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| nt r oducti on.

Anyone interested in the conparative institutional analysis
(analysis of variability of human social order in tine and space)
cannot avoid discussion and definition of basic conceptual tools
he/ she intends to use. It is an inportant problembecause in the
domai n of social sciences and hunmanities one can encounter great
quantity and diversity of concepts (these concepts are often
contradictory) which different scholars enploy to describe and
expl ai n soci o-cultural phenomena. The results of the multitude of
these cognitive efforts were many tinmes described in literature.

Consi dering the probl emof devel opnent of science Thomas Kuhn has
i ntroduced the concepts of "normal science" and "paradignmi. The
basis for these concepts was a conviction about necessity of
commtrment "to the same rules and standards for scientific
practice” (T. Kuhn, 1970: 11) anong all mnenbers of the scientific
community. In the Postscript to the second edition of his well
known book he has witten: "A paradigmis what the nmenbers of a
scientific coomunity share, (...). Ascientific community consi st,
onthisview of the practitioners of a scientific specialty. To an
extent unparalleled in nost other fields, they have undergone
simlar educations and professional initiations; in the process
t hey have absorbed the sane technical literature and drawn nany of
the same lessons fromit. (...). As a result, the nenbers of a
scientific coomunity see thenselves and are seen by others as the
men uni quel y responsi ble for the pursuit of a set of shared goal s,
including the training of their successors. Wthin such groups
communication is relatively full and professional judgnent
relatively unaninmous. (...). Communities in this sense exist, of
course, at nunerous | evels. The nost global is the comunity of al
natural scientists. At an only slightly lower level the main
scientific professional roups are comunities: physicists,
chem sts, astrononers, zoologists, and |Iike" (T. Kuhn, 1970: 176,
177). In this sense, according to Kuhn, we can tal k -about socia
character of science. It nmeans, universal acceptance of theresults
of the scientific research.

Kuhn deni es soci al sciences the status of the "normal science". He
puts nore enphasis on paradigmin natural sciences. |In the course
of their devel opnent social sciences are far fromacconpli shnent of
par adi gmati ¢ stage. (ther scientists are nore cautious. John Zi nan
(1968 and 1976) prefers to argue that in social sciences there is
an ideal of unanimty, although the intellectual technics to reach
it are difficult to render.

| guess, to understand the situation of social sciences as "pre-
paradi gnatic" one we shoul d stress not only the special (people as
creatures and creators of their domain), conplex, multidi nmensional
and multifaceted character of «cultural, social or individual
"“reality" (to nention only some of the nost often encountered
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general orientations) . Not less inportant are intellectual technics
and our capabilities to cope with that artificial reality. Anmong
themthe nost inportant seens to be the |inguistic dinension.

Looki ng, for exanple, at the debate on an individual versus culture
as at others debates in social sciences such as: evolution vs.
iffusion; conflict vs. integration; substantive vs. fornal

econony; cultural vs. social anthropology - to mention only a few
hot issues) we can see an interesting |inguistic phenonenon. The
representatives of a given orientation have formulated their
theoretical position in the | anguage of general assunptions and in
opposition to other orientation. Those assunptions reflected not
only mnethodol ogical attitude of their authors but also specific
Wl t anschauung, phil osophy of history and attached to it ideas and
values. In Qy opinion, and | would |ike to enphasize this, scholars
have focused nuch nore on general assunptions of a given theory
(let's say, on sone general neaning or general nodel) than on
specific content of assertions of the theory. Inresult, they are
not able to realize that under different theoretical concepts and
linguistic fornulations there may be hidden simlar hypotheses,
positions and statenments. They are eager to perceive theories other
than their own through the prism of conflict and contradiction
rat her than cooperation and conpl enentarity.

| would say that the |anguage of socio-cultural theories has
generated definite cognitive predispositions and has led to

conceptual conflicts. It shaped directional way of thinking. It
means that sonme bits of information have been preferred to others.
These others have been mssed or rejected. | agree with the

hypot hesis of J. Bruner (1979) - which in fact is a nodification of
Sapi r-Worf hypot hesis - that |anguage creates sone nental options
toward speci fic ways of thinking. In other words, as we have seen,
peoP!e (and specially people of science) have tendency to put
reality in order. They usually do it by giving some neanings to
reality. Thus, they create sone subjective reality of a given
| i ngui stic community. However, in the process of "translation" of
the concrete enpirical domain into scholarlﬁ or common sense terns
t hey use such anbi guous (neani ngful) tool |ike human | anguage, that
besides its nean|Q% potential carries first of all a contextual,
speci fi c meani ng. course, there is sone overl appi ng of nmeani ngs
but at the same tinme there are many situational factors (| earning,
soci al st andi ng, grouF of reference, linguistic experience, and so
on) which affect our linguistic choice. Besides, there is also an
institutional structure of social, political, etc. sciences (which
is based on the institution of scientific school) and definite
i nterests.

Thus, social scientists work not on[¥ with different than natura
scientists kind of reality but with different |anguages. Because of
human limted cognitive capabilities we can only grasp sone
segment of reality. Using different |anguages we can tal k about
ditferent problematical aspects of that segnent of reality. These
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aspects are wusually rather conplenentary than contradictory.
However, |anguage in context can create not only intellectua
consensus but al so conceptual conflict. | would like to say that
there is a need (necessit%% to negotiate and pi npoi nt the concepts
of theoretical |anguage. en_we are discussing different theories
of individual, social or cultural "reality” we should renenber to
treat themnot only_as things but first of all as signs. W should
renmenber that our choices are nmade all the tinme not only on an
enpirical or theoretical level but also on the linguistic one
(let's say, the contrast and conbi nation of neanian). To explain
our worldwe are using linquistic tool which is neither neutral nor
ant | septic one.

| guess nore and nore schol ars have realized that fact. It does not
mean t hat social sciences and the humanities are close to reproduce
unani nmous community of scholars. | do not think it is possible and
necessary (or it wll be possible inthe future). At the present
st age of devel opnment of reflecti on on hunan condition the necessit
is to negotiate meaning to acconplish linguistic and theoretica
conpl enentarily. M/ deepest conviction is that it is the nost
inportant task for the future. W can see sone evi dent tendencies
|l eading to this goal. | would say that although the institution of
the school is still present on the institutional map of socia
sciences (and I amnot sure if it should be absent) there are sone
visible integrative trends. In ny opinion, there is now w de
integrative theoretical stream anong scholars concerned with the
human condition. On the one hand, opposite and nutual |y excl usive
points of view are rather absent and representatives of different
orientations are wlling to treat other theories nore in
conpl enentary than conflicting terns (or even to conbi ne approaches
which in the ast were considered to be exclusive and
contradictory) . the other hand, and it is because of peculiarity
of social and human sciences (the problem of val ues), there are
approaches to different aspects of human condition which are
growing fromtheir traditional scientific/scholarly roots and exert
strong pressure on their point of view

To avoid msunderstandings in describing science and scholarly
enterprise as a social activity (that is realized by using hunman
| anguage) ever%one shoul d first define concepts he/she will use and
the goal of his/her cognitive efforts. Thus, in ny present
di scussion enphasis wll be put on the relationships between
| anguage and culture (also an individual and society) and their
role inthe constitution of human soci al orders. However, accordin

to the above, | wll have to introduce sonme definitiona
di stinctions. Sone basic epistenol ogi cal positions and different
theories of culture wll be discussed briefly to present

specificity of different inportant theoretical orientations of
contenporary cultural anthropology. Every orientation inplies a
speci f1¢c conceptual approach to the hunman | anguage.

Language.



Language is an attribute of all human beings. Let ne stress here
t hat Ianiuage I's defined as a systemof |earned rul es that organize
our speaking and other kinds of comunication based on particul ar
categories of synbols. That systemof rules creates a general plan
for any ki nd of communi cation zlver bal and witten) . This neans t hat
human | anguage is based on arbitrary inposed and conventional
constrains. These constrains determ ne what a person can say. In
ot her words, they are inposed on every person and t hey sonmehow put
limts on an individual. But accepting these constrains (they are
usual ly and largely not realized) people are able to conmmunicate
W th one another. Accepting sone limts an individual is extending
his/her capabilities and possibilities. Let ne quote here to
illustrate ny point: "Lanqguage is full of regulations and
interdictions; yet it is freeing. Through learning the rules, | am
enabl ed to communicate with others, | amfree to express nysel f and
often to achi eve ends which | could not otherw se reach. | amnot
hanpered by the rigid taboo against using a singular verb for a
plural subject; | amnot outraged when | amcomanded to add ed to
wash when | refer to yesterday. And | do not feel that all ny
originality is submerged through the need to conform to
regul ations"” (D Lee, 1959: 2, 3).

Language has to be considered as a carrier of meaning. In this
sense [anguage (as culture) is often defined as synbolic neaning
system Language as a system is conposed largely of arbitrary
synbol s (words) that are used to conmuni cate neani ng fromone m nd
to anot her. The nenbers of given speech community using synbol s and
common rules are able to communicate al most unlimted nunber of
different nessages and ideas. It is inpossible to talk about
culture and society (or such parts of society as community or
associ ation) w thout social bond. That social bond can exist only
on the basis of synbolic comunication. Thus, |anguage is the nost
| npor t ant nmedi umof human conmuni cation (in horizontal and verti cal
di mensi ons). Thi s general communi cational function of | anguage has
gotten in Vincent Gstrom s approach two naj or contextual meani ngs.
In other words, |anguage serves two major (interrelated and
mutual | y dependent) unctions: (1) language is a carrier of
speci fic content of |earning; and (2) |anguage is a critical factor
creating, reshaping and bi nding social rel ati onshi ps.

The first function neans processes of cultural transmssionintinme
and space. Considering the language as a fundanental elenent of
culture we can say that culture is learned (anthropol ogists and
soci ol ogi sts to describe that process of |earning coomonly use such
terns as soci al i zation, enculturation, or incase of intercultural
| earni ng accul turati on?1 and transmtted via synbol s. Language i s a
specific vehicle to the transmssion of particular content of
cul ture from %eneratl on to generation, person to person, groug to
group, one culture to another. | guess Gstromthi nks about these
processes when he wites, for exanple: "The triangul ation between:
(1) events and rel ati onships; (2) words or synbols; and (3) ideas,
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i mages, or thoughts neans that words in serving as nedia of
conmmuni cation can be used to transmt |earning fromone individual
to another in contenporary or succeeding generations. So |ong as
| deas ,and chains of thought can be translated into words, the
| earning acquired by one i1ndividual can be transmtted to other

I ndi vi dual s and becone avail abl e for themto use. Now know edge or
new di scoveries can be acquired by those who have access to a
common | anguage W t hout bei ng required to nmake each di scovery anew
fromi ndi vi dual experi ence"” 3¢ GCstrom 1992: 7). This function of

| anguage, as a tool of learning, inplies a |ot of problens Gstrom
characterizes in his work. There is evolutionary and adaptive

erspective; the problem of relationships between |anguage and

now edge; very interesting question of corrosion of | anguage; and
finally, the capital problemof social and individual (public and
private) features of | anguage. This | eads us to t he second function
of | anguage.

Wth regard to second function Gstromwites that |anguage is "the
basis for stipulating rules so that disparate individuals can act
with an expectation that others will behave in accordance wth
those rules. (...). Decision rules use language to introduce
constraint into human relationships and establish the basis for
social organization. (...). Rules, thus, provide the basis for a
first order of selection that takes account of the interdependent
interests of others" (V. Gstrom 1992: 15,17).

| guess anthropol ogists are thinking in a simlar way, when they
consider that an individual learns the rules of culture in order to
meet the standards of other people (W Goodenough, 1981). Let ne
say at this point in nore general terns, that culture creates and
establ i shes socially shared ground of common under st andi ng.

In every society there almags exi sts a set of general notions which
create a specific Wl tanschauung. It gives people answers to sone
ontol ogi cal questions about the rules of order 1n their social and
natural universe. And here function of |anguage seens very
i mportant. "The very norphol ogy of |anguage inevitably begs far-

reachi ng questi ons of mnetaphysics and of val ues. A language i s not

merely an instrument for comunication and for rousing the
enotions. Every language is also a device for categorizing
experience. The continuum of experience can be sliced very
ditferently. (...). No human organism can respond to all the
kal ei doscopic stimuli which inpinge upon it from the external

world. What we notice, what we talk about, what we feel as
inportant is in some part a function of our linguistic patterns.

Because these linguistic habits tend to renain as unquestioned
' background phenonena', each people tends to take its fundanental

categories, its unstated basic premses for granted. It is assuned
that other will '"think the sane way', for 'it"s only human nature'.

Wien others face the same body of data but cone to different

conclusions, it is seldomthought that they may be proceedi ng from
different prem ses" (C K uckhohn and W Kel |y, 1983: 243).
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Thus thanks to culture people know who they are, who are their
kins, what are the rules of their social order (these rules are
nore often recognized and fornulated in terns of nutual
expectations) . As we have seen culture is not only a kind of
| i ngui stic index that contains general directives of human acti ons.
At the sane tine culture helps to define concrete kinds of
situations of human behavior. 1t provides specific rules which
al l ow people to act appropriately 1n alnost every (and often in
conpletely new situation. Let nme quote above aut hors once agai n:
"Naturally, the immediate situation as well as past experience is
reacted to, not in purely rational objective fashion but in terns
of the situation as neaningfully defined by the participant. (...).
Qulture is - anong other things - a set of ready-nade definitions
of the situation which each participant only slightly retailors in
his own idiomatic way" (C Kl uckhohn and W Kel l'y, 1983: 234). |
woul d |i ke you to keep in mnd the phrase: "only slightly retailors
inhis owm idionmatic way". W will cone back to it whil e di scussing
t he question of cultural determnismof human behavior. Now |l et ne
say only that between culture (cultural rules) and situation
certain tensions and frictions nmay occur.

No doubt that shared, common understandi ng i ntroduces an order into
human rel ati onshi ps. People know howto act in a given situation
and what kind of expectation is bound to themand to ot her peopl e.
I n other words people's actions and rel ati ons receive a feature of
predictability. That feature has inpact on people's choices which
are then not chaotic. Inthat sense culturally shared understandi ng
Is the nost inportant factor for human existence. However this
common, cultural understanding has also its own reverse. This
means, that inside every human group (not to nention differences
anDnP societies) culture is differentially shared. Let say, there
I's always sone degree of cultural variation within a given social
YOUP )It does not matter whether it is society, community or
am ly).

VW were tal king that | anguage i s conventional but open social tool
invented to produce and transmt information. In the processes of
transformation and conbination of diverse human experiences,
thoughés, I deas and i magi nations di fferent neani ngf ul nmessages are
creat ed.

VW can say that inherent feature of |anguage is the diversity od
semantic donmain: existence of many semantic distinctions and
socially different systens of neaning. There is no doubt that
different vocabul aries and senmantic domains reflect and create
different people's interests. At that point | would like to
enphasi ze the fact, that despite of these semantic distinctions
human | anguage i s basi c prerequisite of common human under st andi ng.
Renmenbering ~ "that political relationships are sensitive
relationshrps" and "that human beings mght aspire to organizin

their relationships with one another in nutually productive ways'
(V. Gstrom 1992: 18,25), | would like to distinguish an inportant
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subfunction within Gstrom's second function of |anguage. Assum ng
that the rol e of dialogue is a crucial feature for productive rul e-
ordered rel ati onships, | would call that subfunction a negotiative
one. | would support the thesis that negotiation of meaning in
process of social dialogue has fundanental inplications for the
process of common under st andi ng.

