
IiYE3 ODUCT I O N  

,In "he 3 1 1  32 197& I decided the t  a specia l  7 ~ X i l o r e  Form issue 
ievoted t:, .c ancents ~f par t i cu la r  irkerest t o  f o l k l ~ r i s t s  ::auld be usei"u1. 
The Torun s-ts?: ~ r a c i o u s l j ~  alla?,rreir lue -Lo puysue t he  idea. A t  t h e  1973 - 
Arne-ican ?3lkloz.c Society meeting i n  .!ashville I mentioned our plan t o  a 
number of people and began Lo s o l i c i t  contributions.  Following t h e  meeting 

, . l e t t e r s  describing our projected issue were sent  t o  professors a t  t he  major 
univers i ty  folklore  centers and t o  t he  Forum's corresponding ed i to rs .  I n  

. these  l e t t e r s  I suggested the  kinds of concepts contr ibutors  might want t o  
disouss. These included aes the t ics ,  a r t ,  fo lk ,  fo lklore ,  f o l k l i f e ,  genre, 
e th ics ,  function, s t ruc ture ,  process, s t y l e ,  poetics--in shor t ,  any concept 
which we of ten confront i n  our folklore  teaching or  research. I asked t h a t  
each po t en t i a l  contributor l i m i t  h i s  paper t o  about t en  pages. We f e l t  t ha t  

- -  by keeping the  papers shor t  we could include more i n  t he  issue.  

The germ of the  idea t ha t  resu l ted  i n  t h i s  colbection of a r t i c l e s  came . from my feel ing t h a t  too of ten we a t t a ck  problems i n  our study of folklore  
without having f i r s t  provided t h e  so l i d  t heo re t i c a l  or conceptual foundations 
necessary f o r  legi t imate  research. Too of ten we attempt t o  communicate with 
each other from diss imilar  conceptual frameworks. This r e su l t s  i n  non-cornmu- 
nication.  What we need, and Thomas Kuhn has pointed out i t s  necess i ty  for  a l l  

I disc ip l ines ,  i s  a s o l i d  metalanguage. I ' m  no t~sugges t ing  t h a t  we should 
cornp-ae, a s  has been done f o r  t h e  concept of cul ture ,  168 def in i t ions  of 
folklore.  What we might do, however, i s  seek conceptual foundations for  t he  
d i sc ip l ine  t h a t  would be broadly acceptable t o  a l l  f o l k l o r i s t s  no matter 

-+ what t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  or  inc l ina t ions - - l i t e ra ry ,  h i s t o r i ca l ,  mater ia l  or  
whatever. Li terary  and anthropological f o l k l o r i s t s  ought t o  be working from 
s imilar ,  i f  not t h e  same, conceptual bases. Attacking our conceptual d i f fe r -  
ences, which a r e  l i k e l y  more rhe to r i ca l  than r e a l ,  may help us t o  a r r i ve  a t  
some agreement on t he  subject  o f - eq r  study, our f i e l d  and l i b r a r y  research 
methods, and t he  kinds of analyses of our data  t h a t  a r e  unequivocally folk- 
l o r i s t i c .  Such assau l t s  on our disagreements must of necess i ty  i l luminate 
our agreements and thus help us reach t h e  f i r m  t heo re t i c a l  ba s i s  on which 
the  d i sc ip l ine  should r e s t .  Whether or not t he  papers i n  t h i s  volume offer  
answers t ha t  a r e  sa t i s fy ing ,  we f e e l  t h a t  they w i l l  put a new idea or  two in 
your head, If t h i s  happens, t h e  volume w i l l  be successful. 

O u r  contr ibutors  a r e  a diverse group with varied i n t e r e s t s  as  t h e i r  
papers indicate.  Their a r t i c l e s  appear a lphabet ical ly  by author. In t h e  
f i r s t  .paper Tom Adler introduces t h e  idea of nidus a s  a s e t  of locations - ahd circumstances wherein a pa r t i cu l a r  item or  aspect  e9 cu l tu re  i s  found. 
He describes t he  n i d a l i t y  of an item a s  t he  ccminon fac tor  or fac tors  which 

- govern and generate t he  s e t  i n  a given c u l t u r a l  context. Adler uses the  
example of bluegrass music i n  t he  r u r a l  South, of t he  1960% fo lk  music 

I 'revTval i n  c i t i e s  and on t he  col lege campus, and of t he  more recent blue- 
grass  music played by Japanese groups t o  explain h i s  thinking. Michael E. 
B e l l ' s '  paper h i t s  exact ly  on t he  theme of t h i s  volume. He c a l l s  fo r  b e t t e r  
communication among f o l k l o r i s t s  and says t h i s  w i l l  happen when we begin t o  
explain t he  terms we use. He hones i n  on ' s t y l e 1  t o  make h i s  point t h a t  
when scholars ass ign various meanings t o  t h e  same term communication i s  
impaired; Beth ~ lumenre ich  and B a r i  Lynn Polonsky, i n  a' discussion t h a t  



generated some sparks a t  the 1972 meeting of the American Folklore Society 
i n  Austin, c r i t i c i z e  the concept of group tha t  often characterizes both 
the temporal and spa t i a l  boundaries of folklore research, They introduce 
the notion of ICEN--interactional, communicative, and experiential  networks-. 
as an al ternat ive . to the usual idea of group. Eddie Bullard suggests tha t  
theoretically-oriented studies of be l ie fs ,  which const i tute  a large part  of 
folklore, can lead us t o  the development of a theory,which w i l l  r e f l e c t  t he  
working of the mind. He outlines the way in which a theory i s  constfhcted 
and describes how such systems can be used i n  folklore research. In  my own 
paper, I ask tha t  a t r i ad ic  approach t o  the  study of folklore--in its oral ,  
kinesiological, and material manifestat ions, a complex whole--be considered. 
The key t o  t h i s  focus i s  the concept of folklore i t s e l f ,  the very organizing 
principle of our discipline,  

