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Pattern, Structure, and Style in
Anthropological Studies
of Dreams

BENJAMIN KILBORNE

Our life is twofold; Sleep hath its own world . . .
And dreams in their development have breath
And tears, and torture, and the touch of joy;
They leave a weight upon our wakening thoughts,
They take a weight from off our waking toils.

Lord w.v.aos (“The Dream"”)

wxno: s reflections upon dreams would seem to ring true universally.
If E,mnna dreams do aid us in defining the twofold character of our
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lives, and if deep feelings crisscross in and out of these two types of
experience, then attempts to understand them would appear essen-
“tial to the social sciences in general and to anthropology in par-
ticular. For is there not something quite human in the ways dreams
link conscious and unconscious processes, U_,Emn. the gap between
subjective experience and collective representations, and enclose
secrets of the mind and memory?

Yet, anthropologists who have tried to study dreams' have com-
monly committed two errors: either they have Hn_man.m.mnnmam to in-
dividual life histories, thus often implicitly or explicitly n.n_nwmczm
them to the status of subjective, “private,” nonsocial nxvnznunm... or
they have viewed the dream as a grab bag of mvﬂ—c.o_m. the 52:::.@
of which resides in their manifest content and in the observer's
various classifications of “collective representations.” The mvﬂ._vo_m
thus obtained, although subjected to highly subtle interpretations,
unfortunately shed virtually no light on the mc._.unao:u of the dreams
of which they were a part. Such symbol-collecting may be an amus-
ing exercise, but it is not very profitable. . ;

Another difficulty for certain anthropologists (for 1;65. notions
of “objectivity” are used to avoid taking the trouble of m&;:::m irw.a.
is worth explaining and why), is that dreams are not cw.a,nn.«ﬁv._n;.:
This is sometimes understood to mean that they are not “objective
(i.e., they are not behavior) and can arnnn.moun F.Vn nx.n_:&n.m from the
ranks of more dignified objects of “scientific” inquiry.

In this paper, for the reasons sketched very briefly above Ambm.mou
others), I shall address the matter of dreams and marno_uo_.omgnm
research. Specifically, I shall focus on the work of J. S. Lincoln

i i i bably being Lincoln (1935). An-
! General studies are uneven in quality, the best pro :
thologics containing interesting papers include those of Woods (1947) and Von Onc-_nv»:—-_:
and Caillois (1967). Kimmins' (1920) book on children’s dreams deserves mention, as does the
short overview of D’'Andrade (1961). :
i i ical studies such as those of Eggan (1952,
* What I am stressing here is not that anthropologica > :
1961), Kluckhohn nan_wgonmvn (1951), Blau (1963), Lee (1958), or Io:-ﬂi.»:: (1961) are
not ﬂ::u-:n. Rather, 1 am sceking to demonstrate that S-—n:. such studies ..o_w.. om life
histories, as Eggan’s (1949) does on the “autobiography” of a Io—:.. Don A.v—.nv.n:n. ev—.. Leo
w:::—o:..o such reliance obscures cultural definitions of nrn.anana_sw experience which may
be more «s_cwzn for an understanding of the cultural ?:n.:o:u. of dreaming. In her paper on
dream analysis, Dorothy Eggan (1961) addresses herself 1:5»:.« to the use of m_qnv:: in —Jn_,.
sonality research, rather than to questions of their cultural meanings and ?:..n:o.:u or to mat-
ters of how they can be studied to best advantage in the field. Exemplary studies include those
of Hallowell (1967) and Wallace (1958).
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(1985), whose The Dream i Primitive Cultures constitutes a
“passage obligé” for all persons interested in the subject. The
various problems, some of which Lincoln formulates, some of which
he does not, attendant upon his attempt to marry dreams to culture
patterns, a marriage which fostered “culture pattern dreams,” will
occupy the major part of this study.

DREAM PATTERNING

Perhaps the most clearly stereotyped dreams are divine,
“message” dreams. One famous example of such a dream is that of
the Pharaoh interpreted by Joseph (Genesis 41:15-57). In such
dreams, the dreamer is a particular king while the message itself is
impersonal. In fact, it may be because “message” dreams were
believed to have been delivered to a royal figure by a deity, that they
appear not so much as an individual experience as a message
motivated by the wishes of gods to communicate. The King
(Pharaoh) is “only” the agent; it is not really “his” dream. He is no
more than the vehicle for the message. Or rather this is the way in
which he is depicted. It is notable, however, that divinities tend to
be rather selective, and not just anyone can have “message” dreams.