In this sense we could talk about the culture of dialogue and
discourse and the culture of nonol ogue and m sconception. The
second one can lead either to the culture of dialogue and
pol ycentric political system or to the centralized, conmmand-
oriented system In the latter kind of systens it is possible to
tal k about political process of nonol ogi zati on when the power of
argunents is changed to the argunent of power. The social process
of negotiation of neaning takes usually extralinguistic, drastic,
rapid and towering formof protest. That process can be built in
the political system (as In the case of inperial China where
peasants had a customary right to rebellion).

If we agree that |anguage is a systemof conveying the neani ng, so
there is an inportant problemof relationships between |anguage,
culture and society. But first we have to say what we under stand by
the termcul ture and society.

Cul ture.

Let nme assune that there is a consensus anong the najority of
| i ngui sts and ant hropol ogi sts on the above general -definition of
the nature of |anguage. Probably they would also agree that
| anguage is a corner-stone (in evolutionary sense) of culture.
Unfortunately this kind of agreement is hardly attainable wth
regard to the nature and notion of culture.

In Anmerican anthropological literature there is hundred of
definitions and their difterent classifications (see, for exanple:
A. Kroeber and C. Kl uckhohn, 1952; or G Wiss, 1973). W will use
sonme concepts describing the relationshi ps between |anguage and
culture |ater. What we need nowis sone general concept of culture
delineating the area of our discussion. At this point we do not
propose a strict definition of culture. It is enough to nmake a
reference to the gl obal, anthropol ogical concept of culture. In
nost general terns and for the nost of anthropologists culture
means all human phenonena which are transmtted in "nongenetic",
"extrasomatic", "metabiological" or "synbolic" way, to quote on
expressi ons whi ch are used nost often. | guess, this the way Ralp
Linton thinks when he wites: "A culture is the configuration of
| earned behavior and results of behavior whose conponent el enents
are shared and transmtted by the nenbers of a particul ar society"
(R Linton, 1945: 3%}. In word, culture is a pattern of human
behavior. It is not difficult to observe that there is a close
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rel ation between cul ture defined in such away and the | anguage. W
wi || tal k about | anguage-culture relationships inanonment. At this

point | would |ike to nake two additional, interrelated comments.
The first is concerned with a systemc character of culture. The
second wll be devoted to the problem of relationships between

i ndi vidual and cul ture (or socio-cultural system. Infact, it wll
be concerned wi th human behavi or.

‘Cul ture as a system

First, up to now we have stated that culture enables people to
attach nmeaning to human actions, that culture is |earned and
transmtted in synbolic vvaK that besides common there are al so
differentiated nmeanings within every culture, that culture is kind
o; gull de for human situational behavior providing people with sets
of rules.

| would like to add, that culture defined in such a wide way is
also very often treated in systemc ternms. In ny opinion, the
systemc feature of culture has been up to now approved by majorit
of ant hropol ogi sts as one of the nost inportant characteristics o
culture. To take, for exanple, one of the nost popular and
influential definition accordi n? to which culture is "a vast
\%ﬁpar atus, partly material, partly human and partly spiritual, by
Ichman is able to cope with the concrete, specific probl ens that
face him(...). Qlture is an integral conposed of partly
aut ononous, partly coordinated institutions. It is integrated on a
series of principles such as the comunity of blood through
procreation; the contiguity in space related to cooperation; the
specialization in activities; and last but not |east, the use of
power in political organi zati on. Each culture owes its conpl et eness
and sel f-sufficiency to the fact that it satisfies the whol e range
(3)125 bA,%S)i c, instrunental and integrative needs" (B. Mlinowski, 1964:

There are two interesting things for us: first, that culture is
treated as a tool, instrunental apparatus (let us say, problens-
solving instrunent) which is used by people in the process of
satisfaction of their different needs (we wll discuss that probl em
in a nmnment); and second, that culture "is a system of objects,
activities, and attitudes"” and "it is integral inwhichthe various
elenments are interdependent” (B Malinowski, 1964: 150). Thus
culture is a systemc, integrated whole. The systemc a|oproach
(Malinowski, as we will see, was only one of its many followers)
seens to be t he nost pogul ar in anthropol ogy, sociol ogy, and so on.
At the first glance, the convictionthat culture is a systemand a
tool helping people to solve their problens bears a stron
structural and functional simlarity to human | anguage. One shoul
however renenber that the relation between culture and | anguage is
of the sane kind as the relation between a whole and its part.
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According to the systemc approach the maj or subsystens of culture
usual | y are: | anguage, society, technol ogy and i deol ogy ﬁthere are,
of course, also nore elaborated divisions of culture not
necessarily connected to the concept of system Ilike for exanple:
C. Wssler, 1923). Then every subsystem contains its nmajor
structural conponents. L|n%%|st|cs conponents are: phonol ogy,
mor phol ogy, senantics, etc. ciety conprises: institutions (rule-
ordered rel ationshi ps), rol es and statuses, different groups, etc.
Basi c el enents of technol ogi cal subsystens are: tools, techniques,
appropri ate know edge, etc. |deology conprises: ideas, beliefs,
| mages, values, etc. At the bottomof these elenents - or, let us
say, in the center of a cultural system- there is or should be
(let me enphasize that) a human individual w th his/her behavior
and action. In this way we can talk, for exanple, resPectiver
about acts of speech, organizational behavior, technical skills,
and so on. This neans, human beings and their activities enconpass
(or should enconpass!) all those elenents, conponents and
subsystens as one system of culture. |In other words human
artisanship manifests itself in every domain of culture. At this
poi nt we have a problemof relationshi ps between an individual and
the system (his/her culture). Very often this problem has been
formul ated: 1 ndividual versus systeminstead individual and system

The i ndi vi dual and the system(cul ture or society).

That "eternal" problem can be expressed in the follow ng way:
assumng that human beings are creators as well as creations of
culture, or that culture is an artifact that contains their own
artisans (V. Ostrom 1980), there is a question of nutual
I nfl uences and i nt er dependenci es.

To respond to this problemlet ne distinguish at the begi nning two
nodel s or two ideal approaches to the problemof the relationship
between an individual and the system (culture). Let me call them
i ndividualistic (nomnalistic) and realistic (holistic) approaches
respectively. These two approaches, of course, do not exist in
epi stenological reality (or should not exist) in suchideal, "pure"
form However believers in and adherents to these approaches are
frequently excessively eager to treat an individual or a systemas
clauses of single alternative. They are striving to achieve
excl usi veness and the scientific legitinmacy for their approach but
instead they reduce scientific discourse to absurdity. These
efforts are acconpanied by different |inguistic nonsters created
with intention to defense and legitimze their position. Let ne
say, at this point, that according to an individualistic approach
society is only a nunber of interacting individuals, and culture
does not exist outside its individual carriers. On the other side,
according to the realistic approach culture is treated as a process
sui generis, an external and I ndependent to individuals. It is kind
of supra-individual reality. These two perspectives have created a
| ot of epi stenol ogi cal (methodol ogi cal and ont ol ogi cal ) probl ens.
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-The individual and society in philosophy of ancient G eece and
| ater social thought.

These problens and puzzl es have acconpani ed people at |east for
2500 years, if we agree that social thought of classical G eece was
focused on the problem of social order and the role and place of
individual in the society. The problem of autonony of individua
was strengthened, for exanple, by Sophists who had introduced the
di stinction between natural and normative |laws. The forner are
beyond human beings power and control. The nornmative |laws are
specific results of individual actions, decisions or “social
conventions or covenants. For the Greek social philosophers it was
evident that rules and regularities of nature are totally different
than rules and | aws created by people. In other words, there is an
order of nature and order of culture. The latter, however, was
approached from two opposite points of view Culture and
sociopolitical order were perceived either the domains of
i mrenorial custom and traditional institutions or the domains of
individual's activities and new institutional rules. To nake ny
ﬁpint nore clear let nme stress specificity of that period of Geek
i story.

The nost vi sibl e processes which influenced G eece (between 5th and
1st century B. C) were: institutionalization of private property
of land and the devel opnent of commercial freedom conbined with
mercantil e econony. G eece was one of these civilizations which
"possessed either a locally devel oped or a borrowed technol ogy, and
contrasted structurally with enpires based on irrigation. Because
of the general availability of the ore and the sinplicity of the
conversion process, iron-wrking techniques could be diffused
wWithout limtation, permtting w despread use of netal tools.
(...). Dissemnation was further facilitated by the perfection of
sailing ships and wagons or carts. Phonetic witing pronoted
literacy, which had been previously restricted to the priesthood,
with a resulting increase in all types of know edge. Coi nhage made
possi bl e a nonetary econony, and this in turn greatly expanded t he
hori zons of foreign trade. Together, these devel opnents created a
freer type of society that stinulated individual achievenent and
provided enterprising persons wth anple opportunities for
enrichment. This civilizational process derived its major inpetus
fromnmercantile econony, which |inked hundreds of conmunities by
sea or land, bringing to each the internal nodifications necessary
to advance them from production for subsistence to production for
trade. Inthe principal cities of each Mercantile Slavistic Enpire,

there was a proliferation of craft shops organized |ike
ergasterions, and enconpassing a wi de range of craftsnen, including
car penters, cabi net makers, boat bui | der s, met al wor ker s,
coppersm ths, brickmakers, potters, glassblowers, tanners, jewelry
makers, saddl emakers, |eatherworkers, and shoemakers. |In such

institutions tens or even hundreds of craftsnen, the majority of
them slaves, produced standardized articles for sale. (...).
Ceneralization of these econom c procedures destroyed the |ast
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surviving forns of communal property (ager publicus) and the
remai ning institutions based on kinship relations. Qassificatory
Ki nshi p %i n which collateral and lineal relatives are called by the
sane terns, thus creating large groups with close solidarity) was
transformed into descriptive kinship, which enploys special terns
to distinguish lineal relatives and, in so doing, reduces the
boundaries of famly solidarity and restricts inheritance.
Subsequent steps toward the rationalization of conduct included the
secul arization of a nunber of aspects fornerly under religious
control, and the individualization of social relations. Usury
becanme institutionalized, and the concept of a |and nortgage was
created, which led to the practice of enslavenent for debt.
Inheritance was legalized through wlls. Utimately, the
entrepreneur energed suprene in every sector, with the capacity to
subordinate even the power of the State to his interests" (D
Ri beiro, 1968: 65, 66, 67.). | have quoted extensively fromR beiro
because it is a convenient starting point for explanation of our
pr obl ens.

First of all we encounter here a relatively general description of
a vast evolutionary process. That process conbined nmany nore
particul ar processes: political, economc, ideol ogical, social, and
so on. These processes were run by different individuals pursuin

different ideal and naterial interests, acting (nore or Iess?
ap‘or opriately to different (constitutional and operational) sets o

rules, and creating different social groups, associations and
comunities. It would be inpossible for these processes to go
W thout individuals (the real, "ontological" carriers of the above
processes). On the one side, however, focusing on sone processes
and describing them (using specific |inguistic convention) we can
tal k sonetines about themas if they were aut ononous processes. n
the other side, interacting individuals create sonmething new (let
us say - newquality), whichregularly overcones every human bei ng.
Those ar e sone new oPloort unities, expectations, rules, norns, etc.
which nodify, influence, condition, determne individual's
behavior. In this sense of a word we can say that different
(social, economc, political, etc.) processes enconpass single
i ndividuals or groups of individuals. The nost inportant are, of
course, groups which assunme the conscious or seni-conscious
attendance of their nenbers. W& can, of course, talk about or
di stinguish a group of all Geeks in 5th century B. C as bald as
a coot. From our point of view, however, it seens to be nore
I nportant to belong to the group of phil osophers or traders.

Second, this vast evolutionary process is inportant for us because
it describes the energence of new kind of civilization
(individualistic or privatisti p?_ as opposed to previously existed
and dom nant col |l ectivistic civilizations. That neans, that we have
wi tnessed here the birth of a newkind of civilizational order. To
avoid msunderstanding | would like to enphasize that
“individualistic' is not only a feature of «civilizations.
Ant hr opol ogi sts use the above termas atool for the classification
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of cultures not so elaborated as Geek civilization (M Mead,
1961). In ny opinion, the existence of individualistic and
collectivistic types of culture is one of the nobst intriguing
guestions of human history awaiting an expl anation.

Third, the Ribeiro's description of «civilizational processes
suggests that at the tine the G eek society was in deep process of
transformati on. The age-old ways of |ife were eroded, newrul es and
institutions were created during the course of continuous socia
conflicts. | would say (using well known historical anal ogy) that
these very conplex phenonena were also a kind of specific
intellectual "Drang und SturmPeriode". The central problemof that
period was the problem of social order. Wth regard to it we can
di stinguish, as we have suggested above, at |east two nmgjor
orientations: one oriented toward individual and its innovative
capabilities, the second one oriented toward community and
tradition.

First intellectual orientation flourished in the second half of the
fifth century and was connected to the sophists. Their favorite
styl e was a public debate. Their basic interest was t he devel opnent
of rhetorical skills and capabilities. "The sophists - the termis
a bl anket one, and covers a wi de range of approaches and opinions -
were itinerant professors. Their subject was the one nobst in
demand, howto achi eve success as this world knows success; howto
adapt oneself to the conditions in which one is forced to |live, how
to make friends and i nfl uence people. They were i nternational, they
were peripatetic and charged high fees. They were the first
pr of essi onal philosophers. Although they were prepared to teach
anything relevant to their main aim the central subject was, of
course, rhetoric. They clainmed to be able to teach their pupils to
speak persuasively on any theme, and to argue both sides of case.
Sonme of themwere reputable teachers, others were charl atans. Sone
saw rhetoric as a genuine adjunct to public life and worthy of
serious study, others sawit only as a handy tool for working one's
own way, and argued that the end justified the nmeans; any dubi ous
tactic, any deliberate distortion of the facts was perm ssible if
it achieved the desired results. Their belief was that the goal of
man is the living of a successful and civilized |ife. This is the
standard by which all things are judged. 'Man is the nmeasure of al
things', and religion and norality are man-nade custons, set up by
i ndividuals or groups to satisfy their imrediate needs. When the
need has departured the institution may be allowed to | apse al so.
Expediency is the criterion" (P. Arnott, 1968: 197, 198).

Thus, sonme sophists presented the attitude of extrene
i ndividualism which I would call "unbridled" individualism They
were convinced that their era is an age of the individual, that the
man is the nost inportant creature, nuch nore inportant than
custom religion, comunity, and so on. Just here we neet in the
nost visible form - so characteristic for the Geek and than for
the European Iliberal political thought - antithesis of the
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i ndividual and the state. A so here we encounter the probl em of
| anguage, whi ch can be used as atool for strict private advant age.
These abuses of | anguage wer e danger ous because t he power of spoken
wor ds conbi ned wi th a nob coul d gi ve unexpected results. | guess it
was one of the reasons that persons who mere(greoccupled W th their
own personal affairs were called idiots in G eece.

