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Chapter 1

The Problem of Explenafiion of Culture

In a fairly strong sansae of tha térm 'conceptual
relationship' the concspt of culture has some 'conceptual!
relationship or connection with the concept of individua-
tion and thatf;s quite clear that our talk about knowledge
of culture involves an explanation of ths concept of mea-
ninge This can also bs saen in Levi~Strauss' ideas about
"concrete facts" about certain cultures in ths world:
facts about how peopls of different cultures individuatse
material objects, persons,crelativas etc. Thers is a
philosophical nead to make clear what question about knou-
ledge of culture we gan ask, since we distinguish bstween
,different kinds of knowledge and may mislead others if we
ask the wrong questions. It is, I belisvs, quite philo-
sophically unfruitful to ask only the gquestion (which is
quite populaf) "How do men know culture?", bscause in
trying to anauwer this question we are in the danger of
becoming sither psychological behaviourists (uwhich is a
fallacious position) or total sceptics (an equally falla-

cious position). The logical status of this question has
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a similar depth (or shallowness) as that of questions
like "Whe created man?" or "Houw do we know anything at
all?" They ars shallouw and at the same time puzzling
because we don't quite know what kind of answer is
actually wanted. They are like impossible questions,
perhaps becauss, if Wittgenstein is right, we will have
to be outside of 1ife (of a system) to be able to judge

life (that system).

So we do not stress much on tha genetic guestions
of knowledgs of culture. Therefors we ask the question
"What is it to know culture®? meaning thereby how is it
that as human beings we are in posssssion of kqawledge of
culture. For us this Qill be a“?undamantal question since
we can ask quite differsnt questions like "How does know-
ledge of tribal culture grow?" which presupposss an
ansusr to the first one although in some casaes these non-
fundamental questions can be ﬂon—philosOphical ones leading
to some sort of scientific adventurs or misadventurs. There
is a sense in which the problem of explanation or undsr-
standing of culture arises only with respect to an explana-
tion of a8 culture. By that 1 do not msan explanation or
understanding of a particular culture which can be thought

of as a paradigm case of understanding of other particular



cultbres;'but bhat I mean is.an onderstandlng of a cul-
tore transcendencally sc to aayo This ié becaose people
from within a culture can transcend intsllectually so to
eay and can judga or make moral aaaeasments cr any other
assessments about their ouwn culture Just as peOple From
an alien culture may attempt to do the aame. Transcen-
dance ie crucial because inside a culture, man does not
generally have problems of explanation of the whols sys-~
tem but has problema of explanation, or- understanding of

items uithin it such as material objects and their intere-

lationships, human behaviour and relatlonsnips and so on.

éinca our busingss ia-primarlly'oith an explana?
tion of the ‘whole, the problem is actually a problem of
analysing the conoepts of man, culture and nature. It is
quite non-contrcveraial to say that the problem is a pro-
blem of analyeing concepts which scientists (physical)
have of man and nature and scientlsts (social) have of
man and culture, on the one hand and concepts, which man,
as it were, "a priori" has i.e. traditlcnally has about
himself depending and varying according to what situatlon
he is 1n, on the ctnar hend. In an unconscioue attempt to
compromise the tuo extremes as mentioned abave, the soclal

scientists! research into understanding of societies and



cultures remained basically confused, becduse they are not
willing psrhaps gr are not in a position to understand the
starting concepts or basic concepts they uss. Researchss

are conducted to try to get-an explanation of & culturs by
explaining the phenomenon using the common social scientists'
ground that .an sxplanation of a particular phenomenon has

to make a reference to something other than that phenomsnon
itself. Housver one thing that can be said here as a cau-
tion is that it would be un-Kantian and in soms sense unphi=-
losophical, to say that an asxplanation of a particular phenp-~
menon, comes, from an understanding of noumenon since Kant's
distinction bestween noumenon and phanomsnon is certainly

not a distinction betusen reality and what ”mq;ely" appears.
A social phenamenon appears but it will be a;;urd to say
that it mersly appeaers. O0f course it may not appear so
vividly (and in fact it is this that is so characteristic

social
of aLphanomenon).

Ths problem of explanation or understanding of
a culture consists primarily also in the problem of method,
especially in philosophy. This has to be so since it
would look awkward for a student of philesophy or a2 pro-
fessional philosopher to compete with scientists in under-

standing of cultures and sociasties and explaining them.