In Ancient Greece, for example, message dreams were highly
stylized. A “tall man” habitually entered the room through the
keyhole, planted himself at the head of the dreamer’s bed and told
him he was asleep. “ ‘You are asleep, son of Atreus’ says the wicked
dream in Iliad 2; ‘You are asleep, Achilles,’ says the ghost of
Patroclus; ‘You are asleep, Penelope,' says the ‘shadowy’ image in
the Odyssey’ " (Dodds 1951:105). At the end of the dream, the
dream figure left the room as he had entered it—through the key-
hole. This dream frame, a conventionalized narrative form used in
Greek literature, expresses social attitudes toward, and perceptions
of, the dreaming experience. Significantly, the very word oneros in
Homer most often means a dream figure, and not a symbolic struc-
ture (Dodds 1951:104). The Greeks did not speak of having a dream
but invariably of seeing one. Furthermore, belief in the “objectivity"”

- of the dream, in its independent existence “outside” the dreamer, is

expressed in various forms. One of these is the “apport,” a material
token which dream figures leave behind them. Perhaps the best
known such example is Bellerophon's incubation dream in Pindar.
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Bellerophon awakens holding a golden bridle. Edelstein and Edel-
stein (1945) recount Epidaurian operation dreams which may be
seen as variations on the same theme.

The dream “frame” is a striking example of what Dan Sperber
(1974) has called the mise entre guillemets (bracketing or putting in-
to quotation marks) of certain symbols. Such “cited” symbols are not

- the responsibility or creation of the person through whose dreams
they appear. But, one might wonder, if “cited” dreams are most
often “seen” by royal dreamers, is there not a connection between
dreams and status? Does the dream message come from the god on-
ly, or can the dreamer have a hand in its making? How is a message
dream a sign of divine selection, a “citation”? How can it be related
to the dreamer’s person and/or station? ,

One might also wonder what sort of relation exists between kingly
message dreams, in which the message is sent from the gods and the
dreamer clearly stays in bed (as in the Greek narrative frame), and
dreams in which the soul wanders from the body and occasionally
encounters divine spirits. The difference is significant not so much for

‘interpretation of the particular dreams as perhaps for larger ques-
tions dealing with the character and representation of authority. It
would appear that kingly message dreams are to be found in
cultures where at least some degree of centralization exists: in the
Ancient Near East, in Persia, in Greece, in Rome.* Among many
North American Indian tribes, by contrast, significant dreams were
most frequently “individualistic,” soul guests: the soul wandered to
the land of the ancestors or the gods and acquired special knowledge
or skill there. In these examples, political structure and the organi-
zation of political authority have an effect on ways in which dreams
are defined.

Whether the dream is patterned, “cited” and told by a royal
figure to advisors or. subjects, or whether it is patterned as an in-

 On Egyptian dream interpretation see Sauncron (1959) for an interesting account of
beliefs and practices in Ancient Egypt. As Laufer (1931) pointed out in 1931, there exists a
substantial tradition of dream interpretation, incubation and acts accomplished on the basis
of dreams, and drcaming beliefs in Ancient China and Eastern Asia, Laufer makes the
fascinating observation that to his knowledge only the Chinese have conventionalized pictoral
representation of the dream. “From the head of the slecper radiates a fluttering band or the
dream-path in form of a lane on which are drawn or painted the figures appearing in the
dreamer’s vision” (1931:210).
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dividual, shamanistic soul journey expressive of the wishes of the
&nau.an_,.u soul and those of the ancestors, its “style™ is important.

Like all symbolic expressions, dreams are more than “symbolic”;®
one of the goals of this paper is to show how they function in mvnnmm.n
cultural contexts.® From what has been said thus far, it should be
clear that dreams are not isolates. Nor can they be approached as a
strange collection of symbols without structure.” Indeed, styles of
dreams reflect fundamental differences in the ways in which they
function and are perceived. Let us examine now the matter of
dream patterns in more detail.

LINCOLN'’S CONCEPT OF
THE “CULTURE PATTERN" DREAM

A student of C. G. Seligman, Jackson Stewart Lincoln was one of
the first anthropologists to stress the social importance of the dream
and its telling. In The Dream in Primitive Cultures (Lincoln 1935)
he examined dreams of the Navaho, the Yuma, and the Zn:oamam.
as well as those of other North American tribes, and formulated :.n.
concept of the “culture pattern” dream. Lincoln’s concept reworks

¢ Styles 5 dream -n._::m and the narrative structure of dreams in literature (the use of
dreams as _.:.quQ devices) have been dealt with by, for example, Seafield (1865), Kelchner
(1934), Rarcliff (1928), Dodds (1951), Oppenheim (1956, 1967), Devercux (1977).