But in general we should remenber that sophists have introduced a
new intellectual clinate in which people were able to think about
t hensel ves as individuals. All G eek phil osophers independently of
their political or theoretical orientation were convinced that
politics is a matter of hunman beings, that hunman reason can
count eract and reshape t he present condition of chaos. The best way
to overcone the social crisis and to anplify potential of human
reason was to conduct the public debate according to clearl
formul ated and codified rules of rhetoric (the appropriate use o
words, the length and bal ance of sentences, the definite nodes of
delivery) and rules of external performance. No wonder that when
Aristotle was designing an ideal of denocracy he paid so nuch
attention to the problemof the size of the city. This size was
determned by condition that all citizens are able, at the sane
nonent, to hear the voice of the crier to cone and to debate
commonly. But Aristotle draws our attention to the second
intellectual orientation of the Geek political philosophy.

I n conparison to the sophists let ne call the second orientation
traditional and anti-individualistic one. It does not nean,
however, that such well known Philosophers like Plato or Aristotle
did deny the role of individual and his creative ability in al nost

all domains of human activity. However, the increasin
i ndi vi dual i zati on underm ned t he fundanental s of exi sting order an
required nore solid base for social life. Looking for this base

Plato and Aristotle focused their attention on nore durable forns
of social and political organization. The durability of these forns
shoul d be warranted by tradition and custom Thus the vision of the
relationshi p between an individual and society differed fromthat
of the sophists'. In this sense above philosophers were in
opposition to the "unbridl ed" individualismof the sophists. The
soci al order should not be built on the such unstable el enents as
individual will or changing individual -desires. The state, as a
systematic, on purpose organized whole with clearly definite
internal structure was designed as effective panacea to this
dangerous individualistic disease. A coment is necessary here.

Let ne stress that classical Geece consisted of one hundred and
fifty-eight distinct settlenents and C|t%-states. Their political
arrangenents were different. Sone of them remai ned nonarchi cal

hlghgy centralized and ruled from above (for exanple, Sparta or
Macedon). Qthers, after the long period of M/cenaean dom nati on,
took the |l ong way to denocracy. The best known exanpl e is Athens.
It was precisely Athens that provoked Plato's critical remarks and
later his analysis of denocracy and his project of Wopia. That
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ideal state was a kind of an organic unity (all its parts were
subordinated to the whole). On the other side, the P ato's
disciple, Aristotle of Stagira, saw polls as a kind of a noving
equi l i brium ("the nature of a state is to be a pl urallt%/") . He put
great enphasis on the cooperation anong all the parts of the state.
Each part acting according to its nature supports at the sane tine
har noni ous functioning of the polis. For Aristotle the city-state
was al so ki nd of organi smwhich functions on principle of variety
and conplenentarily of interdependent parts. This cooperation
contributes to self-sufficiency which is the nost inportant
attribute of the state. Self-sufficiency, for Aristotle, mneant
satisfaction of the totality of needs of all nmenbers of community.
As we renenber the author of Politics was giving different nmeani ngs
to the term of state. However very often state neant for him
communi ty of individuals and groups whi ch depend on each ot her and
are united by common striving for virtue. Thus the state should to
be a noral community whi ch shares common val ues. These attributes
accor di nE to Aristotle should counteract the visible collapse of
the Geek city-state and civilization.

Let me add at this point, that communal aspect of the city-state,
so strongly underlined by Aristotle, is presently confirmed by
detailed research of historians of ancient Geece. The nost
di sti ngui shed anong themhas recently chal | enged t he useful ness of
the \Weberian concept of the "legitimate domnation" for the
analysis of the Geek city-state. According to M Finley the
Wberian schene of the legitinmate charismatic Herrschaft does not
fit in this analysis because "everything we know about G eek
history indicates that Athens was an exceptional polis (until it
lost its independence in the third century B § , and that an

attenpt to generalize fromAthens requires proper defence, whic

Vé¢ber does not offer. (...). Evenin Athens alone, furthernore, the
derragogue in Wber's sense was far from omni present. ...). The
Geek city-state was, to be sure, a rather curious and in a way
epheneral institution. (...). Legal historians have not perhaps
been sufficiently alert to the fact that nost civil actions In
Athens (and in other Geek city-states, though our information is
too restricted) were preceded by nore or | ess conpul sory attenpts
at public or private arbitration. (...). The polis was a koi non, a
comunity in the strict sense. That is the background of the
tenacity of the old institution of arbitration long after a fornal
systemof courts had been introduced. (...). The first function of
the arbitrator isto conciliate, to suggest concessions and to have
them accepted. (...). That the city-state was particular and
probably a uni que ki nd of political organizationis, at the |east,
a reasonabl e wor ki ng hypot hesis. Only the | ate nedi eval comunes of
Italy and northern Europe offer possible parallels, and it is
notorious that neither nedieval and Renai ssance historians nor
anci ent historians have pursued the possibilities seriously" ( M
Finley, 1986: 94, 95, 99, 102, 103, 107). Because Finley is a
renowned authority in the social, political and econom c issues of
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ancient G eece, | think the above passage is interesting and is
worthy to be renenber ed.

Here are several major conclusions fromthe Geek "lesson": (1?
cl assi cal G eece has been one of the nost inportant foundations o
Western civilization; the process of individualization has been
deeply rooted i n G eek experience; (2) classical Geeks recogni zed
the inportance of the role of |anguage in the constitution of human
order; they knew that Ian?uage can play constructive role in

rocess of reconstruction of society but they also realized that

anguage as a tool of policy can be abused (negative consequences
for the whol e community); and | ast but not least (3) inthe socia
thought of the classical Geek civilization there are clearly two
opposi te approaches to the problemof the relationship between an
i ndividual and a system the first one gives priority to the
individual's freedons and pleasures, and the second to the
comunity of individuals (and other sociopolitical entities, like
for exanple, the state).

These two approaches are found in the history of social thought and
in contenporary social sci ences. The carrK i nteresting
consequences for the |ogic of explanation of human history and for
the description of patterns of social order. | do not intend to
wite history of these approaches in social science but let ne
I ntroduce sone exanples to illustrate ny point.

According to the individualistic approach the human history is a
specific result of individual (personal) human actions. For
exanple, in the first half of eighteenth century Thonas Carlyle
(1840) has announced his "great nman theory of history". The
substantial thesis of his political philosophy was: distingui shed
individualities are basic dynamc el ements of processes of human
hi story. That neans that great individuals are considered as maj or
causative forces (let say, determnants) of human cultura
(political and historical) realm It is inportant to enphasize that
for Carlyle culture and its history does not create any kind of a
whole or a system It is sinply a vast stream (a continuous fl ow)
of cultural events which are created and animated by deeds and
actions of the Heros (great personalities) . Ernst Cassirer is right
when he wites: "Carlyle' s political theory is, at bottom nothing
short of a dls%U|sed and transformed Cal vinism True spontaneity is
reserved to the few elect. As to the others, the mass of the
reprobates, they have to submt under the will of these elect, the
bornrulers" (E Cassirer, 1961: 193).

Let me notice that at the sane tinme there were al so other extrene
visions of history. According to that aPproach history has its own
structure and logic and that historical structure determnes the
t houghts and actions of individuals. It is the general assunption
of the Marxi st approach to the problemof the relationship between
an individual and t he system en, for exanple, F. Engels (1970)
has anal yzed the probl emof the Reformation in Germany and the rol e
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of religious |eaders of that period he was convinced that such
personalities as Martin Luther and Thomas Mintzer originated in
deep structures (prinmarily economc and political in character) of
history. In other words, according to Engels, such individuals as
“conservative" Luther or Thomas Mintzer as "leader of popul ar
reformation" only expressed sone soci al tendencies rooted, infact,
inmaterial conditions of life. Inthis kind of approach, activity
of individuals (their thoughts, ideas, inages) is conpletely
determned by supraindividual reality and ideology becones
excl usively a dependant variable of nmaterial conditions of life.

No wonder that this approach provoked Max Veber to wite his
renowned The Protestant Ethicandthe Spirit of Capitalism Inthis
work devoted to the analysis of relationships between ideol o%y
(religion) and social and econom c exigencies of people's life he
wote at the turn of our century: "One of the fundanental el enments
of the spirit of nodern capitalism and not only of that but of all
nmodern cul ture: rational conduct on the basis of the idea of the
calling, was born - that is what this discussion has sought to
denonstrate - fromthe spirit of Christian asceticism (...). The
Puritan wanted to work in a calling;, we are forced to do so. For
when asceticismwas carried out of nonastic cells into everyday
life, and began to domnate worldly norality, it did its part in
bui | di ng t he trenmendous cosnos of the nodern econonmic order. (...).
But it would also further be necessary to investigate how
Protestant Asceticismwas inturn influencedin its devel opnent and
its character by the totality of social conditions, especially
econom c. The nodern man is in general, even with the best will,
unable to give religious ideas a significance for culture and
nati onal character which they deserve. But it i s, of course, not ny
aimto substitute for a one-sided materialistic an equally one-
sided spiritualistic causal interpretation of culture and history.
Each is equally possible, but each, if it does not serve as the
preparati on, but as the conclusion of an investigation,
acconpl i shes equal Ia/ l[ittle in the interest of historical truth"
(M Weber, 1976: 180, 181, 183).

Let ne add at this point that Erich Frommtried to execute Wber's
scientific testament. In his The Fear of Freedom (1950) he wanted
to reconcile Marxist's and Wber's approaches discussing, armnfq
other things, origins and role of Reformation fromthe point o
vi ew of human individual and his society (for the reconstruction of
the Fromms theoretical approach especially inportant is his
giS%:usy on i n Appendi x: Character and the Social Process pp. 239-

Let us now nove back to the probl emof individual and culture. In
ni neteenth century the standpoints were not always as extrene as
t hose described above (Carlyle, Engel s%. They did not put
individual and culture au rebours.. or exanple, British
ant hropol ogist Edward B. Tylor (who is commonly considered a
foundi ng father of American cultural anthropol ogy) did not accept
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one possibility only. He saw individual and culture as two
different but interconnected sides of the sanme process of human and
cultural progress. For him"Qulture or Qvilization, takeninits
w de ethnographic sense, is that conplex whole which includes
know edge, belief, art, norals, law, custom and any other
CaPabllltleS and habits acquired by man as a nenber of society" (E
Tyl or, 1970: 1?. Imediately after fornulation of the above
definition of culture (which is presently considered as classical
one) Tylor continues on the sane page: "The condition of culture
anong the vari ous societies of mankind, (...), is a subject apt for
the study of |aws of human thought and action". Thus, we have here
two di fferent and conpl ex vari abl es: 11) culture, which creates a
kind of external to individual "reality" (defined in terns of
habits, custons and other institutions); and (2) human being as
t hi nki ng, pursuing and acting individual. Tylor conbines these two
vari abl es using a concept of human nature as a bi ndi ng chain.

In other words, Tylor designed his science of culture on the
psychol ogi cal basis. The | ans of psychol ogy are necessary condition
to understand hi story of human culture, its change and devel opnent.
Tylor's positivistic and evol utioni st approach to the culture is
rooted in nomnalistic and individualistic tradition. H's basic
assunption is that culture is created by rational individual, who
Is driven by his/her egoistic desires and is using appropriate
means to achi eve intended goals. This neans that to understand the
cul tural dynam cs we should ook for |aws of human thinking which
explain "great intellectual novenent" or evolution of culture.
Thus science of culture is at the same tine the nental history of
manki nd. Qulture as an attribute of human species is, in fact, the
result of individual's creativity, because "collective social
actionis the nereresultant of nang I ndi vidual actions" (E Tylor,
1970: 13) . That creativity means the fulfill nent of peopl e' s needs.
I nthis way such institutions as | anguage, governnment, know edge or
| aw were only the products of rational thought of hunman bei ngs
striving to inprove conditions of their |ife. The basic function of
each institutionisitsutility. Institutions as rational creations
of human activity serve special goals in the process of problens-
sol ving which are inposed by conditions of human existence. For
exanple, analyzing institution of religion Tylor considers
“religious doctrines and practices (...), as belonging to
t heol ogi cal systens devi sed by human reason, w thout supernatura
aid or revelation® (E Tylor, 1970a: 11) . In the sanme way are
explained other institutions and cultural traits. For exanple,
"l 'anguage, so far as its constitution is understood, seens to have
been devel oped |ike witing or music, |ike hunting or fire-naking,
by the exercise of purely human faculties in purely human ways.

...). Their cause evidently lies in natural operations of the
human mnd (...). The study of savage and civilized life alike
avail us to trace in the early history of human intellect, not
glfts of transcendental wi sdom but rude shrewd sense taking up the
acts of common life and shaplng for them schenmes of primtive
phi | osophy" (E Tylor, 1970: 68, 233, 234).
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Thus, we can say that Tyl or explains the devel opnent of cultura
Institutions appealing to |l aws and pri nci pl es of psychol ogy. Ebin?
this he is able to describe nmental and intellectual processes o
people and their results - new cultural traits, institutions
socl al arrangenents, technol ogical innovations, and so on. These
intel |l ectual processes are on the one side determ ned b% common to
every human bei ng el ements of human nature (using themhunman bei ng
Is creating his/her culture), and on the other side these
intell ectual processes are conditioned by sone psychol ogi cal
processes. These psychol ogi cal processes are, in part, results of
external, already existing cultural environnent, that is to say,
all the human tradition. It is a domain of habit and custom To
this tradition Tyl or ascribes sone ki nd of autonony. It is external
phenonmenon whi ch has an i npact on t he human bei ngs' way of thi nking
and acting. W can say, that institutions created by nmen to resol ve
their specific existential problens often bear features that seem
tobe anti-intellectual. They just createthis traditional, passive
and external for individual cultural "reality".

"It is quite wonderful, even if we hardly go bel owthe surface of
the subject, to see how large a share stupidity and unpractica

conservatism and dogged superstition have had in preserving us
traces of the history of our race, which practical utilitarianism
woul d have renorselessly swept away. The savage is firny,

obstinately conservative. No man appeals with nore unhesitatin

confidence to the great precedent-makers of the past; the wi sdomo

hi s ancestors can control agai nst the nost obvi ous evidence of his
own opi nions and actions. W listenwith pity to the rude Indian as
he mai nt ai ns agai nst civilized sci ence and experience the authority
of his rude forefathers. (...). The nobler tendency of advancin

cul ture, and above all of scientific culture, is to honour the dea

W thout groveling before them to profit by the past wthout
sacrificing the present toit. Yet even nodern civilized world has
but half [earnt this | esson, and an unprejudi ced survey may | ead us
to judge how many of our ideas and custons exist rather by being
ol d t han by bei ng good" (E Tylor, 1970: 156, 157) .