The papers of Robert Cosbey and Neil Grobman, on a different  tack, deal 
with folklore and history. Cosbey's proposal for  an o r a l  his tory project 
i n  the Frivince of Saskatchewan describes the differences between the approach 
of the h is tor ian  and that  of the fo lk lo r i s t  working with o ra l  and other kinds 
of t radi t ions.  Not only interest ing for  i t s  discussion of the theory and 
practice o f -o ra l  history, Cosbey's paper is  perhaps more important because it 
provides a model, from A t o  Z ,  t ha t  any of us can use t o  s t a r t  a similar 
project. Cosbeyts project proposal i s  admirably put together. Neil Grobmn 
i s  a l so  concerqed with history--khe his tory of folklore scholarship. Grrbman 
laments the lack of study tha t  has been directed t o  what he c a l l s  proto- 
folklore scholarship and, making a point quite f i t t i n g  for  the  conceptual 
theme of t h i s  volume, s t a t e s  tha t  a t tent ion t o  the  philosophical precursors 
of fieldworkers i n  folklore can help us formulate both the h i s to r i ca l  and 
contemporary philosophical basis  of the discipline.  

Lee Haring, c i t ing  the anthropological stocktaking tha t  const i tutes  
the  Dell Hgnes-edited Reinventing Anthropology, questions our 'notion of the 
folk as  "other" and mentions h is  own I r i s h  heritage i n  pointing out tha t  
professional fo lk lor i s t s  a l so  bear t rad i t ions  tha t  have been transmitted t o  
them. Need we go among the Bororo, the Amish, the  Poles of Chicago, or in to  
the Southern Highlands t o  conduct meaningful f i e l d  research? Haring's mes- 
sage: our best  informants may be ourselves. 

A part icular ly important concern for us is  ethics  and Tom Ireland 
examines some'of the e th ica l  problems that often confront the fo lk lor i s t .  
He describes how anthropologists and psychologists have deal t  with such 
problems and outlines the American Anthropological Association's "Statement 
on Ethics" which se t s  for th s i x  basic responsibi l i t ies  of researchers, 
Ireland and Jim Stoval1 provide a br ief  overview of phenomenological concepts 
and methods, how they a re  u t i l i zed  i n  such disciplines as  anthropology, 
psychology, sociology, and l inguist ics ,  and suggest how such concepts and 
methods might be used i n  folklore research. They a lso  contrast the phenoaen- 
ological approach with tha t  of other methodologies and have included a list 
of sources which should be helpful t o  those of us not en t i r e ly  familiar with 
phenomenology 

Michael .Owen Jones presented h i s  paper a t  the Austin meetSng and I l iked 
it and asked i f  it could be included i n  t h i s  volume. Jones notes tha t  a r t  is 
not exhibited only by the a r t i f a c t ,  but is inherent i n  the production of the  



work as  well. He suggests t h a t  we should no langer think of fo lk  a r t  as  
material  object. A r t  i s  exhibited i n  s tory te l l ing  and i n  most of the  
forms of folklore  we study. Because he questions some of our basic concepts 
such as a r t ,  folk,  and lore ,  Jonesf discussion f i t s  well  with the other 
papers here. Kenneth Ketner's paper i s  a revision of the  one he presented 
a t  Nashville. His concern is  with the concept of ' fo lklore '  which, Ketner 
writes,  has so many meanings, mostly pejorative,  tha t  perhaps it ought t o  
be discarded as the  core concept of our discipline.  In i t s  place he pos i t s  
hominology. John McDowell discusses two aesthet ic  concepts,.coherency and 
de l igh t , ' i n  h i s  examination of informal narrat ive and the standards which 
l i s t ene r s  may apply t o  narrators.  He c i t e s  the  importance of the soc i a l  
s i tuat ion,  which generates competitive interact ion,  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  how the  
two concepts may be s t ruc tura l ly  applied t o  small-group informal narrat ive.  

The use of filmmaking as  a teaching and research t o o l  f o r  fo lk lo r i s t s  i s  
the  subject of Sharon Sherman's paper. Sherman looks a t  several  films e i ther  
made by fo lk lo r i s t s  or dealing with a fo lk lo r i s t i c  context and evaluates t h e i r  
usefulness. She points out tha t  an important c r i t e r ion  for  both filmmaker 
and c r i t i c  i s  the concept of folklore  exhibited by the film. 

Some f i n a l  notes. Edi tor ia l  policy i n  t h i s  issue has been one of 
r e s t r a in t .  Manuscript changes were made only when it seemed necessary 
for  c l a r i t y .  A s  such, most of what you read i s  t he  work of the  authors 
and not an editor.  This of course does not apply t o  the  inevitable errors  
i n  typing and pr int ing tha t  a r e  a t t r ibu tab le  t o  the  Forum. You w i l l  note - 
t ha t  t h i s  issue contains papers wri t ten i n  both the Chicago and the  Anthropolog- 
ica l"  s ty le .  This i s  by design although future  contributors should note tha t  
the  Forum generally prefers the  Chicago s ty le .  I should mention a l so  tha t  - 
the  petroleum c r i s i s  has affected the  Folklore Forum a s  well  a s  a l l  of you. 
We have not been able t o  get our usual quick drying ink which allows us t o  
c lear ly  mimeograph both sides of  a sheet of paper. The r e su l t  i s  evident i n  
the  v i sua l  appearance of t h i s  issue. Lastly, the  Forum is  indeed f a t e n d e d  - 
t o  be a forum for  fo lk lor i s t s .  We inv i te  your response t o  these papers. 