' As n:n. in_._.nr.uanz title of a short but fine paper by Jones (1921) suggests (“Persons in
Dreams Disguised as Themselves”), symbolism in dreams in highly complex. In his well-
monzz..n:.oa study of drcam interpretation in the Ancient Near East, Oppenheim (1956) op-
poscs “message” dreams to “symbolic” dreams, perhaps an unfortunate choice of terms, g

. ® Rivers (1918), for example, remarks that the social counterpart of nightmares are revolu-
tions. Beyond the spector of the French Revolution which since Burke has fascinated and ter-
:m_na.nrn English and provided fodder for British social thought, one can see in this statement
a curious attempt to conceive of an analogy between the powers of the mind unleashed in
nightmare and those of the populus unleashed in revolt. On nightmares see the classic work of
Jones (1951) and the more recent study of Mack (1970). On more specific relationships be-
tween psychoneurotic symptoms and nightmares, sce, for example, Lewin (1952), Fliess

19738), 4 | i 9y i i
Mwav.vm.:“.—”ﬁw Jones's fine paper (1911), “The relationship between dreams and psychoncurotic

! Studies of dreams in series and of multiple dreams of the same individual considered
together have often produced interesting material, Those of Roheim (1947), Alexander
(1925), Kracke (1979), and Crapanzano (1975) are fine examples, The axnn:.:u:c: of
Un-n..n:a-.. dreams by Lewin (1958) and Kubic's (1966) pertinent paper deserve particular at-
tention, as does Grinstein's book (1968) on Sigmund Freud's dreams,
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Malinowski's “official” dreams and for that reason, among otheis,®
is a troublesome notion. Both “culture pattern” and “official”
dreams are grounded in a dichotomy between individual dreams
and “cultural” dreams. Lincoln defines the “individual” dream as
“the unsought or spontaneous dream occurring in sleep,” and the
“culture pattern” dream as one of “special tribal significance”
(1935:22-28). In this unsatisfactory definition Lincoln fails to
distinguish between the dream in sleep and its telling, and overlooks
the social setting of dream telling and dream interpretation. Fur-
thermore, his definition classifies the dreams he recounts into one or
the other of his categories, which simply do not correspond with the
classificatory schemes of the societies he examines. Thus he does not
address himself to matters of dream classification. Finally, just what
he means by “of special tribal significance” or by “culture pattern”
dream is not altogether clear.

In fact, putting Malinowski’s and Lincoln’s dream categories
together, we have “official,” “culture pattern” dreams recognized by
the members of the culture on the one hand, and “free,” “individ-
ual” dreams on the other. And in the opposition between individual
freedom and official constraints we can distinguish preoccupations
of twentieth-century Europeans. The problems underlying this
classification were Lincoln's and Malinowski’s but not necessarily
those of the societies they observed.

In addition to the confusion over whose dream categories Lincoln
is speaking about, there is a second source of confusion: “culture
pattern” dreams are willfully sought, consciously provoked symbolic
expressions of special tribal significance, while “individual” dreams
are (conveniently) their opposite: “unsought dreams occurring in
sleep.”® It may seem more convincing to present “culture pattern”

¢ Scligman was apparently aware of the pitfalls, for he issued a request for material on type
dreams (1928) from which, presumably, he intended to expand on the category. To the best
of my knowledge he never did. See also Malinowski's (1927) Sex and Repression, chapter IV
on “Dreams and Deeds.” Both Malinowski and Lincoln had probably seen Seligman's request
for materials (1923) and were familiar with Rivers's (1918) paper, “Dreams in Primitive
Cultures,” in addition to Rivers's unjustly neglected Conflict and Dream (1928).

® Lincoln may not have been altogether accurate in saying that “culture pattern” dreams
are sought. Park (1934), in his paper on Paviotso shamanism, speaks of the acquisition of
shamanistic powers in unsought dreams (infra, Rosic's dream). The question here rests on the
functions of shamanistic dreams, the social position of the shamans, and the ways in which
their initiation dreams helped them to achieve it. On the rather thorny matter of the status,
personality, and functions of the shamans, there has been ample room for disagreement.
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dreams as being sought, for their patterning would then be “more”
conscious. But the matter of how dreams are patterned and how
members of the society one is studying see these patterns as related
to waking experiences designed to influence dreams, is quite
another matter. Furthermore, one might well ask, then, what
distinguishes dreams from visions and what is the meaning of the
distinction in the culture one is studying?'®

A third source of confusion lurking in Lincoln's concept is the im-
plication of a necessary link between cultural material in dreams
(culture “patterns” or symbols) and the coherence of the culture; in
cultures suffering from antagonistic acculturation and unable to
maintain their values and traditions, Lincoln believes, “cultural”
dreams tend to be replaced by “individual” dreams.

These three points, culture and dream patterning, culture and
sought dreams (intentional dreaming), and predominant dream
types as a gauge of cultural coherence, will be taken up singly later
on in this paper. First, we shall briefly look more closely at the
material Lincoln uses in his book.