Thus in history of humans there is a tendency to overcomne cul tural
traditionalismwhich seens to be a result of the thoughtlessness
and obedi ence to custom and tradition. That tradition means for
TKIor negation of human reason and i nborn capability for progress.
That conservati smand tradition is defined as dysfunctional area of
culture. And that dysfunctional is treated by Tyl or as autononous
SKSteﬁl which to the great extent determ nes human behavior. In
this approach culture is deprived of its sychol ogi cal

intellectual content. It is a process sui generis. These problens
were not presented in Tyl or works in a systenatic and conpl et e way.
V¢ want to enphasize the fact that Tylor operates and uses two
different concepts of culture. Wen he explains processes of
cultural evolution he appeals to the intellectual, psychol ogica

features of human being. He treats human being as a rational
creature and tal ks about utilitarian concept of culture. CQultural
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institutions are created to serve human needs, the origin and
devel opnent of institutions is explained in rational terns,
accordi ng to reductioni st nethodol ogy. However, inside that broad
evolutionary vista we can find assertions about conservatism of
cultural institutions. That conservative traditionali smnmeans, that
i nstitutions based on cust ombecone speci fic determ nant of hunmans;
they channel and limt humans' thoughts. In this sense they are
aut ononous, external systens which bind human reason and i npede
hurmman progress. Thus Tylor's approach to the culture is together
nomnalistic and realistic. It has becone a point of departure for
different solutions of the problemof the relationship between an
i ndi vidual and the cultural system

Simlar tensions and frictions between individualistic and anti -
reductioni st net hodol ogy exist, for exanple, in Herbert Spencer's
(1880) theory od society. They are even nore visible than in
Tylor’'s case, because Spencer was, on the one side, a devoted
organicist (society was for him superorganic whole, a kind of
organi sm whi ch cannot be explained interns other than social) and
si mul taneously, on the other side, society nmeant for himonly a
col l ective nanme for a nunber of individuals. "There is an evident
I nconsi stency in his sociology: He was tenpted by t he Bentham styl e
utilitarian anthropol ogy, ich made it possible to explain all
social activities by characteristics vested in individuals, at the
sane tinme he refused to accept this anthropol ogy because it sinply
destroyed his entire theory based on assunption that human
characteristics emerge as a result of the influence of society.

...). The only solution to the dilemma was to accept the formul a
of mutual interaction: characteristics of the whole are derived
fromthose of its units, which, inturn, are nol ded under infl uence
of the whol e and of the changes that it is undergoi ng" (J. Szacki,
1979: 223).

-I'ndi vidual i smandreal i sminAnmericancul tural ant hropol ogy.

Movi ng back to the problemof culture | would like to say, that in
Anerican cul tural anthropol ogy there has been a strong tendency to
overestimate the role of culture (the nost fundanental concept of
ant hr opol ogy) i n understandi ng of human acti ons and behavi or. There
were also two orientations: one realistic and anti-reductioni st
(for exanple A Kroeber, R Lowie or L. Wite) and second one
i ndi vidualistic (for exanple E. Sapir, R Benedict or M Opler). |
V\anil::)lto characterize themshortly because they are relevant to our
probl ens.

Let nme say that probl emhas begun in 1917 when A Kroeber published
his The Superorganic. He was |ooking for the subject matter of
ant hr opol ogy. According to himto understand a hunan being is to
| ook for his/her attributes. These attributes are created by peopl e
and conveyed by peopl e fromone generation to another. This means
that culture is a prine determnant of human action. The nmajor aim
of an anthropologist is to reconstruct the traits of this "new



21

factor (...) which was to work out its own independent
consequences, slowly and of little apparent inport at first, but
gat heri ng meight, and dignity, and influence; a factor that had
passed beyond natural selection, that was no |onger wholly
dependent on any agency of organic evolution, and that, however
rocked and swayed by the oscillations of the heredity that underl ay
it, nevertheless floated unimrersibly uponit" (A Kroeber, 1917:
49). Thus Kroeber was interested in culture regardless of
I ndi vi dual s because "a thousand individuals do not nmake society.
They are the potential basis of a society; but they do not
thensel ves cause it, and they are also the basis of a thousand
other potential societies" (A Kroeber, 1917: 38) . The anti-
reductioni st tenor of Kroeber is evident. Human beings shoul d be
treated only as carriers of cultural information. Individuals are
much | ess i nportant for understanding the society than the cul ture.
The role of individuals is mninmal because it is a culture that
creates society. W wll not understand society or culture by
referring to the biological or psychol ogical traits of individual.
Qulture nmeans for Kroeber the configuration of autononous,
objectified traits which have to be studied independently fromits
carriers.

The response to this programcane i mredi ately fromthe nomnalistic
and psychol ogi cal | y ori ent ed approach of Anerican ant hr opol ogy. One
of its representatives has argued: "It is true that the content of
an individual' s mnd is so overwhelmngly noul ded by the socia

traditions to which he is heir that the purely individual
contribution of ever markedly original mnds is apt to seemswanped
inthe whole of culture. (...). Andyet it is always the individual
that really thinks and acts and dreans and revolts. Those of his
t houghts, acts, dreans, and rebellions that sonehow contribute in
sensi bl e degree to the nodification or retention of the nass of
thlcaI reactions called culture we term social data; the rest,
t hough t hey do not, psychol ogically considered, inthe least differ
fromthese, we termindividual and pass by as of no historical or
social nonent. It is highly inportant to note that the
differentiation of these two types of reaction is essentiall¥
arbitrary, resting, as it does, entireu¥ on a Principle 0

sel ection. The selection depends on the adoption of a scale of
values. Needless to say, the threshold of the social (or
historical) versus the individual shifts according to the
phi |l osophy of the evaluator or interpreter. | find it utterly
I nconcelvable to draw a sharp and eternally valid dividing |ine
between them (...). One has only to think seriously of what such
personalities as Aristotle, Jesus, Mahonet, Shakespeare, oet he,
Beet hoven nean in the history of culture to hesitate to commt
oneself to a conpletely non-individualistic interpretation of
history. | do not believe for a nonent that such personalities are
nerely the cat's-paws of general cultural drifts" (E Sapir, 1917:
442, 443).
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Thus we have here a quite different (than in Krober's case)
approach to the nature and nmeaning of culture and al so a distinct
desi gn of subject matter of cultural anthropol ogy. For Edward Sapir
it is inpossible to understand culture without a human being.
Ant hr opol ogy should focus its attention on a man. Only achi eving
better understanding of a man we can at the sane tine attain better
under st andi ng of hurman being's attribute: culture. The reason for
this strategy of research is evident: in fact, culture exists only
in and is inseparable fromhunman personalities.

“The true locus of culture is in the interactions of specific
i ndi vidual s and, on the subjective side, in the world of neani ngs
whi ch each one of these individuals may unconsciously abstract for
hinself from his participation in these interactions. Every
individual is, then, in avery real sense, a representative of at
| east one sub-cul ture which may be abstracted fromthe generalized
culture of the group of which he is a nmenber. Frequently, if not
thlcaIIy, he is arepresentative of nore than one sub-cul ture, and
t he degree to whi ch the soci al i zed behavi or of any gi ven i ndi vi dual
can be identified with or abstracted from the typical or
general i zed cul ture of a single ?{oup vari es enornously fromperson
to person. It is inpossible tothink of any cultural pattern or set
of cultural patterns which can, in literal sense of the word, be
referred to society as such. There are no facts of political
organi zation or famly life or religious belief or magical
procedure or technol ogy or aesthetic endeavor whi ch are cot er m nous
with society or with an nEchanichg/ or sociologically defined
segrment of society" (E pir, 1932: 515)

Thus, according to Sapir culture and its human carrier are
i nseparable. In fact, culture exist only in hunan personalities.
There is only psychological reality of cultural patterns (we can
say that Sapir personalizes culture). As aresult, culture neans an
arrangenent of common and characteristic traits of individua
attitudes or personalities that cannot be separated from these
i ndi vidual s. The reason is, "that vast reaches of culture,(...),
are discoverable only as the peculiar property of certain
i ndi vi dual s, who cannot but give these cultural goods the inpress
of their own personality. (...). As soon as we set ourselves at the
vantage point of the culture-acquiring child, the personality
definitions and potentials that nmust never for a nonent be | ost
sight of, and which are destined from the very beginning to
interpret, evaluate, and nodify every culture pattern, sub-pattern,
or assenblage of patterns that it wll ever be influenced by,
everything changes. Qulture is then not something given but
sonet hing to be gradual |y and gropi ngly di scovered. W then see at
once that elenments of culture that come well within the horizon of
awareness of one individual are entirely absent in another
i ndividual's | andscape. This is an inportant fact, systematically
ggggred by the cul tural anthropol ogist” (E Sapir, 1934: 594, 595,
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Cul ture can be regarded as a conpl ex set of nornms and val ues. Sapir
(see, for exanple, 1924, 1931) was willing to treat culture as an
arrangenent of norns and val ues which were customarily established
andtraditionally inherited (inter-generationallytransmtted) . But
for himcentral problemWas that individual reacts to these norns
in his own personal way (affirmng or denying them). During this
process individual can express or enrich his/her personality
(thoughts and feelings). Being a true locus of culture each
i ndi vidual stands always (in every culture) in the face of many
perceived possibilities and choi ces which have inpact on his/her
personal experience and existence. Thus for Sapir such terns as
perception and neaning should be given an inportant place in
et hnographi ¢ research and ant hropol ogi cal theory.

In the area of ethnolinguistics and in sonme areas of
psychol i ngui stics we can find an interesting rel ationship between
| anguage and culture. This approach at its point of departure
assunes that | anguage (and specially the structure of | anguage) has
a great inpact on the cognition and the world view of peopl e using
the | anguage. This approach is well known as Sapir-Worf
hypot hesis. Accordingto it, different |anguages produce different
(let's say, divergent) patterns of thought. Lexicons and granmars
of particular |anguages can make their speakers think about their
own experience and aspects of their world in specifically
distinctive ways. In fact, according to Sapir, for exanple, people
are kind of linguistic prisoners. In his well known programmatic
article on linguistics Sapir wrote:

"Language is a guide to 'social reality'. Though |anguage is not
ordinarily thought of as of essential interest to the students of
social sciences, it powerfully conditions all our thinking about
social problenms and processes. Human beings do not live in
obj ective worl d al one, nor alone inthe world of social activity as
ordinarily understood, but are very nmuch at the nercy of the
particul ar | anguage whi ch has becone the nedi um of expression for
their society. It is quite anillusion to inmagine that one adjusts
to reality essentially wthout the use of |anguage and that
| anguage is nerely incidental means of sol ving specific probl ens of
comuni cation or reflection. The fact of the matter is that the
‘real world" is to a large extent unconsciously built up on the
| anguage habits of the group. No two |anguages are ever
sufficiently simlar to be considered as representing the sane
social reality. The worlds in which different societies live are
di stinct worlds, not nerely the sane world with different |abels
attached" (E. Sapir, 1929: 162).

Sapir's ideas have been expanded by his student B. Warf. The
|atter conducted studies of the Hopi |anguage of the Anmerican
Sout hwest. Whorf realized, for exanple, that there are differences
bet ween the tense systens of Hopi and English | anguages. English
divides tine into: past, present and future. Hopi does not. G anmar
of  Hopi | anguage distinguishes rather between events that
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I ndi sputably exist or have existed (for which present and past
tenses are used in English) and those that do not exist (English
future events, along wth inaginary, hypothetical and fanciful).
Then Whorf argues that those grammatical differences f(\/\hl_ch | ead
Hopi and English speakers to different perception of tinme and
reality) result in differences in the Hopi and English thinking.
"Users of narkedly different granmars are pointed by their grammars
toward different types of observations and different eval uati ons of
externally simlar acts of observation, and hence are not
equi val ent as observers but nust arrive at somewhat different views
of theworld" (B. Worf, 1956: 221).

In general Whorf's position assunmes that human thought results to
a |l arge extent fromcategories of a given | anguage. Thus, different
| anguages organize the world of peoples in different ways. For

Wiorf ™it means that no individual is free to describe wth
absolute inpartiality but is constrained to certain nodes of
i nterpretation even whil e he thinks hinself al nost free. The person

most nearly free in such respect would be a |inguist famliar with
very many widely different linguistic systens. As yet no |inguist
I's 1n any such position. W are thus introduced to a new principle
of relativity, which holds that all observers are not |led by the
sane physical evidence to the sane picture of the universe, unless
their |Iﬂ3UI stic backgrounds are simlar, or can in sone way be
calibrated" (B Worf, 1956: 214).

According to Sapir-Worf, |exicon (language' s nanes for things) can
also produce different perception of reality and thus cause
differences in human thought and action. The Eskino have three
di stinct words for different types of snow (that in English are all
called "snow',) and the Nuer have an elaborate vocabulary for
cattle. The argument runs that the Eskino recogni ze, think about
and respond to differences in snow that English speakers cannot
even see because English | anguage provi des themw th just one wor d.
Q her ant hropol ogi sts, however, argue that |anguage reflects onl
Eski mo or er environnmental needs. Wen needs arise Englis
speakers can also elaborate their appropriate (snow or cattle)
vocabul ary. Vocabul ary and | exi cal distinction are |inguistic areas
whi ch change very fast.

Thus Sapi r-Worf hypothesis is a controversial one and we can see
the problem According to them|anguage is something nore than a
medi um for expressing ideas. It iIs specific generator of our
t houghts and actions. | would agree that |anguage can channel and
limt our way of thinking. However, as we know, changes of | anguage
al so result fromchanges of other subsystens of culture (see, for
exanple, R Lakoff [1975] on differences between fenmal e and mal e
Anerican vocabulary of color terns) . W can say that hunan
t houghts, |anguage and culture are interrelated (they even have to
be) . Languages create sonme ways of categorizations of human
experience and these categorizations can have inpact on human
communi cati on. However, it is an exaggeration to say that |anguage
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I s a maj or and basi c determ nant of human t hought. | woul d say t hat
| anguage plays a very inportant role in setting up people's world
view but it is not only the language that takes part in this
process.

| have presented two above approaches as exanples of different
research strategi es. The basic distinctionwas created by attachin

the nmajor causal role in human history to either an individua

whose m nd was an excl usi ve owner of his/her culture or sui generis
cultural reality external to the individual. Tills sui generis
cultural reality has been a basic determnant of behavior of the
(volitionless) 1ndividual. These two approaches are ideal exanples
of scholarly attitudes, which David Bidney (1953) has called
"nomnalistic and culturalistic fallacies".

| would say that from the forties on the realistic and anti-
reductioni st approach to the culture has started to domnate in
Arerican anthropology. Resulting from that culture has been
recogni zed as the onl¥ omi present and ommi potent determ nant of
human behavior. In effect, (this is ny deep personal conviction)
the mjority of American anthropologists have used the
overculturalized (please forgive nme this unfortunate tern) concept
of individual. Let nme make ny point nore precise by appealing to
sone inportant tendencies.

System c (evol uti onary-ecol ogi cal) concept of culture.

| would like to start from the statenent, that despite her
hi storical (and | ess visible humanistic) orientation the twentieth
century Anmerican anthropol ogy has always presented nonothetic
(scientific) and naturalistic bias. Due to space limtations |
cannot di scuss here the reasons of this "strange" mxture. It is
nore inportant to say that these scientific tendencies were
strengt hened by holistic, functional-structural approach.

In other words, the culture becones now nore structuralized as
aut ononous and external to and independent froman individual. In
this approach, as it was previously the case, the concept of
cultural causality is limted to cultural factors only (it is
unscientific and unjustified to refer to extra-cultural variables
t o expl ai n processes running in cul tural domain) . But, inaddition,
thi s approach assunes that the structure of the systeminposes its
own logic of explanation, that is to say, culture creates
| npersonal organi zed whole, "eternal" systemc entity, a closed
sKsten1perfectIy | mpregnabl e fromhuman influence. Resulting from
this there is one way strong determnism ruthless cultural I npact
upon an individual and his society.