A scigntist, in the true sanse of ths term, & &8 &trmn
eanme &7 H@ tsemy Is one who sesks explanation, that is,
he is not, for instancs, involved merely in clessifica-
tion. Thus, if it turns to bs trus that we have sclved
this problsm of explanation of ? culture, ths contents

of ths solution should, thersfors, bs of good guids not
only tp scientists with an interest in some radically
different explanation other than theirs. And if we have
doubts about that possibility, it may be pointed out that
it is pecesserily true that all scientists are human beings.
Howsver, if it does not turn out to be trus that we have
solved this problem it is sufficient if we have made a
point that there are some concepts which are critical to
any research worke (ue can even say that the solving of
the problem of explanation or undarstanding of a culture
consists in the forming of the problem of method of how
to talk and do ressarch work on any culture. The fact
that wse notice confusion in ths social scientists' work
plainly indicates that we have some idea about some unity

or ogder which we all attempt at sxpressinge.

fFollowing from the above we notice that we
svmaluate. Thus, thers is a senss in which we can say we

evgaluate men but that only means we evaluate everything



or somgthing or some thsories about man, in other words,
the concept of man. Ue svaluate, thus, the "idegal"
description of men as a subject of enquiry by the natural
sciences and by rstaining that ldea of a man being an
object of nature we try to see if we can also say that man
is a creature of cultuge and in uhat way. (But ws find thet
we cannot do so becauss in svaluating man and ths scisnce
around him, the concept of man as a creaturs of culture is
found to be cateqorially differsnt from any object of na-
tures Thus we are not talking about anything that can be
verified Qy cortain procedusss but we are talking about
cartain concepts which we think can be intslligible. 1In
so doing we wonder if there is a difference in the way in
which man as an object of culturs is made intelligible and
the way in which a natural objesct is made intelligible. The
attempt is also meant to remove misuses of the concept of
natural object and also of man. This is so becauss aof the
dictum, that all that I perceive in cognition is not all
that is real, and can be sharsd by ec}en@ists and philoso~
phars as well., In fact, soms peoplse with regard to the
problem of method of understanding a culture, went to ths
extent of saying that we should not get carried away by

what we soe.



As to the seriousness and importance of ths pro-
blem of explanation-of a culture like for example the
explanation of the Jaintia culturs, it is true that the
contemplation of an alien or similar culture' promotes,
throus light on our oun past as well as present. The task
of philosophy is to see that once ons can judge and des=-
cribe another culture one should not distort concepts in
so describinge This principle comes not from the relati-
vist argument but from the argument that 1 am simply born
to a culture and I don't have to have an articulated
knowledge about that particular system to be in that
system (culturs) i.s. to be a participant in that culturs
but that if 1 trenscend that particular culture (system)
so to say to see ity as it wers, from outside the adven-
ture is to be regardsd as serious as it concerns the
meaningfulness of even gnesslf in ths world (so I cannot
distort concepts consciously or delibarately. UWhataver
insights I have I should not throw them away and give to
idsologies so to say)s. This is also true of any obsaerver
from anothsr culturs because his understanding may be
thought to consist necessarily also, as it werse, putting
himself inside another person, to catch the spirit, so to

say, of that person or tribe [~So whatever concepts one



uses one has to be very careful as they concern, .as it
were, the meaningfulness of the person or tribe which

the observer has put his sglf intq;7q1

Just as thers isfa(p:§plam ;nlundagstQQQLng §
nature as a whole (not just because of its vastness) so .
2lso thers is a problem of understanding culturs as o
who;é~' One prablem pointed putlis.;hat,(go,desc:iptian of
the whole (i.e. in this context culturs) can be reduced. to
descgiption 9f\the individual since culture in the social.
set-up is é j;tional;gystemg) Tpa;a‘;s.no doubt that thers .
are dominating :elafion$~bqt that ﬁoag ncﬁ mean anything
much to the main st:uc$ura-l fhus it is possible to start
any attempt at explaining'ths concrete relationships
between knowledge and social ?rémepotka, whether thase are
manifestation of snciali@y,'particulerlgroups, social
classeé, without unde:ta%ing a”precise‘and detailed ana=

lysis of the types of knowledge and thsir:inter-ccnnection

1+ This is an extension of Pster Winch's ideas in "The .
" idea of a social science and its relation to Philosophy"
-~ RKP+ 1958 especially on the Chapter on Verstshen
PPs113-116.