VISION QUESTS AND DREAMING THEMES

When he developed the concept of the culture pattern dream,
Lincoln had in mind the vision quest of certain North American
tribes. In his introductory chapter entitled, “Structure, Theory and
Function of Dreams," the first example given is that of a Menomini
culture pattern vision:

After I had fasted eight days a tall man with a big red mouth appeared from the
east. The solid earth bent under his steps as though it was a marsh. He said, “I have
pity on you. You shall never live to see your own grey hairs, and those of your
children. You shall never be in danger if you make yourself a war club such as I
have and always carry it with you wherever you g0. When you are in trouble, pray
to me and offer me tobacco. Tobacco is what pleases me.” When he had said this he
vanished [Lincoln 1985:24-25].

Many Indian cultures in North America (e.g., those of the Plains,
the Eastern Woodlands, the lower Colorado River, of Central
California, and of the Northwest coast) believed in visitations of

'* On dreams, charisma, and the role of dreams in religious (messianic) movements, see,
for example, LaBarre (1967), Lanternari (1975), and D'Andrade (1961).
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guardian spirits. These guardian spirits, who www.n»n.m-.:mm:w as the
result of a vision quest or sought dream, grant En.rﬁm:.m_u super-
natural powers, guidance in war, hunting, FﬁBwr.Eﬂl:— short in
the major activities of life (see, for example, Benedict 1923). Often
visitation dreams of this sort occur in adolescence and in men mark
the transition from boyhood to manhood. Also, it is worth noting
that socially significant dreams were generally dreamed by men.

Where pattern dreams or visions occur, they are regarded as the determining fac-
tors in fitting the individual to take part in the life of the tribe. . . . Whether 2._n<
are the myth dreams of the Yuma, or “career” visions of the Crow, or the guardian
spirit dreams of the Woodlands or Northwest coast a.=_::2. .53. are all regarded
by the native as the most important experience in his life [ Lincolm 1935:193].

As for “individual” dreams, these are an indication of individuals’
adaptation to their culture.

These kinds of dreams, therefore, can be regarded as the index or gauge of the
individual in his relation with his culture. . . . The individual dream . . . _.o.vnn.
sents the individual in his relation or non-relation to the culture, and its manifest
content reflects his psychology first and secondarily his culture [1935:194].

In these comments, Lincoln tends to categorize dreams according
to the discipline used to study them. Psychologists interested in ma.
viance and personality study “individual” mnnmaﬂ anthropologists
study “culture pattern” dreams, because individual dreams reflect
individual psychology and culture pattern dreams reflect the
culture.

A number of interesting questions arise here: How are cultural
and personal concerns related to the structure of dreams? To s.rw.a
extent is the structure “manifest” to other members of the dreamer’s
culture? What is the nature of knowledge (and belief in knowledge)
obtained in dreams and how does the very conception of dreamed
knowledge express conceptions of self and society?

CULTURE PATTERNS, STRUCTURE, AND
INDIVIDUAL VARIATION

The Paviotso of Nevada believed that only through dreams was it
possible to obtain the powers necessary to be a shaman. The follow-
ing is one example of such Paviotso shamanistic dreams:
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When Rosie’s father had been dead about eighteen years, she started to dream
about him. She dreamed that he came to her and told her to be a shaman. Then a
rattlesnake came to her in dreams and told her to get eagle feathers, white paint,
wild tobacco. The snake gave her songs that she sings when she is curing. The snake
appeared to her three or four times before she believed she would be a shaman,
Now she dreams about the rattlesnake quite frequently and she learns new songs
and is told how to cure sick people in this way [Park 1934:101].1!

Rosie’s dreams are examples of dream learning. In many North
American Indian tribes (e.g.. Crow, Blackfoot, Yuma, Seneca,
Kwakiutl) songs, healing techniques, ceremonies, and ritual
knowledge were dreamed. Dream learning is directly related to what
Lincoln termed “culture pattern” dreams and focuses questions we
raised earlier concerning beliefs in the nature of dreamed
knowledge.

The Mohave believed in dreamed knowledge, which because it
was dreamed was unchanging. One Mohave informant commented:

Every shaman tells a different story of creation. One may hear it told in several
ways, all stories related to the same event, but the way of telling it is different, as
though different witnesses related it, remembering or forgetting different details. It
is as though an Indian, a Negro and a Frenchman would tell it, or as though I, my
husband, Hivsu: Typo:ma (Burnt raw) or you were describing a car accident we
witnessed [Devereux 1957:1036].