As we renenber, the concept of the system (social or cultural) is
not quite new (suffices to nention Plato and Aristotle or
Spencerian "a society is an organism and all organicistic
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orientation in the nineteenth century social sci ences?. However ,
for the American historically and particularistically oriented
anthropology of the first half of the twentieth century the
systemc approach of the British social (functional-structural)
ant hropol ogy was very attractive. The concept of system prom sed
not only a solid framework for gathering and ordering cultural
material (A Radcliffe-Brown, 1952). A so, the efforts to shape
social anthro oI_o?y as a natural science |looking for scientific
laws (A Radcliffe-Brown, 1948) had to be tenpting for nore
generally and theoretically oriented ant hropol ogi sts. VW& have seen
that the concept of culture (as integrated systenm) was the central
poi nt of Malinowski's theory. Radcliffe-Brown was nore interested
In society (or rather such systens of society as kinship or
?ol itics), but always as an integrated, interrelated whole or
unctional, systemc unity. This holistic approach inplied a
\iﬁ_em fic method of analyzing cultural institutions or social facts

ich created definite system (for exanple, B. Mlinowski 1922 or
A Radcliffe-Brown 1958) . There were two assunptions whi ch underlie
t he above systemc approach: (1) that each elenment of a given
systemperforns a special function, inportant for its survival; and
(2) that description of this function is an explanation of an
element or institution ?the rol e which given elenent plays in the
system the function fulfilled by a part for the whole). In nore
general terns, the systemc approach was concerned wth
rel ationshi ps arrpn% parts (elenents, institutions, subsystens) of
the systemand with rel ationshi ps between the parts and the whol e

(system.

The conbi nation of the functional and systemc approach with the
realistic assunption about culture as sui generis phenonena has
generat ed del i cate and troubl esone probl ens. How, for exanple, to
reconcile the assertion that culture is an instrunent serving hunman
needs and resol ving human problens with the anti-individualistic
and anti-reductioni st conviction about autonony of culture, about
the fact that "culture traits act and react anong thenselves in
accordance with the principle of cause and effect. Thus, culture
determnes and causes culture; culture is to be explained in terns
of culture. (...). As a biological datum nman lies outside the
cultural process; he enters it as a hunman being, but as a hunan
being he is a constellation of cultural elenments, a capsule of
culture. The belief that man can control his culture, |ike other
illusions, is made possible and nourished by a profound and
conpr ehensi ve i gnorance of the nature, structure, and behavi or of
cultural systens. The situation is |ike that of rain dances: the
belief that man could bring rain by dancing was possible only
beca)use of ignorance of neteorol ogi cal phenonena"” (L. Wite, 1975:
6, 9).

The are several reasons for quoting White here: (1) he is
founding father of a new discipline, a science of culture
“cul turol ogy" which treats culture - as we have seen above - as a
distinct froman individual and society order of phenonena, as a

o}
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class of events and things which depend upon human ability to
synbol (he has called thenmrsynbolates) and in the sane tine
determnes totally hunman behavior; (2 he was a nmajor
representative of realistic, systemc approach to the culture who
has influenced in great extend American cultural anthropol ogy in
the second half of our century; (3) his theory of evolution of
culture has introduced into cultural anthropology the issue of
cultural adaptation that perceived a culture as nmaterialistic

adapt ati ve system (4) inhis major works (1949, 1959, 1959a, 1973)
and many inportant articles he presented a functional thesis that
culture is an instrunent used by people to resolve their
existential problens. "The function of culture is to serve the
needs of man: to provide himw th food and other materials fromhis
habitat, to provide shelter fromthe el enents and defence fromhis
enemes, to divert him with art, to give him courage and
consolation in the crisis of |life, and so on. In short, the
function of culture is to nake life secure and continuous for the
human species, and, if possible, to nake it seemsignificant and
wort hwhile" (L. White, 1987: 215).

Thus, the contradictory statenents have existed in Wite's theory
for many years. |Its major problem mght be signalled in the
followng question: how an autononous and independent from
I ndi vidual culture that determ nes human behavi or can serve human
needs and "nake |ife secure and continuous for the human speci es".
e possible alternative solution to the assunption about
i ndi vidual as an artificer of culture is to accept the exi stence of
nmet aphysical cultural reason and toreify culture. Wiite preferred
to keep his anti-individualistic assunptions about autonony of
culture and cul tural determ ni smof human behavi or when he reali zed
that his theory of culture is based on contradi ctory assunptions.
In his last (posthunously published book) he has again referred to
t he concept of cultural system At that tine, however, he redefined
the concept of function of cultural system

Defining the function of culture in terns of actions of the system

I nstead of the hunman adaptation he wote: "Qultural systens, |ike
all other kinds of systens, are nmade up of parts that are
integrated into a coherent whole. Qultural systens, |ike all other
ki nds of systens, behave, i. e., theydothings. (...). It is self-

evident that if a systemis to persist it nust do certain things:
It must hold its parts together in a network of interrel ati onshi ps
and interdependence; it nust subordinate part to whole; i1t nust
coordinate its parts and regulate the role of each, and finally it
nmust exerci se control over the systemas a whole" (L. Wite, 1975:
20, 21%. Thus, changing the neaning of the concept of function
Wiite has achieved consistency anong najor assunptions of his
theory. However, at the sane tine referring exclusively to the
systemc categories to explain cultural phenonena he has given to
his theory unequivocally anti-individualistic, radically anti-
vol untaristic and net hodol ogi cal |y anti-reductioni st or nonot hetic
shape. This put him of course, in opposition to anthropol ogi ca
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hi stori ci smand psychocul turalism Wite's explanation of cultural
?henonena (for exanple, cultural evolution) is formulated in the

anguage of scientific |aws but proposed description is largely a
positive one.

White is convinced that in the cultural systemall the forns of
human activity are interconnected, interrelated and subordinated to
the whole. "In any normal or 'healthy' system conponent parts are
subordi nated to t he whol e. But there are inperfect systens in which
autonony of a part nmay overcone subordination" (L. Wite, 1975:
167). The use of this kind of termnol ogy does not nean that Wite
thinks in the Pl atonian way about the unity of the system As we
remenber the relations of subordination were essential for Plato's
U opi a. For hi msocial organi smcoul d achi eve unity only in the way
of subordination of all its parts to one center. | guess, Wite
woul d not accept this kind of vision of system n the sanme page he
wites, for exanple, "cultural evolution has not yet produced a
hi ghl y devel oped national system The nonolithic, one-party nations
give the appearance of having reached the stage where syntheses
are made at thetop. But it iswdely clained that this is achi eved
at the expense of free expression and synthesis on |ower |evels.

...). The point | wishto nake is that syntheses of diverse parts
and 1nterests should not be nade at the top of the system but at
| ower |evels (...?.-For maxi mumeffectiveness - in an i1 deal system
- syntheses should be effected in all areas and at all levels
leading to the top of the system (L. Wiite, 1975: 167).

Thus, to look for the sources of Wite' s understanding of the
systemwe should turn our attention to the functional-structural
approach (especially Radcliffe-Brown). However, nore inportant
seens to be a biological and organicistic termnology and
tradition. It looks like Wite substituted the concept of an
organi smby the concept of a system These naturalistic tendencies
applied to and conbi ned wi th assunption about autonony of culture
have, of course, their specific nethodol ogi cal consequences: "If
culture nust be explained in cultural terns, (...), then cultura
systens nmust be explained in terns of thenselves, interns of their
conponents, their structure. They are explained in terns of the
intrinsic properties of their conponents and integration of these

parts inaunity - all in accordance with the principle of cause
and effect. (...). The proper study of mankind is not man, but
culture" (L. Wite, 1975: 36, 129). | cannot accept the |ast

statement. In ny_opinion, to understand nmanki nd we have to focus
our attention on the dynamc relations between nan and culture. To
do this we should attached priority to neither of them

Al above, of course, touches upon human behavior. For Wite, for
exanple, all human behavior - according to his logic - 1is
determned by cul ture. This behavi or (based on synbol) is uniqueto
the human worl d. Wiite assunes that synbolic abilities are najor
attributes of human bei ng and t he phenonenon of synbolizationis a
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Gﬁcessary condition for culture to originate. Let nme quote from
I te:

“The '"institutions', habits, and know edge that the first human
bei ngs took over fromtheir prehuman antecedents were inportant,
but they were crude, sinple, and neager. And, w thout articulate
speech, the possibility of pr%?ress onamnerely prinmate | evel seens
to have been extrenely limted if, indeed, it existed at all. It
was synboling - particularly articulate speech - that changed al
this: it created cultural systens and | aunched t hemupon a course
of developnent. In the Wrd was the Begi nning. Wthout articul ate
speech human social organization would be inpossible. Codes of
law, ethics, and etiquette would be inpossible. Wthout speech
.there coul d be no nythol ogi es and t heol ogi es, no gods to worship,
no hellstogoto" (L Wite, 1975. 22, 23).

Wiite is not interested in historical process of the origin of
| anguage. For hi mthe nost inportant thing is that synbolic ability
éﬁp speak and to think) triggers the devel opment of culture.

ite's approach to the origin of culture is simlar to the
position of scholars of neo-Kantian orientation such as E
Cassirer, S. Langer or c. Levi-Strauss. For them al so synbolic
thinking nmeans the energence of culture. This way of thinking
determnes then all dinensions of human world. Sinply, all hunan
cultural forns "are synbolic forns".

However, according to Wite, there is also the other kind of
behavior of Honmo sapiens. This behavior is independent of
synbolizing and is determned by biological mnakeup of hunan
species. Heiswllingto talk about this kind of behavior of human
bei ng as mammal i an or primate behavi or. Thus rel ationshi p between
the culture and human behavior is expressed in sinple and
determnistic terns. The hunman behavior is always a dependent
vari abl e of cultural system For ne it is an overculturalization of
a human bei ng.

For Leslie Wiite hunman | anguage is an inportant factor only in the
process of the emergence of culture. Later it is culture that is
responsible for human behavior. Wite is nore interested in
rel ati onshi ps between different subsystens of culture (technol ogy,
soci al organi zation, ideology) in processes of adaptation than in
the role of language in culture and adaptation. Marvin Harris is
the other influential anthropologist who considers culture as
adaptati ve system He alike accepts inportance of |anguage for the
human communi cati on but excl udes Ian%uage as a distinct area of
consideration. In his nmaterialistic theory of culture he wites:

"One conspicuous omssion from above schenme is the categorY
‘language'. (...). GCommuni cation, including speech, serves avita
Instrumental roleincoordinatinginfrastructural, structural, and
guPerstructural activities; hence it cannot be regarded as
e

ongi ng exclusively to these divisions. Mreover, comrunication
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inthe formof speech acts is also the very stuff out of which nmuch
of the nmental and emc superstructure is built. Hence | anguage per
se cannot be viewed as an exclusively infrastructural, structural,
or superstructural conponent, nor as an exclusively behavioral or
mental phenonmenon. Another inportant reason for not including
| anguage as a separate conponent in the universal pattern is that
cultural materialism nmakes no clains concerning the functiona
relationship between infrastructure and the major phonemc and
grammatical features of particular famlies of | anguages. Qultural
materi ali smdoes not hold, for exanple, that particular nodes of
production and reproduction cause peOﬂge to speak | ndo- European
rat her than W o- Azt ecan | anguages” (M rris, 1979: 54, 55).

It seens, that because |anguage does not fit in the analytica
schema el aborated by Harris and even disturbs its conceptual
clarity, Harris accepts its existence but denies [anguage's
inmportant role in cultural analysis. The consequences of this
system c approach are evident. Language is treated as transparent
medi um of communi cation, neutral carrier of synbols and ideas. In
result, materialistic interpretation of cul ture and human condition

becones oversinplified and extrenely determnistic. | appreciate
sonme Harris' anthropol ogi cal acconplishnments (especially his works
1966, 1968) but his cultural materialism does not |ook very

sophi sti cat ed.

Wite and Harris are representatives of the materialist,
devel opnental approach that takes cultures as adaptive systens.
Thi s approach has reigned in Anrerican cul tural anthropol ogy in the
second part of the twentieth century (at least in the first three
decades). There are several features that nake this approach a
distinct one. Let nme enlist themtogether: First, culture as a
system det erm nes human social behavior. Thus, given culture is
treated as a socially transmtted pattern of behavior. Human
| anguage is a major carrier of this pattern. However, its role as
a carrier is only auxiliary. Second, every culture systemis
placed in particular ecological setting. It nmeans that humans can
functionintheir natural (and social% envi ronnment because they use
medi umof culture to solve their problenms. Third, cultural change
and devel oprment is, in fact, a process of adaptation of people to
their environment by using cultural tools. The major inpulses of
cultural change are located in ecosystem Fourth, approaching
cultures as adaptations to ecol ogical and denographi c pressures
|nBI|es speci fi c nexus between subsystens of cultural system The
subsystens that are inmedi ately related to the environment (techno-
economc) are considered crucial to every culture. S nmultaneously,
the ideational subsystens are denied of their causal role in the
?rocess of adaptation. They fulfil only a secondary role being, in
act, totally dependent on techno-econom c factors.

Let ne nake clear that sone schol ars who have shown their support
for this domnant nodel nade intellectual efforts to nodify its
unconprom sed determ nism and materialism According to themthe
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ideatjohal subsystens of culture can play inportant role in
adaptive processes. Roy A Rappaport who prefers "human ecol ogy"
gppLoach (as oppose to "cultural ecology"”) wites inhis well known
‘book:

"The adoPtion of popul ations and ecosystens as units of analysis,
it should be stressed, does not require any sacrifice of
anthropol ogy's primary goal of elucidating cultural phenonena.

...). A population may be defined as an ag?regate of ~ organi sns
that have I n common certain distinctive neans Tor nai ntai ning a set
of material relations with the other conponents of the ecosystemin
whi ch they are included. The cultures of human popul ations, |ike
t he behavi or characteristic of popul ati ons of other species, can be
regarded, in sonme of their aspects, at l|east, as part of the
“distinctive nmeans' enpl oyed by the populations in thelr struggles
for survival. (...P. It should be nmade explicit perhaps that the
operation of ritual as a regulating mechanismis not necessarily
understood by the Tsenbaga. (...). It would be possible to
elucidate the regulatory functions of Tsenbaga ritual w thout
references to Tsenbaga conceptions, but it is reasnoable to regard
t he conceptions of a people as part of the mechani smthat induces
their behavior. Native views of the rituals will therefore be
included in this study. The inclusion of natives views in a
description of ecological relations, noreover, permts us to ask
somne i nportant questions concerni ng |deolo%y. V¢ may, for exanpl e,
ask whether or not actions wundertaken in reference to
understandings that are not enpirically valid are, nevertheless,
aﬁpropriate to the actual situation in which the actors find
t hensel ves." (R Rappaport 1984:. 6, 7).