vith the forms of knowledge. Knouledge of the othsr,
or, if you like, of the "we" represents a particular
type of knowledgss One cannot imabing any social framee
vork where t his knouledge and understanding would not be
produced, because they i.e. (knowledge and undesstanding)
ars a constitutive slemsnt of éocial reality itself. In
other words, the concept of knowledge and understanding
of the other, the "we" is necessarily connaectsd with the
congapt of social reality. In shott,:sociaty is not an
arbitrarily imposed structure. It is a kind of structure
which is a relational one in_the oxtreme senss, compri-
sing of relations, sets of relations and sets of sats
of relations. The knouledge of this type is bound to be
not a simple ons. This is so bacauss tha.other can appear
as father, strangsr, friend, foas, protsctor, threat,

2

amotion and can be sithar ratignal or irrational or

can even appsar as a ons-man institution.

/ﬁan ag an object of culturs is an actor on the

{

2. Gsorges Gurvitch - Supplement "The Sociasl Frameuworks
of Knowledge® Oxford Basil Blackuell 1971,
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social scene and as a philosopher or as a scisntist he

can abstract himself from social action. Why sociologi-
cal knowledge of culturse is soc different from any other
knowledge is because it is more or less knowledge about

or of man. In effect, the social scisntist is a man
abserving man and explaining Man. It is possible for me
to understand myself in possibilities. And if we have
doubts that we can think not of Man but of only indivi-
dual men then we would like to say that it is just impossi-
ble to grasp any assertion about men. We knhow we can
grasp any assartion of that type in ths background of the
cancrate subjectivity of the actor or the agent doing
something on ths reality. Thus the very act of spesch is
a commitment to sociality and implies a réZBQniiioh that
existential identity can be cohaesive. In this connection,
even the choice of ths indivi&ual can be said to bs
determined or if we don't like that, depsnds upon history.
And thus the apriori is what is revisable because ws know
what history means. It just doesn't mean ths past and all
its events but a choice by the people of certain svents
meaningful for them or should we say symbolic for theﬁ

or which are made carriers of meaning. The explanation

consists in the apriori, i.e« what is revisable although,
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by definition, or necessarily cannot be changeds.

| ;[ Tha:pfohléh'df explanatidn'of culthxe'is a second
oidéf:quéstioﬁ. ‘The‘ptoblei of khouledgeiof culture in
' its genetical and psychological forms, is a fiyst order
queétlén. ‘Duétlas theté'are dbhbts in tﬁe knnwledga of
the external world that are solved by certain msthods,
by raeferring thus; to ampirical facts, thera are also
doubts with regard to knowledge of culture like, for
instance, 1nlfﬁe acquisiiion of iénbuage,‘fhat are solved
by ceitain methodé, -‘by refsiring to for 1nstancelcértain
expariments which shou hou a child 1earns a foraign leng~
uage successfully sven though he is not part of the

"history" of that particular language.

Since the pi@blem'bf explanation is as we have
éaid‘é'eecond order enduiry it is hecessary to talk.abouﬁ
the object of 'study and basic concepts of the first urder
'enquiries. Thus we will talk of (1) Laws of nature (2)
Rules of conduct/games (3) Choices UWhy choice is also

pibked up is bsecause when we maks choices we interpret.3

3« Maurice Natanson; "The Journayinglself". A study in
Philosophy and Social role - 1970 Addison-iWsslsey
RPublishing Inc.



As to the necessity of our doing this, it is becauss of
the fact that man is an objsct of culturs as well as an

object of naturs.

(1) Laws of natura:~ Let us take an sxample to
show the way the concept "Law of nature® is used and
understood. We know that the law of gravity operatas and
howe But when a spaceship or a space shuttle with the help
of rockets could force its way out of the pull it does not
mesan that there is no law of gravity any longer. But as )
we know by experience, it is logically possibls that thers
is no lew of grgvipy in the 21st century just as this law
(of gravity) is 2 result of the change of the mistaken law
of weight following certain ancisnt peoplse recagnising in

eaveryday livaes the return fall 'into ths sarth's surface

of an object thrown away from ths sarth's surfacs.