It is interesting to consider this comment in the light of Mohave
belief that shamanic dreams are never “new.” Indeed, shamans can-
not choose their calling: it is their destiny traced before they are
born. Significantly, the Mohave believe that a shaman’s power
depends upon prenatal dreams. For the Mohave, at the moment of
creation the souls of all future shamans lived with deities at the
sacred mountain where the child god (Matavilya) conferred powers
upon unborn souls. During their lives to come, these souls were
destined to realize their powers in dream. Shamanic dreams were
always “repeated,” and believed to be the “same"” as dreams had
while in the womb and forgotten at birth. Speaking generally, the

'" The importance of dreams in shamanistic initiation experiences, curing ceremonies, and
in illness itself is thoroughly documented but relatively lictle studied. See, for example, Ducey
(1979), Eliade (1951), Freeman (1967), Tofflemier and Luomala (1936), Dodds (1951),
Edelstein and Edelstein (1945), Hamilton (1906), and Kilborne (1978),
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purpose of nightly dreams was to refresh the dreamer’s memory
(Wallace 1947:253). ,

But, one might ask, what happens to dreams when their dreamers
were rivals? As might be expected, shamans wanted their own dif-
ferences validated and those of their competitors discounted. As
Devereux (1957) has remarked, the differences in varying versions of
myth or ritual fit into a pattern of the narcissism of small dif-
ferences. Thus, great subjective importance is attached to divergen-
cies between versions (1957:1042).

What is particularly striking about the Mohave example is the
strength of the belief that nothing changes in the essential order of
things. Dreams, being repetitions, represent changeless order even
when they are used as the basis of individual ritual differences. That
certain people be slightly mistaken when they tell their dreams is
possible; there are inevitably slight omissions, alterations, or addi-
tions. But these variations do not call into question the function of
dreams in reinforcing belief in the essential changelessness of
Mohave culture. As Wallace (1947:252) noted, for the Mohave “all
special abilities or funds of knowledge were to be had by dreaming
and by dreaming alone.” Indeed, when whites appeared with rifles,
rifles were dreamed into the Mohave creation myth, as though they
had been there (in the creation myth) all along (Devereux 1957).

Significantly, when Mohave shamans set out to cure an illness
whose last healer had died before passing on the appropriate songs,
they recited the myth instead. Thus, the power residing in a
dreamed song did not necessarily depend upon literal “reproduc-
tion.” Rather, in “symbolic" fashion it could refer to a myth which it
was then seen to “stand for.”

This raises the matter of remembering dreams. In certain in-
stances, the songs or rituals dreamed are clearly too long to have
been literally “dreamed.” But, as I have stressed, my concern is
above all the social definition of the dreaming experience rather
than what might be termed the dream entity. For “remembering”
dreams “right” obviously implies the acceptance by listeners om. 2.5
pattern which a given dreamer’s dream report is believed to exhibit.
And this, in turn, depends upon the social position of the dreamer. For
example, children who have heard dreams told by their father, a
shaman, and who know that their father’s position in the society is
due to his dreams, may, after witnessing a curing ceremony, dream
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that they themselves are called upon to exercise shamanistic powers.
Rosie’s dream cited earlier is one such example.

Thus the “remembering” of dreams is not strictly limited to the
telling of the “actual” dream. That the Mohave do not discriminate
verbally between dream and dream account drives the point home.
Devereux (1957) convincingly argues that dreamed knowledge of a
complex type is necessarily learned in waking life and then dreamed
in condensed or “symbolic” form."* This dreamed allusion is then
accepted and embroidered according to the myth pattern, either by
dreamers or by their listeners or by both.

For Yuman tribes of the Gila River the dreaming experience was
of fundamental importance, as it was for their neighbors the
Mohave. “It was the one thing of which they constantly talked, the
significant aspect of life as they saw it” (Spier 1933:236). Believing it
to lie behind all success, the dreaming experience was their constant
preoccupation. And being their constant preoccupation, they
dreamed frequently and heeded their dreams.

Last Star put the matter thus: “Everyone who is prosperous or suc-
cessful must have dreamed of something. It is not because he is a
good worker that he is prosperous, but because he dreamed” (cited
in Spier 1938:2386). Songs, the conception of children, curing, be-
witching, shamanic powers, clairvoyance, prowess in war, qualities
of leadership necessary to be a chief or a leader in war—all these
special abilities were to be obtained solely through dreams.

However, dreams did not automatically confer success. There was
a saying that a handsome individual never dreamed of spirits. That,
explained one informant, accounted for himself (he did not dream
of spirits because he was so handsome) (Spier 1933:238).