Rappaport concerns have been focused on ritual and social aspects
of ideational culture he called "cogni zed nodel s" (R Rappaport,
1979). However, his interests mssed conpl etely the probl emof the
individual in culture. In his nost recent works Rappaport, one of
the nost influential Amrerican anthropol ogists, tries to reconcile
both individualistic and systemc (realistic) appr oaches
repLesented by ot her renowned Anerican ant hropol ogi sts. Accordi ng
to him

“"Earlier anal yses in ecol ogi cal anthropol ogy, reflecting a general
deficiency in cultural and social anthrppoLo%¥,_ did not pay
sufficient attention to the purposes notivating individual actions,
actions which, when aggregated, constitute group events; nor did
they pay sufficient attention to behavioral variations anon

individuals, to differences in the understanding of the worl

entertai ned by i ndi viduals, toindividuals as adaptive units, or to
conflicts between individual actors or between individuals and the
groups to which they belonged. (...). A though the devel opnent of
what is being called 'practice theory' nmay aneliorate deficiencies
now apparent in earlier anthropological accounts, sone questions
concerning it nust be raised. (...). First, it may be asked what
t he choi ces and actions of individuals are neant to account for in



32

ant hr opol ogi cal anal yses. Human choi ces and actions are i nforned by
understandings which are culturally constituted. Mst of this
under st andi ngs have an assuned or explicit public core, a core of
under st andi ngs upon or around which there is general agreenent.
| ndi vi dual variations are expressed in details or, mor e
importantly, in differences anong the conclusions that different
I ndi vi dual s may derive fromwhat they take to be the sane sets of
facts or differences in the strategies enpl o%/ed by i ndividual s
standing in varying relationships to the sane facts. Accounts of
events should, of course, take into consideration the individual
variations that are inplicated in precipitating them (...).
nore interest and inportance than the extent to which individual
actions and decisions account for events is the extent to which
they can account for conventions and institutions and for changes
in them To put this differently, to what extent nmay practice
account for structure and changes in it? An ol der anthropol ogy
which took action to be largely the enactnment of culturally-
ﬁrescrl bed rules would have replied 'very little' . Mre recently,
owever, interest in the V\a%/s In which practice nmay nodify or
transformsoci al and cultural forns has grown" (R Rappaport, 1990:
62, 63). | guess the above quotation is a very good exanple of
trends and tendencies | have described earlier.

Let nme add that ot her anthropol ogi sts (even sone representatives of
psYchocuI turalisnm who see the rel ati onshi p between indivi dual and
culture as nore conplicated (for exanple, R Linton, 1936: 470-475)
seemto accept the dichotony of behavior and culturally determ ned
behavi or. For themhunman behavi or should "include all activities of
t he i ndi vi dual , whet her overt or covert, physical or psychol ogi cal .
Thus for the purposes of this definition |earni ng, t hi nki ng, and so
on are to be considered quite as nuch forns of behavior as are the
coor di nat ed nuscul ar novenent s i nvol ved i n t echnol ogi cal processes”
(R Linton, 1945: 33). The "overt behavi or" neans behavi or which
pattern can be described by carriers of a given culture. "The
covert behavior" is the patterned behavior but people do not
realize this pattern. The other distinction by Linton refers to
“ideal culture" (cultural prescriptions what peopl e shoul d do) and
"real culture" (description what people actually do in different
situations). However, these two promsing distinctions |ose their
expl anat ory val ue by Li nton using his global definition of culture.
| n ot her words, every kind of human behavi or or all hunman behavi or,
inportant fromthe point of viewof the constitution of the rule-
ordered relationships, is for Linton a culturally determned
behavior. |In other words, whatever individual would do he was
acting either according to the overt and covert pattern of culture
or according to ideal and real culture. A ways, however, the
i nldi vidual's behavior was in toto dependent on and caused by
cul ture.

Let nme add that sone visible changes appearing in the last ten
years anong representatives of ecological and evolutionary
ant hropol ogy who have approached culture as an adaptive system
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(works by R Rappaport are good exanple here) should be seen as a
reaction to a quite different nodel of anthropology that has al so
existed in the second part of the present century. That nodel has
| ooked for a description of culture and explanation of culture
change in different areas (and tradition) of social sciences and
the humanities. That nodel has considered culture nore an
i deational system than a materialistic (evolutionary-ecol ogical)
one.

| deati onal concepts of culture (culture as a systemof ideas).

There is the other strategy to search the relationship between
i ndividual and culture. Instead of identifying human behavi or and
culture we can try to divide them (logically) and then to describe
their relationships. The best way to start doing that is to accept
(not toreject, as White did) an assunption of functional character
of culture. No doubt that culture is extrasomatic, |earned and
transmtted, and has the great influence on human behavior.
Mor eover, we can talk about human behavior (when we behave
customarily or habitually) and human action (when we use cul tural
means to achi eve sone intended goals). Inthe |atter sense of the
word we are sinultaneously cultural both users and artisans (to use
V. OCstromwording) or we are manufacturing culture (M Freilich

1972) .

We shoul d be careful, however, in using functional |anguage when we
conpare culturewith atool or instrument. No doubt, culture as the
tool that an individual uses to cope with his/her existential
problens is nmuch nore conplex than a particular tool used for a
specific operation. Analogy to the cultural tool suggests that
every situation in human |ife has appropriate well defined cul tural
solution. Culture is not only the nost conplex but also the nost
general tool. Mreover, it has to be so. Although culture is the
nost conplex tool, the conplexity and diversity of situations which
human |ife consists of significantly exceed the detailed inventory
of every culture.

The rel ati onship between individual and culture as an individual's
instrument for problens-solving is analogous to the relationship
between a hiker and his hiking schedule mapped out after the
gui debook. No matter how preci se the gui debook is your real hiking

wi |l be different fromthat scheduled one. First of all, you can
pay nore attention than your guidebook to certain features of the
| andscape (you will react in your own personal way to guidebook

informati on) or even during your hiking you can see that there is
ot her place (let say, a beautiful valley) youwould like to stop by
before you nove on to follow your beforehand prepared schedul e.
Second, your kids can get tired (their organi snms cannot afford such
an effort) and you will not get to the intended place. Third, your
wi fe would prefer to stay at an enchanting spot (let say, she has
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refl exive personality) and not to go any further. Forth, there ma
be a rapid change of weather (tornado, terrible rain and floodi ng
and you wi || have to abandon your hiking all together. Fifth, you
can neet other hikers comng your may who can give information
which will nodify your schedule. All | would like to say is that
al though you wanted to acconplish certain goals (I amnot asking
why) u5|n? sources of reliable and condensed information your
act1on could be influenced by factors and situational circunstances
ot her than a guidebook, quite a basic tool that determnes your
hi ki ng behavi or.

Moving back to culture we can say that culture is not only
det erm nant od human behavior. Although it is strong and i nportant
determ nant of human action (it is culture that enabl es individuals
to interpret and to attach neaning to particul ar human actions)
there are also other factors that 1nfluence individual's behavior
such as: biological drives, structure of individual's personalit
or the natural environment which is, in fact, a set of externa
i mpacts. Thus, by focusing our attention on human behavior and
separating culture fromit we can easily come to the conclusion
that ol der anthropol ogical approach (that treated culture as
omi potent rul er of human behavior and individual as an obedi ent
object of cultural rules) obfuscated the nature of problemto a
significant extent. W know, for exanple, that, on the one side,
every culture gives the people sone ideas (let say behaviora
patterns) about what is appropriate in a given situation. On the
ot her side, we knowthat peopl e not al ways act Progerly, that they
break the cultural rules and norns of acceptabl e behavi or because
of many different reasons. | would say that an individual who nore
or less often breaks earlier established rules is one of the ngjor
causes of the cultural change. Before we answer the question why
peopl e break existing rules we should go for a nonent to the
definition of culture.

| guess that the global, anthropological definition of culture
hol ds but some inportant aspects should be enphasized. Let ne
conbi ne t hese aspects with Vi ncent Gstrom s approach to t he probl em
of the constitution of order in human societies (V. Gstrom 1992a).
| guess that in his thinking about culture, anong other things,
very inportant terns are "choice" and "information". V. Gstrom
wites for exanple:

"The.ghenonena of choice - of being able to consider alternative
possibilities and to select a course of action fromanong a range
of possibilities - is a fundanental part of the human conditi on.
Choice is a basic form of adaptive behavior. (...). GQven
constrains in the environment and a capacity to perceive a
potential act or noves inrelation to those constrains, we can now
concei ve of |earning as dependi ng upon the generation and sel ection
of i mages, different noves, actions, possibilities. The associ ati on
of successful actions wth condition and consequences is retained
inmenory and inforns future actions in |ike circunstances. (...).
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Norms inply standards or criteria of choice: principles of
selection. (...). Choice inplies selection, evaluation. Wuat are
sometines referred to as 'values' are - criteria of choice,
principles of selection and the energent states of affairs which
‘are derived from using principles of selection as criteria of
choice. (...). Geat varieties of information may be organi zed as
know edge and transmtted fromgeneration to generation by spoken
| anguage. (...). Qulture can be defined as that which is | earned or
derived from | earni ng. (...L. New concepts and new terns nay be
i ntroduced by individuals, but they beconme a part of a |anguage
only when the neaning and use of newterns are shared as a basis
for communi cationw th others" (V. Gstrom 1992a: 1, 5, 6, 8, 11).

Let ne now refer to the begi nning of the present discussion where
| quoted the point made by C. Kl uckhohn and W Kelly that culture
is "a set of ready-made definitions of the situations which each
participant only slightly retailors in his ow idiomatic way".
culture authors "nean all those historically created designs for
living, explicit and inplicit, rational, irrational, and
nonrational, which exist at any given as potential guides for the
behavi or of nmen." (C K uckhohn and W Kelly, 1983: 240)

Let nme enphasise the fact that as early as in 1945 (when t he above
article was published first tine) there was a concept of culture as
“design for living" (pattern for behavior) and not as a dom nant
"pattern of behavior". That concept escapes strict determnistic
approach and suggests that individual is not a mechanical puppet
enerPized only by power of culture. | think that the centra

problem here is the relationship between culture as a set of
definitions (informations) and particul ar situati on which al so has
an inpact on individual. W can say that individual disposes very
oftenrel atively general cultural infornation which nmust be used in
a specific individual's situation. That situation also affects the
individual's actions. It nmeans the individual is always in a
position of choice. Behind the individual's choice (action!) there
Is always an interpretation of a different (cultural and
situational) information. In this sense the individual is an
artifact and artificer of culture.

An approach to culture as informati onal systemis not specially new
see, for exanple, J. Roberts, 1964) and is rooted in cybernetics.
course, first of all, the anthropol ogi cal approach to cul ture as
synbol i ¢ systemassunes that culture carries, stores and transmts
information. CQulture is a special kind of system of information
(pl ans, guides, maps, designs, and soon.. Its specificity depends
largely on two major interrelated dinensions: informational
functional and prescriptively general one.

First, to treat culture in functional terns as a problemsolvin
instrument, we can say that cultural information is a kind o
information which helps human beings to solve the problens
(material, intellectual, noral, political, social, etc.) associ at ed
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W th peopl e's exi stence. To cope wi th these probl ens peopl e have to
make culture. They have created and transmtted (using a |anguage
as a major carrier) anount of information which enhanced chance of
th?ir survival. In this sense it was tested, reliable and usefu
i nformation.

Second, fact that cultural information serves to solve human
Broblens does not nean that there al ways exi sts one-to-one rel ation
etween the content of information and human behavior. Qultura
information as prescriptive one (it is prescriptive because it was
tested in the past, it worked Freviously) is nore or |ess general
inits character. It nmust berel atively general because of enornous
diversity of human existence. There cannot be a specific
description-prescription for every particular human behavior.
Qultural informational advice has to operate on sone |evel of
generality. Thus culture is a systemof general rules and gui des
whi ch human being are using in order to solve particul ar probl ens
inspecificsituations. Let say that: cultural rules, instructions,

gui des, plans which govern individual's behavior are sociall
established, generally formulated and stiffly kept; individua
behavi or which - is governed and directed by cultural prescriptive
i nformation nust al so respond to other ﬁ;han cultural) quides of
hi s/her actions and thoughts and nust be flexible in different
speci fic situations. W can say that cul ture, individual and soci al
situation as wel | as biological inperatives all interact and affect
i ndi vi dual behavi or and human acti on.

W can say that human beings fromtheir origins tried to solve
their problens in cognitive way and at the sane tine they
experienced "the burden of existence". CGeated in this way culture
has became one of the nost inportant determ nants of human behavi or
(however, not the only one). It has solved human problens by
ﬁroviding nore or |less general instructions, rules, guides for
uman behavi or and action. They were given to the individual inthe
process of social communication and socialization. In these
processes of social |earning human thought and perception of the
worl d have been shaped, sone val ues, beliefs and norns of ethics
have been socialized, sone role nodels have been formul ated, sone
types of personalities arose.

Although this cultural information and know edge have shaped
behavi or of humans it has been precisely sonme cultural traits that
were deserted by individuals (when they were losing their
usef ul ness) and then shaped in a newway. To put it a little bit
nmor e preC|seh¥: cultural information often flows to the peopl e as
rul es and gui des of behavior, however rarely, it takes the shape of
rigid, inflexible rules determning individual's thoughts and
actions. There always exists a margin for individual's innovative
behavior that nodifies culture. That behavior is based on
possibility of choice (individual or group) and interpretation of
cul tural information.
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If we treat culture as a system of rules and guides of hunan
behavior we will easily notice relationship between an individua

and culture as well as the double role the-individual plays as a
creator and creature of culture. Qulture provides rules
(qui delines) for human behavior. They are: (1) general (at |east
relatively) and (2) good and proper (because are bl essed and
sanctifiedbytradition) . Anindividual, however, does not act only
in the stream of tradition but also in specific, everyday
situations, in particular social mlieu and. natural environnent.
These particul ar situations require fromi ndividual s i ngeni ousness
howto reconcil e the general rules with current exigencies of life.
W can say that to solve this problem an individual nust be
| magi native, innovative and creative. To use other expression, an
I ndi vi dual has to mani pulate cultural norns and val ues and at the
sane tinme avoid to violate social rules. He/she may be a devi ant
but this deviancy cannot be dangerous for social order nust be
accepted socially as a smartness or cleverness (in human history
there were, of course, dangerous deviants who jeopardi zed existin

social order but still the% were inportant for future course o

civilization). To stay at this daily perspective of individuals we
can say that on the one side people want to feel they behave in
good and proper way and they have ideas what is apBroprlate_to do
In a given situation but on the other side people break their own
rul es. Moreover, the individuals who are acting exactly accordi ngl

to the rules are often considered deviants. To use psychol ogi ca

wordi ng, individual acting in a particular situation has at the
sane tine "approach-avoi dance conflict" with the cultural rules.

Let me quote fromMrris Freilich who wote on above problens in
perfectly clear way. According to him "Mbdern man was born out of
an informational transformation. The 'operation' consisted of
changi ngsoci al informationintocultural information. (...). The
smart was transfornedintothe proper. (...). Tolive effectively
anywhere (in sinple '"primtive' societies, or in nodern conplex
systens), man requires the aid of at |east two gui dance systens:
culture and social information. Qulture, the guides that cone from
the past, satisfies nman's needs for propriety.(...). Social
information, the guides that are currently considered smart, help
man in solving his imedi ate environnental problens - how to get
into col |l ege, howget a job, howto stay out of an unjust war, how
fast to drive, howto get elected to public office, etc. Social
information assist man in living nore creatively Ey provi di ng
alternatives to the culture; social information provides the 'raw
material' out of which future culture will be manufactured. (...).
Man constantly creates new social information - 'the smart'. Man
processes constantly and transforns the smart into the proper -
the culture'. Man is a manufacturer and processor of information.
Man is a scientist. In doing science, he utilizes several
strategi es. Sone humans fol | owagreed-upon information: information
that is 'correct by consensus'. Such 'reliability testers' follow
' rules rather than gquides'. Sone humans are <« nore
individualistic': if a guide seens correct to them they wll
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follow it. Al humans, like all good scientists, worry about
validity - about what is 'really true'. (...). Man as a scienti st
I's hungry for information: irrespective of what his 'rules' say, he
wi || therefore be constantly probing for nore know edge. Freedomto
travel the path of self-enlightenment is then nore than a gift of
a 'liberal’ governnent: it 1s a basic need for this big-Dbrained
animal we call Honop sapiens" (M Freilich, 1972: 286, 287, 290,
323, 324).