What (still) do we mean by a law of naturs? Hou
doas a law of nature differ from what is called an acciden=-

tal genesralization or a generalization of fact?

"If the difference is that the scope of the
statement of law extends over possible as
well as aectual cases, how is the rsferencs
to possible cese to be interpreted? Us
regard & general hypothesis as having been
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confirmed when we find that it is
fulfilled in particular instancese.
eses(But) why then do we pick just

the ones that ws do? s+« Jur science
commits us, not to a belief in rsgulawily
&g in general, but to a belief in cer~
tain specific regularitiesesss But uwhat
are the principlaes on which it opsrates.”

In a sense, 'lauw' means an objective relation or
pattern in nature. ~Such laws exist in objective rsality,
in the sense that regularities or pattarns sxist, but
cartainly not in ths form of proposition or verbaliza~

tions of any sorte.

"When the scheptist writes down or says

what he knows of a law, that stataement is

also called a 'lau’ssse the sciontist's
formula or sentance is not itself the ob~
Jective pattern or relation in naturs, {t

is a gtatemsent of that pattern or relation

a rendering of it in verbal formes... thus tha
objective pattsrn of moving objscts (a pattern
which, in nature, doss not sxist in words or
mathematical symbols at all) is the law of
mechanical motionesse The various ‘laus of
motion! which have bean advanced by scisntists,
such as Aristotle's lau 'force equals resis-
tance times velocity', Newton's law 'force
equals mass time accelsration', or Einstein's
law 'force squals the rate of change of momen-
tum' are lau-statementg which axpress the lau
more or less accurately."S

4. A+Js Ayer, "Philosophy and Science" in "Mstaphysics
and Common Sense®, Macmillan, 1967, p.89.

5. Meaning in Cultures Fe Allan Hanson, R.K.P. Ltd. 1975,
p064¢
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Now as to why must there bs certain laus gover-~
ning certain obJjects of nature and nature itsslf the only
answer we can give is that if there are no laus then how
do we account fo¥ this cosmic and natural harmony. Yet I
still believe this is not a good ansuer, because it ssems
we ars begging the question by saying that there is this
harmony (matural and cosmic)e Laws of naturs ars thersfore
more or less certain forces if we take it in this way.
But there 1is a sanse in which laws of nature cannot be
destroyed Jusi as any force can logically be subduéd. The
lav of gravlty if thére is no more modification, still
operates even if the sarth and ell the planets and stars ~
and galaxies and black~holas are destroyed bscause us
racognise,the appatent non-coperation of the law of gravity
by re?erringrto or by pereceiving and understanding through
the law of gravity..ﬁg toc an answer or answers to the basic
question of what justification (philosophdcal) we do have
to belisve and be convinced with scisntific proofs that
thgré‘ére laus of naturs, we cannot be surae. For anything
to function as an order it dees not necessarily mean that
there {s or there should be a law governing its function(s).
Can't we philosophically or logically conceive a situation

whare we can parcaive that there is ordsr even if thers



are np laws of naturs or of whatsver?

The human being's bodily mavements (as opposed to
person) are controlled by muscles and by certain stimuli
or should we say genetical determinations whersas the
perscn's actions are guided by will or by intention or by
choice. In this context are we then obeying laus of

nature as if we are obeying certsin commands?

moderﬁ sociology belisves that understanding a
social institution consists in obssrving regularities in
the behaviour of its participants and expressing thess
regularities in the form of gsnaralisations. But it is
precisely against that idsa that Alfred Schutz and Alfred
Jules Aysr found certain philosophical problams.6 In his
book, Schutz says that "the parson and his manifestations
are not gpen to perception in the same sense as are the

objects of nature. It is within the fres will of the

i

6. Alfred Schutz, Collacted Papers 1, The Problem of
Social Reality by Alfred Schutz, gds by Maurice Natanson.

Alfred Jules ARyer ~ Metaphysics and Common Sense
Macmillane.



b
op]

person to disclose or conceal his acts or to kesp silent,
and this is quite another thing than not merely speakinge
(However) Nature cannot conceal itsslf and thersfotre neithar
‘can man, in so Par as his animate existence bolongs to
nature®. And‘“dhly that part of human existencs which
pertains to levels below the realm of mind' and Freéddm ars
ééceséible to experiments." 1In fact it is in ths context

of thé'cartesiaq trend of .thought that we feel certain’
problems in connection with explaining man and his culture

(because of the famous Dualism).