If dreams conferred power on some, they did not confer it on all.
Ordinarily, nobody but a dead chief's son dreamed the necessary
oratorical powers to succeed his father. And fathers who had ob-
tained “power” in dreams told their sons how they had come to see
certain beings in dreams and how to go about seeing them,

'* Allowance must be made for, on the one hand, condensation in the dream and, on the
other, elaboration in it telling. One of the best known examples of a percerved difference in
the time lapse of the dream and its narration is Maury's guillotine dream, recounted by
Maury (1878) and cited by Freud (1900) in The Interpretation of Dreams.
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Interestingly, “too much” dreaming was sometimes considered
dangerous. In children it was a bad sign. Certain dreams which were
“too powerful” (i.e., overwhelming) drove men to be berdache
(“transvestites”). Berdaches renounced their manhood, dressed like
women, and took on female roles and tasks. wmnmnzin_v. striking is
one such dream reported for the Sioux:

Among some tribes in this family of Indians, to dream of the moon is seen as a grave
calamity. The man sees the moon having two hands, one holds a bow and arrow,
the other the burden strap of a woman. The moon bids the dreamer take his choice.
When the man reaches to take the bow, the hands suddenly cross and try to force
the strap upon the man, who struggles to waken before he takes it, and he also tries
to succeed in capturing the bow. In either event he escapes the penalty of the
dream. Should he fail and become possessed of the strap, he is doomed to be like a
woman [Lincoln 1935:83].

As was the case with this Sioux berdache dream, a typical Yuma
dream involved a choice: The dreamer was obliged to accept the
consequences of his dreamed actions. The Yuma dreamed of two
mountains, one of which was the “berdache” mountain, the Sierra
Estrella. These rival mountains appeared as young girls who earnest-
ly set to gambling. If the Yuma mountain lost to the Sierra Estrella,
then the Yuma lost a man; he became a berdache (Lincoln
1985:242). :

Such stereotyped dreams express the cultural values associated
with sexual roles: the dream ascribes the role of berdache. The
Yuma believe that a child can only be conceived if a man has recent-
ly had a dream communicating potency to him. Likewise, the man
knows instantly when he has achieved impregnation; he is filled with
a sense of spiritual poise and power. Moreover, the woman can nn&mﬂ
conception merely by refusing to desire a child. In addition to their
relationship to the ascription or manipulation of chiefly powers, the
choice of a career, and even confidence in one’s powers to
“remember,"” dreams are related to sex roles.

One informant, Joe Homer, a man in his mid-forties reputed as a
singer, speaker, and funeral orator, was interviewed by Gifford con-
cerning his dreams. When asked about Lis dreams of the sacred
mountain, he commented that it was “too big a place to dream
about more than once.” And he added, “You would not go to Wash-
ington every year” (Gifford 1926:58). When a child, he was taken in
a dream to the sacred mountain where he was introduced to the god
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Kumastamxo. Since that time, he can deliberately set forth in his
dreams and get to this god. “It takes four days to tell about
Kwikumat and Kumastamxo. I am the only man who can tell it
right. I was present at the very beginning and heard it all, I
dreamed of it a little at a time” (Harrington 1908:327).

The dreamed songs of the Yuma tell what is going on in certain
(often mythical) settings, or what took place there, or how the
dreamer got there originally. The leitmotif of a soul journey through
a semimythic, semireal landscape runs through Yuman dreams as
well as those of other peoples.'®

Limitations of space prevent my investigating the question of
structural analysis of dreams here. Suffice it to say that structural
analyses are most useful in the case of dreams in series, and not in
the case of single dreams.'* Also, the variations in narrative form
and style of dreams have rarely been given much attention. Our
primary focus here being an assessment of Lincoln's concept of
culture pattern dreams and a brief overview of major features of the
place of dreams among other cultural expressions, we must leave
aside analyses of the dream's narrative structure.

Before concluding, let us consider dreams, commands, and
wishes. Readers may have asked themselves how dreams can be
obeyed and how obedience to dream directives is expressed. These
are altogether pertinent matters to which we shall now turn.

DREAMS, DIRECTIVES, AND WISHES

Freud developed the thesis that dreams are wish fulfillments. In a

'* Sce, for example, Eliade (1951), Ducey (1979), Gifford (1926), Opler (1959), Roheim
(1947), Sebag (1964), Stanner (1956), and Wallace (1947).

'* See note 7. As is well known, psychoanalytic analyses of dreams define symbolism in such
a way that less emphasis is placed on the structure of the dream as told than on sccondary
associations and the role of what are seen to be symbols essential to the therapeutic process.
Thus, the (overdetermined) functions of telling dreams in a psychoanalytic situation at a par-
ticular moment in the therapy are often seen 1o be, along with the timing of the interpreta-
tion, of greater significance than considerations of the dream's structure, A pertinent recent
study is that of Kuper (1979), who applies structural analysis to the dreams of a “Wolf" Indian
patient analyzed by Devereux (1951). In another context Devercux (1967) analyzes dreams of
psychoanalysts who had recently seen a film on Australian subincision rites, Not only does he
bring out similarities in reactions o the castration anxieties aroused by the film, but he
stresses the psychoanalysts' denial of material expressed in their dreams.
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fine paper, A. F. C. Wallace drew a parallel between Freud's theory
and that of the Iroquois Indians for whom dreams express the wishes
of the soul. “If, for instance, (the Iroquois) see a javelin in a dream,
they try to get it; if they have dreamed that they gave a feast, they
will give one on awakening, if they have the wherewithall; and so on
with other things. And they call this Ondinok — a secret desire of the
soul manifested by a dream” (Wallace 1958:236).