There is, of course, the question about the rol e of | anguage in the

process of reshapinP the smart into the proper. | think, that role
s very |nportant_§ et me say, central) and relates to two aspects
(or functions) of language. The first one | would call an

expressive function. Language expresses new ideas, provides new
meani ng. They result from individual's innovativeness or
creativity. Newideas and/or thoughts are given nanmes in a | anguage
(I wll not discuss now the relationship between ideas and
| anguage). ldeas find their |inguistic expression.

In this context M Halliday di scusses the "ideational" function of
| anguage. Wth regard to |inguistic behavior of every adult person
"the ideational elenment in |anguage is present inall its uses; no
matter what he is doing wth language he wll find hinself
exploiting its ideational resources, its potential for expressing
a content in terns of the speaker's experience and that of the
speech comunity" (M Halliday, 1977: 29). W can say that this
function describes how | anguage as structured human phenonenon is
related to the "external" world, how linguistic structures
represent things, events, people and their actions and
psychol ogi cal states. In other words, this function refers to the
probl em how peopl e perceive their world and how they think about
their experiences. Here also is the probl emof the role of |anguage
I n human t hought and percepti on.

Language pl ays al so social or "interpersonal" function as a source
for creating nmeaning. This functionis fulfilled largely in direct
interactions (let's say, face-to-face relations) of people. It
informs us how our intentions and neanings find response anong
ot her people. Newidea expressed in |an ua?e has to find fol | owers,
must be under st ood and accePted as guide for action. In this case
we have t he probl emof nutual understanding. "Meanings intended and
meani ngs received in interactions can sonetines be the same but at
ot her times the% need to be negotiated, especially if people cone
fromdifferent backgrounds or are in unequal relationship to one
another. Perfect mutual understanding is a dreamthat is sel dom
fulfilled but a rough approxi mation carries nost of us through our
daily dealings with others" (R Andersen, 1988: 40). The creation
of new neanings and the question of nutual understanding are
usual 'y interwoven in particular situations of human acti ons.

Al nost seventy years ago B. Malinowski (1923) found that |anguage
may create kind of behavior potential, it is a nunber of linguistic
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possibilities that are available for individual. Malinowski has
di stinguished two contexts of |anguage which were then called
“context of culture"” and "context of situation". V& can say that
the context of culture neans potential for total Ilinguistic
EgSSIbI|ItIeS and options that are open for users of |anguage.

wever, language is always used in particular situation. It is a
result of a choice (or selection) among |inguistic possibilities.
Usually, it 1is actual (situational) |anguage not potentia
(cultural) one. Meaning is created in specific situation. It is
particul ar, contextual neaning. It results fromtransfornation of
meani ng potential into concrete situational neaning. To understand
better the role of |anguage in process of change of "smart" into
"proper", or guides into rules, let nme quote once again from
Hal | 1 day:

"Learni ng one's not her tongue i s | earning the uses of | anguage, and
the nmeanings, or rather the meaning potential, associated wth
them The structures, the words and the sounds are the realization
of this neaniqg potential . Learning |anguage is |earning how to
mean. (...). |If we regard | anguage as soci al behavi our, therefore,
this nmeans that we are treating it as a form of behaviour
otential. (...). The potential of | anguage i s a neani ng potenti al .
his nmeaning potential is the linguistic realization of the
behavi our potential; 'can nmean' is 'can do' when translated into
| anguage. The neaning potential isinturnrealizedin the | anguage
system as | exi cogrammati cal potential, which is what the speaker
‘can say'. (...). Considered as behaviour potential, the |anguage
system itself is open-ended, since the question whether two
I nstances are the same or not is not determned by the system
...), Ccreativity does not consist in produci ng new sentences. The
newness of a sentence is a quite uninportant - and unascertai nabl e
- property, and 'creativity' in language lies in the speaker's
ability to create new nmeanings; to realize the potentiality of
| anguage for the indefinite extensions of its resources to new
context of situation (...). Qur nost 'creative' acts may be
preci sely anmong those that are realized through highly repetitive
forns of behaviour" (M Halliday, 1977: 16, 42, 43).

The above leads to the nore general problem of possible
rel ati onshi ps between | anguage and cul ture. | have di scussed above
two different approaches to this problem (Sapir-Worf and White).
However, this probl emhas been undertaken in nore interesting and
el aborate way by the cognitive anthroPoIogy. Cognitive
ant hr opol ogi sts approach cultures as systens orf know edge.

Cogni tive concept of cul ture.

Cogni ti ve ant hropol ogy as a subdi sci pline of cul tural anthropol ogy
Is concerned with relationships between |anguage, culture and
cognition. It adopts the insider's point of viewto describe the
worl d of other peoples intheir own ternms. Thus, the major subject
of cognitive ant hropol ogy i s nental phenonena of human beings (this
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I's the nost inportant feature of cognitive anthropol ogy) . Cognitive
ant hr opol ogy has originated inthe fifties of the twentieth century
as the cunulative developnent of two earlier - created
ant hropol ogi cal orientations: |inguistic anthropol ogy (especially
Sapi r-Wiorf approach) and "culture and personality approach".
Cogni tive anthropolo?y di splays sone simlarities and shares its
interests in the role of human mnd in social life wth other
subfiel ds of anth(opologK li ke structural anthropology (C Levi-
Strauss), synbolic anthropology (C Geertz), ethnography of
speakln? (D Hynmes). For cognitive anthropology culture is an
I nternal conceptual system of know edge that is responsible for
human actions and ot her observabl e things and events.

The existence of humans and their surrounding world exhibit both
diversity as well as variability. Human beings deal with this
real ity using special "tools". The nost inportant and conpl ex set
of tools is culture. The achievenent of that |evel of devel opnent
extrenel y enl arged adapti ve capabilities of humans. |n other words,
cognitive anthropol ogists are interested in the evolution of the
system of know edge or "belief systent that is understood in
general as invisible intellectual/enotional (mental) kind of
activity of human beings (M Black, 1973).

Considering the evolution of the capacity for human know edge or
belief systens and referring to the [atest findings of_anthropoloPy
one can cone to the point that a nunber of indispensable
capabilities characterized sone ani mal species (higher primnates

| ong before the emergence of hom nids. According to Ward Goodenoug

(di stinguished cognitive anthropologist) the follow ng aninal
capabilities preceded the begi nnings of the homnid |ine:

"(1) categorization of experi ence; (2) perception and
categori zation of things in structural —arrangenents; (3
abstraction of higher-order categories froml ower-order ones on the
basi s of common features, while overl ooking a perceived di fference;
(4) potential for analogizing, |argely undevel oped in the absence
. of language; (5) intuitive ?rasping or perceiving of rel ati onshi ps

that woul d, if expressed in [anguage, constitute propositions; and
(6) the ability to act on these perceptions in the definition and
pursuit of goals. (...). They are all prerequisite to the energence
of beliefs. Wat |anguage allows us to objectify as propositions,
however, can, in its absence, be no nore then subjective or
intuitive understandings. An additional prerequisite for the
energence of beliefs, one that is peculiar to humans, is a system
of mani pul abl e signs capable of representing categories of thing
(including self and ot her) and categories of feeling, quality, act,
and rel ationship." (W Goodenough 1990: 599)

Thus, CGoodenough percei ves | anguage as the nost inportant factor in
the processes of origin of human beings and their culture. He
di scusses two major stages in the evolutionar% devel opnent of
| anguage: first, phonologically segnented verbal signs, and,
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second, constitution of grammar and syntax. The process was sl ow
and gradual. He assunmes that the advent of grammar and syntax
coi nci ded roughly with the energence of Hono sapiens. It is worthy
t o enphasi ze that according to the contenporary research | anguage
did not evolve in connection with tool making. The major reason of
the enmergence of linguistic capabilities was the pragmatic of
social interaction of homnids (the famly and coresi denti al ?roup
and the coordination and planning of activities by menbers of suc
groups. As Goodenough wites:

"Language began as a kind of tool for inplenenting intentionalit

in social interaction. Its expanded use increased the content o

menory storage, and its el aboration nmade possible the formulation
I nwords of propositions. This, inturn, nade it possible to plan
for contingencies in the future, to inagine things, to devel op
beliefs and systens of beliefs. An eventual by-product of these
devel opnents was the greatly el aborated tool kit and the materially
attested synbolic behavi or we associate with the Upper Paleolithic
era. Thus language, in its grammatically elaborated form becane
the prime tool on which nost else that we think of as peculiarly
human depends. " (ibid.: 608)

Inthis context | will nake a coonment rel ated to t he human | anguage
and the problemof "individualismversus realism(holism". Let ne
say that | anguage is the nost i nportant attribute of human bei ngs
and a significant factor of i ndividualization of human bei ngs. At
the sane tine one should renmenber about the evolutionary and
soci al nature of | anguage. | have enphasi zed t hese four features of
| anguage to reiterate the fact that we should be very careful in
fornulating statenents on individuals and culture (or society).
Especial ly, when we are working in a "matter of |anguage" (to nake
n% intentions nore clear |et ne convert the French sayi ng nobl esse
obl i ge tol angue oblige). '

| think that at the present stage of devel opnent of social sciences
and the humanities (and nethodol ogy of these science) one shoul d
avoi d extrene ontol ogi cal statenents. For exanple, | cannot accept
the realistic anty-reductionist and determnistic assertion that
“relative to the culture process, the individual is neither creator
nor determnant; he is nerely a catalyst and a vehicle of
expression.” (L. Wite, 1987: 294) Onthe other side, | cannot al so
accept sone kind of individualistic statements wth strong
ontol ogi cal connotations. However, | would accept noderate
énethodologlcal) real i smand net hodol ogi cal individualism Let ne
evel op ny argunent just in relation to |anguage.

VW have seen that hunman | anguage is not only a social phenonenon
because it is a medi umof communication and basis of social bonds
(without these bonds it is inpossible to tal k about society) but
also that its genesis had social character. Mreover, the process
of evolution of human |anguage was not only a very long and
gradual , but, first of all, a very conplex one. It has been, in
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fact, acoevol utionary process: biol ogi cal (qenetic), psychol ogi ca
(rmental), social (collective, joint), andcultural (proto-cultural)
factors have been involved. In a word, there have been feedbacks
between biol ogical and cultural evolution. To support ny point |
guot e t he Pol i sh physi cal ant hropol ogi st (his article was reprinted
several times in the Amrerican anthropol ogi cal readers). The aut hor
wites:

“It would be, of course, naive to assunme that such two-way
rel ati onshi ps bet ween genot ype and cul ture were characteristic on
of early phases of human phyl ogeny. True, sone feedbacks whic
br ought about the transition fromape to nman, and whi ch det erm ned
the direction and tenpo of early homnid evol uti on, seemno | onger
be operative; sonme others have probably lost nuch of their
signi ficance; but certainly new ones began to operate (e.g., new
link: genetic resistance to infectious diseases Increasing
ﬁppulatlon density). The point is that in different phases of its
istory a species may rely on quite different thes of feedbacks as
' sources of energy' for evolutionary change. The node of evol ution
I s undoubtedly sonething which itself undergoes evolution." (T.
Bi el ecki, 1977: 73)

The phenonenon of coevolution illustrates that it does not nake
sense to talk about the individual as sonething ontol ogically
distinct and different. However, at the sane tine it does not nmean

that nethodol ogical individualism is invalid. In ny opinion,
met hodol ogi cal 1ndividualismis the nost prom sing perspective for
social sciences and the humanities. | agree that methodol ogi ca

version of individualismtakes a formof the general prescription:

to study human society one should treat individuals as a kind of

"rock bottom expl anations" (S Lukes, 1977). It neans that to
anal yze and explain social fact or any other phenonenon of soci al

|ife one should concentrate on the individual's notives, goals,

choi ces, preferences whi ch underlie human actions. In other words,

we shoul d al ways nake assertions about actual or potential social

actions of individual persons. There is no social order that is
| ndependent of individuals while plans, incentives, instructions,

st andar ds, oals, etc. for individual actions are taken from
culture (noderate realisn) in the process of l|earning (broadly
under st ood) .

The i nstance of | anguage i s appropriate here because human | anguage
is "the nost entirely unique, the nost co Ietelg di agnostic
characteristic of Hono sapiens." (G Sinﬁson,l 69: 124) As | have
sai d above | anguage is the attribute of humans and simul taneously
it is anindividualizing factor. It neans that |anguage as a conmon
human property is a basic elenent of the social solidarity anong
peopl e and between di fferent kinds of social groups. It is a major
medi umof communi cation and cul tural transm ssion. It has enornous
role in the psychol ogi cal growth of personality that is created in
the process of socialization. Language is a synbol of social
solidarity and separate feature of different groups as well as it
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is adistinct trait of every human being (individual speech) . Ever

i ndi vi dual despite possession of |anguage or dialect (as a socia
attribute? can express his/her individuality by his/her only own
speci fic | anguage.

Lingui sts call this individual |anguage an idiolect. Every socia

group using its language is, at the same time, a group of
Individual s speaking in a quite different (variant) way. Every
human | anguage i s, at the sane tine, an aggregate of distinct and
unique idiolects. This linguistic variability is a result of
i ndividual diversity. In other words, it is inpossible to explain
| anguage change and evol ution w thout the concept of idiolect.

Every individual as a bio-ﬁsycho-socio-cultural entity thinks
al ways in his/her |anguage. This |anguage was socially transmtted
but Individually nodified. W knowthat the linguistic variability
is one of the najor factors in explaining the |inguistic change.

Anal ogi cal Iy, the individual variability is inportant in explaining
the cul tural change. Inthis sense the nethodol ogi cal individualism
seens to be the nost promsing explanatory strategy in socio-
cul tural sciences.

| have nade the above extended comment because cognitive
ant hropol ogy deal s wi th nental phenonena. It also tries to resolve
t he probl emof individual -and cul ture.

Com ng back to the basic concepts of cognitive anthropology |et ne
say, that in a very long process of biological evolution
(adaptation) the homnid mnd has been endowed with a new
conceptual cognitive capabilities. The evolution of cognition has
becone the suprene adaptive feature of hunmans. The specific results
of neurol ogi cal evol ution were such traits as conpl ex communi cati on
t hr ough | anguage and conceptual i zati on of the world. In the process
of evolution of synbolization and propositional thinking human
bei ngs have achi eved distinctive ability to order chaotic data of
their ext er nal envi r onnment in a coherent system (the
conceptual i zation of experience). In this way "cognitive matrix"
was established in human brain as the domain of "cognitive
i nperative". The inperative to order human experience in a
nmeani ngf ul manner was acconpl i shed by using terns of space, tine,
quantity, quality, causality, correlation, simlarity, etc. It has
I ncreased adaptive advantages of humans. It was the last step in
the process of origin of human culture. According to sone
ant hropol ogi sts who do not accept the assunption of autonony of
culture and undertake efforts to overcone traditional alternative
"nature versus cul ture":

“"(...) culture arose - necessarily arose - fromthe simultaneous
presence in the human species of the basic drives, the social
I nperative, and the cognitive inperative, once the |last of these
evolved to the point of wusing synbolization and propositional
thinking. (...) human speech frees itself fromthe exigencies of
t he imredi ate environnment and hence becones the first vehicle in
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the history of the world approgriate for both the formation and
transmssion of culture. (...) human | anguage fornally represents
the highest level of integration of the cognitive matrix, and
insofar as it is expressed and understood, it constitutes the
essential input for the optinal function of the cognitive matri x.

