 years of age"
(Amorim 2001:16). She was determined to see hepasa a public exam for a position
in a state-run company, such as the Bank of Brazibrder to guarantee the family’s

future. Since the 1930, the expansion of publiwiserpositions such as these favored
the reintegration of agrarian elites threatene@dynomic decline (Miceli 1981; Garcia

Jr. 1993).

5 For more details regarding General Lednidas Gardopolitical career, his lineage
and the political engagements of the young FernaHdarique Cardoso, see the
bibliography analyzed in Garcia Jr. (2004).

6 A year after hiring by the Museum, R. CardosdOdigeira began to publish articles
on the Terena, condensing these in a book (196&)ndewith their “assimilation”.
During the following year, he began publishing miateabout the Tikuna, based on his
1964 bookQ indio no mundo dos brancas more complete bibliography can be found
in Amorim (2001) and Correa & Laraia (1992).

7 See the texts of A M. Alimeida and A. Bittenca@®09) regarding the central role of

these organisms in the construction of the Braziéducation system in the 1950s and
‘60s. These courses were already called “spectalizaourses in social anthropology”

when they were under the patronage of the Inetitle Ciéncias Sociais of the

Universidade do Brasil (today UFRJ). According tardia (1992:19), on this occasion,
the substitution of the expression “cultural angalogy” had already resulted in some
resistance and even accusations that the changéttezhsociology. The importance of

these courses for the relationship between “indgyea” and anthropology is studied by

Lima (2002).



8 With one exception, Alcida Ramos, today knownaasethnologist specializing in
Native American groups, but who at the time undsktber fieldwork in a Portuguese
immigrant community under the orientation of Lugz @astro Faria.

9 This went against the grain of previously estdf@dd Brazilian tradition, given that

Gilberto Freyre’s works about race relations in t@30s were considered to be
anthropological in nature, as were the works ohArtRamos, the tenured chair holder
of the Faculdade Nacional de Filosofia of the Ursigade do Brasil, in Rio de Janeiro,
since the end of the 1930s.

10 Consult the PPGAS/MN archives — professors dossThis is the common source
of all the C.V. material used here. This only dewglh the objective challenges faced by
Roberto Cardoso; his personal convictions andudig do not seem to have changed
during this period — to the contrary. As we shak $elow — following the material in
the archives — R. Cardoso and D. Maybury-Lewis apphed the Ford Foundation
with extreme mistrust regarding its objectives.

11 Roberto da Matta was hired by the PPGAS/MN amtdeeded Roberto Cardoso de
Oliveira as its director. Roque Laraia and Julicc&@éMelatti both carried out their
careers at the Universidade de Brasilia’'s gradsateols. The masters in social
anthropology was created at that university in 19¥h Roberto Cardoso’s transfer
from Rio to the new capital. Laraia and Melattieatled several seminars at Harvard,
but their doctoral dissertations were defended &P URoberto da Matta was the only
scholar of his generation to obtain a PhD at Hatvar

12 In her history of anthropology in Brazil (19608D), Mariza Correa emphasized the
special place occupied by Roberto da Matta in HafgsaCentral Brazil Project, given
that he was chosen to study the "Apinayé anam{Gdrrea 1995:85-89). The
theoretical aim of this research object is examimedetail in the first chapter of his
monograph (da Matta 1976).

13 This data comes from the CV furnished by the R®@nd in his public testimony
published in book form (Faria 1993:2).

14 As was the case with the later relationship betwCardoso and Maybury-Lewis,
this may also have been caused by the Second Wiadand Lévi-Strauss’ move to
the United States, which kept him from returnind3tazil. InTristes TropiquesLévi-
Strauss narrates that, upon demobilization, hézeshthat, as a Jew, he was threatened.
He tried to immigrate to Brazil, but Ambassador &bantas, obliged to follow the
most recent Brazilian instructions against Jewisiigration, could not give him a visa
(Lévi-Strauss 1955/1984:17-18).

15 For more details and reproductions of documeiitise period, see Faria (2001).

16 For photographic documentation of the Brazihathropology meetings, see Correa
(2003).



17 1 have explored this interpretative track elsexgh(Garcia Jr. 2006). Faria’s break
with his past formation and intellectual valuesdae manifest in his book on Oliveira
Vianna (Faria 2002).

18 Sergio Miceli (1993, 1995) studied the actited the Ford Foundation in Brazil in
the 1960s and its contribution to the diversifioatand professionalization of the social
sciences field in that country.

19 Of the two works referenced (Chayanov 1925 anolf \W966), the first was
translated by EPHE in 1966 and the second wasghddliin the same year in the U.S.,
being quickly translated by Zahar.

20 For the main arguments, cf. Leite Lopes 1992ridMaCorrea (1995:44-45)

emphasizes the importance of the research prapgitied "Emprego e mudancgas socio-
econdmicas no Nordeste” (“Employment and Socioetono Change in the

Northeast”), coordinated by Moacir Palmeira, inusetg the continuity of the graduate
program via financing by wide ranging research paots. At this time, José Sergio
Leite Lopes and | were FINEP economists and | himptake up this topic again in

future text, combining personal recollections vatkhival research.

21 His doctorate at USP, which included extendetkvab a U.S. university, dealt with
the consumers of light recreational drugs. Fromt gwant on, he based his studies on
the work of Erving Goffman and Howard Becker, whwere edited in Brazil under his
care following his return from the United States.

22 Post doctoral fellowshipfrom January 1971 to February 1972 (Cardoso deeitd
R. 1999:51-58).

23 We should remember here that Maria Manuela @Garda Cunha, the only Brazilian
doctoral student to have studied under Lévi-Strawsgentation, also played a
fundamental role in the renovation of Brazilian rettngy. However, her trajectory,
along with that of the other defenders of strudisina cannot be simply understood as a
prolongation of the ties established between Brazd France in the 1930s and ‘40s.
The history of anthropology at USP is examined bgrih Correa (1995:53-65). Her
recapitulation of the professors of that universjigem:64) shows that, with the
exception of Emilio Willems, whose doctorate camgaf the University of Berlin, and
M. M. Carneiro da Cunha, the other 24 researchefiepsors at the school defended
their dissertations at USP. This degree of selfe@jpction was not reached in any other
graduate program in Brazil.

24 The graduate program at the Universidade deilBrasntains the largest number of
Harvard PhDs — or even U.S. PhDs — in Brazil.

25 The long cycle of generous reciprocity, studsgdMarcel Mauss, well describes
Biorn Maybury-Lewis’ integration in the researchndocted by Moacir Palmeira
regarding rural labor syndicalism in Brazil. Indlway, David’s eldest son was able to



construct a database regarding Brazilian peasamdicglism and defend his PhD
dissertation in an American political sciences depent (Maybury-Lewis 1994).

26 For a version quite pertinent to India, cf. B&€2007).
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