Obedience to dreams was not restricted to “good” dreams; night-
mares and violent dreams were “obeyed” too. One man, after hav-
ing dreamed that his cabin was on fire, was obsessed with its burn-
ing. The chiefs council, after due deliberation, ceremoniously
burned it down for him. In 1642 a Huron man dreamed that he was
taken captive and burned. The council deliberated and decided
that the catastrophe (defeat in war) must be averted. The dreamer
was severely burned by professional torturers until at last he seized
a dog, as a substitute victim, and offered it to the demon of war,
“begging him to accept this semblance instead of reality” (Wallace
1958:239).

What strikes the reader of these seventeenth-century Jesuit ac-
counts is not so much the socially recognized expressions of wishes in
dreams as the acting-out of these wishes by others. The Iroquois
belief in dreams as wishes of the soul provides an interesting
counterpoint to Freudian dream theory, as well as perspective on
obedience to dream directives. For the critical point is whose wishes
are believed to be represented by the dream: those of the dreamer,
those of the spirits, or both? This very ambiguity is used by the com-
munity to further socialize the dreaming experience. Dreams were
not to be brooded over or used to incite individuals to act as in-
dividuals; they were to be told. It was for the listeners to act. The
passivity of dreamers was reinforced, for. they “only” dreamed;
nonetheless, the wishes perceived in the dreams were granted. It is
reported that one man who dreamed he ate human flesh was given a
girl to be sacrificed. The man who dreamed his cabin burned down,
had his cabin burned down for him.

Wallace rightly emphasizes the escape-value nature of dreams in
Iroquois life. But it seems pertinent also to stress their importance as
positive contributions to the maintenance of cultural values. Even
one's dream wishes are a social matter not to be kept to oneself (rein-
forcement of the importance of sharing), because the importance of
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dream wishes extends far beyond the dreamer.!* In fact, the realiza-
tion of dream wishes by other members of the community can be
seen as a part of the dreaming experience. The passive dreamer pro-
vides the blueprint for action which others execute. For one obeys
not only the known dreamers but also an unknown and superhuman
power which speaks through them. Quite naturally such beliefs pre-
sent us, European observers brought up in a tradition of individual-
ism, with very real difficulties in grasping the Iroquois notion of “the
person.”

CONCLUDING REMARKS

From what has been said it appears that the dream does indeed
possess pattern or structure in addition to style, and that it can func-
tion as a cultural representation like myth or ritual. However, the
relations between the “structure” of a given dream and the “struc-

ture” of a given culture are extremely difficult to assess. To be sure,

one can say that certain types of dreams exhibit culturally specific
stress and ways of dealing with it (see, for instance, Opler [1959],
Spiro [1965], Hallowell [1955], and Wallace [1958]). But such rela-
tionships do not seem to lend themselves to grand generalizations.
Furthermore, when one speaks about the “pattern” or “structure” of
a dream and the “pattern” or “structure” of a given culture, it is not
sufficiently clear what is meant by the terms.

Lincoln’s concept of the “culture pattern” dream has the merit of
attracting attention to the cultural functions of dreams and provides
a necessary point of departure. Nonetheless, the pitfalls in his ap-
proach are numerous. For one thing, the vagueness of the term
tends to obscure the possibility that pattern may be in the eye of the
beholder. To Lincoln, however, the pattern is “out there,”" conve-
niently organizing foreign material. From Lincoln’s error we can

'* Hallowell (1967) analyzes the functions of dream telling and the conscious refusal to tell
significant dreams among the Ojibwa, relating both to their behavioral environment. Dream
quests resulted in individual contact with guardian spirits who were believed to come to their
asmsistance in times of trouble. As the Ojibwa depended largely upon hunting and as men were

often isolated for long periods of time, belief in dreams helped reinforce individual self-
reliance, provided strength to endure physical hardship and isolation, and also reinforced
belief in the value of sharing what one did have.
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draw at least one conclusion: studies of cultural conceptions of
dreaming must take into account the classificatory schemes of the
culture one is studying. Otherwise, dream categories are apt to cor-
respond more closely to anthropologists’ analytic categories than to
the conceptual categories of the people they study.