In  word, | anguage and cul ture, though ~ theoretically
gbsgg?QU|shable, are absolutely inseparable.”" (E D Aquili, 1972:

I n other words, humans with their cognitive abilities have started
built and gather cultural know edge about thenselves,” their

environnent and the universe. Precepts in process of abstraction
and categorization were transfornmed into concepts. They nedi at ed
between the organism and environnental stimuli. The next nost

inportant step in the devel opnent of human cognition was the
creation and use of synbols. Know edge was renoved further fromthe
I mredi at e cl oseness of sensory experience.

Synbol is a specific kind of sign. It assunes arbitrary associ ation
between stinmulus and referent. Because of its arbitrary character
sKnboI inplies a rule for attaching it to a particular referent.
The energence of synbols has extended to a |arge degree hunan
abilities to comunicate and to learn. It also reduced their
dependence upon inmediate sensory experience. In other words,
humans have becone capabl e to generate and transmt new know edge.
The increase of adaptive advantages is tremendous and evident. |t
is amjor factor in cultural evol ution.

Let ne add at this point that this new know edge can have sone
speci fic character. According to such features of the |inguistic
codi ng systemas "arbitrariness", "displacenent”, "productivity" or
"openness” C Hockett, 1977) humans cannot only nmanipul ate
concepts of their |anguage to create further concepts (for exanpl e,

more and nore abstract: setter, dog, aninmal) but also form
conceptual arrangenents never actually ﬁercelved (for exanpl e,

nmermal d or Pegasus) . It neans that human t hought (and sone forns of

it like imagination or fantasy) and |anguage can generate
superstitious appraisal of reality that sometines may bring about

negative results. But adaptive advantages of human behavi or based
on_co?nltlon and know edge that is not determned by environnent al

stimuli overwei ghed t hese negati ves.

Thus in the process of cognition humans through different nental
operations have been looking for the cognitive order in their
reality. They have done this by referring and creating systens of
meani ng. These systens of beliefs (know edge) can assune different
forms  (magic, religion, science, etc.). Problem solving
capabilities of human brain required to Inpose order on the
variability of observations which hunman creatures experienced in
their life (by classifying, categorizing and explaining). | would
say that humans constantly felt pressure (need) for nmental order.
Thus, human beings in continuous effort to search for nental order



45

created magic, religion, science, and so on. By definition,
cogni tive order has to deal with the particular and the general . |t
has to translate the rel ati onshi ps between. these two. One of the
major function of different kinds of know edge is explanation of
variability that humans have experienced in their existence.

W can, of course, treat social sciences (wth their different
concepts of culture) as a result of the above tendencies.
Scientific and scholarly efforts are, above all, oriented to
express the particular in the general (in Ianguage of a different
ki nd of generalizations or in |anguage of universal Princi | es and
|laws) . It does not nean that concerns with particular culture or
| anguage are unjustified. However,the basic tendency of hunman
know e Pe Is to overconme the particular (what is in agreement wth
principles of human mnd | have just nentioned above) . The
cognitive concept of culture as well as adaptive-evol uti onary one
are exanples of efforts to create a know edge of general
application while based on different prem ses.

Htherto | have discussed the function of Ianﬁuage I n evol utionary
per spective ggocu33|ng. on its role in the culture buildin

processes) . that point | would like to consider the role o

| anguage as a basic elenment of culture (and also as a source of
i nspiration for cognitive anthropol ogy).

In the 1957 Ward Goodenough has published an article that is
consi dered a specific point of departure of cognitive anthropol ogy.
Author has proposed quite different concept of culture than
system c-adaptive one. H's conceptualization of culture has had
tremendous inpact that extended far beyond cul tural anthropol ogy.
Accordi ng to Goodenough:

“A proper definition of culture nust ultimately derive from the
operations by which we describe particular cultures. (...). As |
see it, a society's culture consist of whatever it is one has to
know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to its
menbers, and do so in any role that they accept for any one of
t hensel ves. CQulture, being what people have to learn as a di stinct
fromtheir biological heritage, nmust consist of the end product of
| earni ng: knowl edge, in a nost general, if relative, sense of the
term By this definition, we should note that culture is not a
materi al phenonenon; it does not consist of things, _PeOEIe,
behavior, or enotions. It is rather an organization of these
things. It is the formof things that people have in mnd, their
nodel s for perceiving, relating, and otherw se interpreting them
As such, the things people say and do, their social arrangenents
and events, are products or by-products of their culture as they
apply it to the task of perceiving and dealing with their
circunstances. To one who knows their culture, these things and
events are also signs signifying the cultural forns or nodel s of
which they are material representations, (...). Qven such a
definition, it is obviously inpossible to describe a culture
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properly sinply by describing behavior or social, economc, and
cerenoni al events and arrangenents as observed material phenonena.
Wiat is required is to construct a theory of the conceptual nodels
which they represent and of which they are artifacts. (...).
Et hnographi ¢ description, then, requires nethods of processing
observed phenonena such that we can inductively construct a theory
of how our informants have organi zed the sane phenonena. It is
theory, not the phenonena al one, which ethnographic description
ainms to present”. (W Goodenough, 1964: 36)

In his later works culture "(...) consists of standards for
deci di ng what i s, standards for decidi ng what can be, standards for
deci di ng how one feels about it, and standards for deciding howto
go about doing it." (WGQoodenough 1981: 62).

Let me develop this briefly. According to Goodenough, culture
enbraces four major el ements: (1) Percepts and concepts. Concepts
are anchored in | anguage. They are tools by which peopl e organi ze
their experience. People perceiveworldinterns of shapes, colors,
sizes, etc. In this way, by learning |anguage people devel op a
means of orientation toward world (they are able to organi ze hunman
experience in selective way). O course, different cultures and
| anguages can nmake it (and usually do) in different way. (2?
Rel ati onshi ps that describe howthings and events i n the phenonena
world are related to one another. |n other words, people organize
their experience by giving it structure and causal relations. To
do this they formulate propositions and beliefs. The latter may
refer to the natural as well as supernatural worl d. (:(3} Val ues and
sentinments that define goal s toward which peopl e should strive. (4)
Rul es t hat toget her with norns define the way of behavior that is
consonant wi th val ues of given culture.

Al'l above four elements are, of course, interrelated and one
foll ows another. It nmeans that | anguage pl ays a special role inthe
Goodenough' s concept of culture. First of all, a given | anguage is

an aspect of a given culture. Author reiterates that the relation
bet ween | anguage and culture is that of a part and a whol e. Second,
| anguage i n Goodenough approach is not only a part of culture. It
is also the maj or human equi prent for cultural [earning. People
acquire their culture (at least significant part of it) in process
of learning their language. Finally, |anguage ?i ves sone plan for
culture (and, in the Goodenough's approach, [anguage becones a
useful nodel for the description of culture).

"People who deal recurringly and frequently wth one another
devel op expectations regarding the manner of conducting these
dealings. They nake sone of their expectations explicit and
formul ate sone of themas rules of conduct. (...). The peopl e who
deal with one another and who have these expectations of one
anot her do not necessarily agree on all the details of what they
expect in their nmutual dealings. But the variance in their
I ndi vi dual expectations nust be small enough so that they are able
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to acconplish their purposes wth and through one another
reasonably wel I nmost of tine. (...)e The expectations one has of
one's fellows may be regarded as a set of standards for perceiving,
bel i eving, evaluating, communicating, and acting. These standards
constitute the culture that one attributes to one"s fellows; (...).
In this respect a people's culture is like a |anguage. For an
account of a set of standards for speaking whose application
results in speech within the variance Frenchmen accept as properl¥
French is a satisfactory representati on of the French | anguage. |

we wish to learn French, it is exactly what we want a gramar and
dictionary of French to present." (W Goodenough, 1970: 98, 99)

Thus, cultures are epistenologically located in the domain of
| anguage. They create ideational codes that stay behind hunan
behavior we can observe. Qulture is sonmething analogous to
Saussure' s | angue or Chonsky' s conpet ence. That conpari son suggest s
t hat met hods and nodel s of |inguistics seemto be appropriate for
the analysis of different aspects of culture. In other words, the
external world we observe as institutions or social arrangenents
is, in fact, a product of culturally constituted systens of
know edge. Qulture is not a pattern of behavior. Qulture is rather
a system of ideational patterns for behavior, an arrangenment of
conceptual standards whereby peopl e structure their experience in
process of perception, thinking (arraying alternatives and maki ng
choi ces) and acti ng.

"The ideational order is a property not of the commnity but of its
nmenbers. The ideati onal order, (.“{ i's nonmaterial, belng conposed
of ideal forns as they exist in people's mnds, propositions about
their interrelationships, preference ratings regarding them and
reC|Pes for their nutual ordering as means to desired ends. (...).
Peopl e use their standards as guides for all decisions, little as
wel | as big, which they nust nmake in the course of everyday |ife.
As the nenbers of community go about their affairs, constantly
making decisions in the light of their standards, the patterns
characteri zing the coomunity as a whol e are brought into bei ng and
mai nt ai ned. hus, the phenonenal order of a commnity, its
characteristic "way of life,' is an artifact of the ideationa
order of its nmenbers." (W Goodenough, 1964a: 11, 12)

The above approach does not nean that culture can be reduced to
individual 's point of view Wuat is inportant in the Goodenough's
approach is not only his enphasis on the individual actor's
intell ectual differences (he introduces the termpropriospect to
enbrace cognitive and affective orderings of individual's
experience) or subcul tural differences. More inportant is the fact
that he relates cognitive worlds of individuals to collective ideas
of societies. He has distingui shed seven neani ngs of culture that
have direct relations to the different kind of societies
(collective, public, sharedideas) andthe behavior of popul ati ons.
He di stingui shes, for exanple, "a society's culture pool, beingthe
sum of the contents of all of the propriospects of all of the
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soci ety' s nenbers, includiaﬁ every sKsten1of standards of whi ch any
menber happens to have know edge. This sense of the termpertains
to culture as a reservoir of resources in know edge and skills
carried by the nenbership of a society.” (W CGoodenough, 1981: 111)

The above approach seens to be very promsing. It |ooks at culture
and soci ety as a consequences of purpose-oriented individuals. In
ot her words, one can see here the effort to answer the ol d question
posed by Hobbes: How does behavior of individuals create the
characteristics of group? More and nore scholars are convinced (as
Goodenough) that it is inpossible to answer that question w thout
conceptual analysis of relations between individual, society and
cul ture. The |inguistic konw edge gives here a conveni ent starting
poi nt .

The cogni tive concept of culture is, of course, not only one that

approaches cul ture as a systemof ideas. | have nmentioned above t he

?%éyctu;al|st approach  (Levi-Strauss) or synbolic approach
ertz).

In this paper | have focused on several different types of
rel ati ons between cul ture and | anguage. There i s nore approaches to
that issue than | discussed above. For exanple, there is

a descriptive approach that focuses on |anguage as one of the
elenments of - culture. Scholars are not so nuch concerned with
rel ati onshi ps between cul ture and | anguage as with the description
of a specific | anguage, say, Navaho Indians | anguage (C Kl uckhohn
and D. Leighton, 1964) that is treated as a systemof signs. It is
one of the systens of culture which deserves a separate anal ysis.

W can also talk about semological orientation. Here |anguage
plays the role of code in the process of comunication. That
process is the nost inportant feature of culture. According to the
representatives of that approach (U Eco, R Barthes and partly C
LeV|-StraussL we cannot distinguish between synbolic and
nonsynbol i ¢ behavi or because culture is first of all a system of
signs and all its phenonena should be treated and conceived as
signs. Everythi ng neans sonet hi ng.

Concl usi ons

Al the approaches | have di scussed above assune that the emergence
of a system of synbols capable of transmtting and storing
information neans that "as conpared with the other animals man
lives not nerely in a broader reality;, he lives, so to speak, in a
newdi mension of reality." (E Cassirer, 1944: 24) Susane Langer is
ri ght when in her well known statenment she says that "the sign is
sonething to act upon, or a neans to command action; the synbol is
an i nstrunent of thought." (S Langer, 1942: 63) Tosay it rlefly,
inthe process of "synbolic transformati on® not only the newworld
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of ideas arose but also the new social world of communities of
t hi Rkl n% and di al ogue where individuals are capabl e to understand
each ot her :

At the begi nning of the present paper we have di scussed t he probl em

of relationships between individual and culture. “have
di stingui shed two major approaches to that problem realistic
(anti-reductioni st) an i ndividualistic (reducti oni st,

ﬁsychocul turalistic). Toillustrate specificity of both of them |
ave referred to the works of two distinguished representatives of
both realistic and individualistic orientations (A Krober and E
Sapir). These orientations have had their continuations (di scussed
in detail above, for exanple, the Wite' s approach that has
introduced a vivid theses of cultural determnismto the area of
cultural ant hro,ool ogﬁ denying the role of individual in cultural
pr oce_sse)s and al so the Goodenough's approach that has clained the
opposi te).

The discussions, debates and contestations anmong followers and
supporters of each orientation have created a vast body of
literature. To only cursorily reviewit would take, | guess, nuch
more space than for this paper. The pol em cs have been conduct ed
minK years. Some convergent points have been acconplished.
Met hodological tools for problens-solving have been nore
el aborated. The distinction between et hodol ogi cal and ont ol ogi cal
statenents was introduced. W can say, that sonme neani ngs were
negotiated and sone comon understanding was acconpli shed.
Moreover, all these processes of conceptual reconciliation were
emerging nainl (and alnost exclusively) during scholarly
argunents. In the course of the debate, theoretical concepts and
terns were treated nore precisely withvisible linguistic effort to
clarify their meani ngs. Resulting fromthat nore careful answers to
the question about the relationship between an individual and
culture were al so gi ven. However, besides this arena of concept ual
war (that sonetinmes led to negotiated peaceful treaty anong
t heoretical neani ngs) the representatives of both orientations have
further pronoted their theoretical solutions expressed in their
scholarly |anguage. Al so today (after many years of negotiating
nmeani ngs of theoretical notions) we can easily point out those
scholars who are deeply convinced that their point of view on
cultural reality (formulated in theoretical |anguage of given
orientation) is the only tenable one. They wongly think that
giving priority to one variable only (usually terribly conplex)
they explain the whole thing. In fact, they grasp only one aspect
of the cultural "reality" that, on its ontological level, 1is
extraordinarily rich and mul tidi mensional .

In that context the Wrkshop approach to the problem of social
order | ooks promsing in heuristic terns. | think that you conbi ne
all necessary dinmensions of analysis: rational (potentially) and
creative individuals that always are a human part of their
envi ronment (ecosystemn); situational, social and cul tural context;
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institutional rules (that result from economc, political and
epi stenol ogi cal processes while these processes create new
qualities that exceed individual actions); language as a
comuni cati onal and Pr agmatic tool (under the assunption that the
individual is not only an intellectual artisan of culture but al so
a specific "effect” of conplex human relationships). It is a
conpl iax cgncept ual nodel that enriches our understanding of human
socl al order.
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