Summing up schematically, I will suggest that:

(1) In Lincoln’s book “patterning” designates comprehensibility
and has little to do with function or cognitive orientation or world
view. In Ancient Greece and in seventeenth-century Seneca moﬁmnnv..
forms of social organization were so basically different that there is
virtually nothing in common between a “culture pattern” dream in
Greece and one in Seneca society. In Ancient Greece, “message”
dreams were related to structures and conceptions of royal political
authority; these “message” dreams had name tags, so to speak
(names figure in the dream narrative “frame” —"“You are asleep son
of Atreus”). Recipients of “message” dreams knew they were singled
out and that such dreams did in fact confer authority. In Iroquois
(Seneca) society, where there was no written, literary tradition, the
dreamers were relatively unimportant; what mattered was the
wishes their dreams represented. The obligation to do something fell
not upon the dreamers, but rather upon members of their “en-
tourage."”

(2) Lincoln’s concept and the material he examines is designed to
demonstrate that dreams “effect” culture as cultures “effect”
dreams, that dreams conform to “culture patterns” as certain
culture patterns produce culture pattern dreams. One of the
primary difficulties with this idea is that it implicitly portrays
cultures as cookie cutters, stamping out assembly-line gingerbread
dreams.

From our cursory analysis of individual variation in shamanic in-
itiation and ritual dreams, it seems clear that there is ample leeway
for individual variation in “stereotyped” dreams, if only to help
perpetuate belief in the unchanging nature of dreamed material.'*

18 To be sure, the introduction of writing changes conceptions of permanence and repeti-
tion. Consequently, written tradition has profound effects on dream interpretation. For a
discussion of salient differences between a male, written tradition and a female, oral tradition
of dream interpretation see Kilborne (1978). Dream interpretation in oral traditions is
relatively little known.
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When the Mohave encountered rifles, they “dreamed” them into the
creation myth. :

Belief in the changelessness of what is dreamed is an important
feature of the dreaming experience and not to be confused with
mechanical, stereotyped replication. It would be helpful to have
analyses of the functions and meanings of perceived repetition and
variation in other narratives (tales, myths) and in the narrative
structure of informants’ accounts, in order to better understand the
Mohave belief in the constant, eternal stock of knowledge, small
portions of which are learned at a time. One thinks here of Roheim's
(1945, 1952) discussions of Australian “dream time.”

(8) The Iroquois example illustrates both the ambiguity of certain
culturally oriented dreams, and the problems involved in speaking
about intentionality in “culture pattern” dreams. From what has
been said about sought dreams and vision quests it should be evident
that problems of volition are very tacky. Difficulties are increased
when one investigates the classificatory schemes in terms of which
dreams are often perceived. How, one might ask, can intent be
distinguished from wish in the vision quest of a Crow Indian, who, if
he failed to dream after fasting for several days, went so far as to lop
off a finger joint? There is obviously a point at which individual voli-
tion fails. Equally important, then, conceptions of individual de-
viance from expectable patterns of behavior (normal expectable en-
vironment) are an important feature of the dreaming experience.
Both conceptions of individual deviance and the sense of power in-
dividuals derive from their dreams are part of the behavioral en-
vironment (to use Hallowell's expression). It is often misleading to
divorce these multiple meanings and functions of dreams and of the
dreaming experience.

(4) Finally, what sort of generalizations can be made about the
relationships between certain kinds of (culture pattern) dreams and
the degree of cultural stability and coherence?!’ As we noted earlier,
Lincoln believed that “culture pattern” dreams, were reflections of
simple, tribal societies. “Individual” dreams, by contrast, were in-
dices of influences of other cultures and ethnic groups, of an-

'" This is a question which has been addressed by LeVine (1966), Levy (1973), and Bastide
(1967), but about which much remains to be written.
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tagonistic acculturation and of the increasing solitude and isolation
accompanying urban life in industrialized societies. Cultures in
which “culture pattern” dreams predominate are “simple”; cultures
in which “individual” dreams predominate are “complex.”
Whatever the formulation of relationships between modern Euro-
pean society and “scientific” thought on the one hand, and simple,
“primitive” communities and “pre-logical” thought on the other, it
seems clearly important to scrutinize dreams far more than has been
done up to now to better understand how the “ways in which
primitives think” might be related to social organization and to ac-
count for salient differences between their thought processes and
our own. Psychoanalytic theory, by underscoring the constants in
human (fantasied) experience, provides us with good reasons for
valuing dream reports and for studying ways in which members of
given societies classify and interpret them. Anthropology urgently
needs studies of myths, rituals, and tales and all symbolic forms of
expression as they relate to dreams, dream classifications, and inter-
pretation, and as these latter relate to them.!®* Not only can such
studies illuminate cultural sources of stress and reactions (defenses)
to stress, they can also inform us in essential ways about censessus
\%@i%vnaosu:@ and culture. J&wresmeT,
. Moreover,
53. can do so by n:mv:sm us to mogu on wqcnc_w:c:m of belief and
experience, cultural symbolism, and individual fantasies.
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