The importance of ths talk about laws is becauss
of the apparent reducibillty’o?”laus'into‘ét;uctuges or
orders becauss on the one hand laws are no longer merely
commands by God and are at the same time indispsnsibla.

We feil to understand how and in what way can laus be
forces and how and in what mapner can we make intalligible
the idea that structures and '‘orders' of the reality (of
anything) can bes forces and not have any necessity.

"The sociologist studies religion as a

, form of conduct based on the belief that

social order is sustained by sacred ordex.

He studies art es a form of dramatistic order ..

which is believed to creats and sustain soclal

. opdere. Sclentists are not concernad with how
_communication with the supernatural deter-
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mings sgcial order, or how the drama of art
is ussd as a drama of social reslations, but:
with the discoveriss of 'laws' of uniformi-
ties "7
Scientists thus construct a functional conception of know-
ledge based on how things and svents or conduct age
related within a given field in which events osccur in
some kind of observable orders Any sxplanation of man and
culture in this framework is bound to bs hypothetical. There
is an idea that in the sciences of naturs, the subject
matter is not "nature in itself", but na2ture subjected to
human questioning. But it is difficult to ses if that can
be trus of culture (although of course for most scientists

it has to ba) as it was allegsdly tzus for "nature in

itsself',

For the sociologist,

"Scigntific knowledga consists of finding

a raslationship betwesen an object that lies

in the conscigushess of psople in socisty and
an object, or ‘thing', that lies outsides of
ite. Scientific knouwledge 1s not a way of
going from an abject already in experisnce

to somsthing that liss outside of experisnce.

7. Symbols in Society - Hugh Dalziel Ouncan, 0O.U.P. 1968,
Pp+228-229.
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It is rather, a statement of the

relat;ons%ig betusen the mind and8

whatever s@ns@s or percaives,"
although'it'is not trus that whatsver the mind senses
or percaives has oniy'fo be "out there” in a reality
which is dqﬁceivéd“oP in the sciénéés of nature as a
kind of physiéal process in space and time. How do we
account for objécte that are carriers of meaning in a
dream which fdf Froud will be carriers of meaning of the
wish~fulfilment or for the aégiogivthatlQe'haue in our
cultural ‘'existence. In othar Qbrds'ﬁdu'do ve account for
cancepts likse £radition, spifit of a iiibe etcs

Continuing this analyaxs,tue alsa see that the

social sciences seek to GLSCUVQx~g_y§ and if not laws,
rules aof “perﬁanence in change“.g They try to undep-
stand order and sttucfuré-inQSQOiety in the midst of
changsse For them the problem is how can peopls bring

change abgut in 6rderly fashioh, and yet;preeérva ordar?

8. Symbols in Society, Hugh Dalziel Duncan. Oxford
University Press, 1968, p:229.

Sa Ihidv, pt2296
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For soma psople the sine qua non of scisnce is
the 'covering lauw' form of explanation in yhich parti-
cular svants are sxplainaed by subsuming them under
general laus. £&xamples of various such explanations are

given by F. Allan Hanson when he gdointed out:

"Here is an exampls:

(a) This i1a piece of sodium salt (an ini-
\ tial condition or assertion about a
particular fact)

(b) Wwhenever a piece of sodium salt is put
in a flame it turns the flame yellowu
(a gensral law)

Therefors,

(c) When this pisce of sodium salt was put

in a flams, it turned the flame yellou."10

Another kind of explanation is that which utilizes Eproba-
bilistic"” laus. In this connection, laus are expected to
hold trus with a certain "statistical probability rather
than invariably. This is the sort of sxplanation one uwould
use, for sxampls, in accounting for the drawing of a black
ball from a box containing ninety-nine black balls and one

wvhits ball{..."11 Covering law explanations like thess

10. F. ARllan Hanson: “"Meaning in Culturse®™; 1975 RKP Ltd.
ppo?8-79%

110 Ibido! po?gn
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types seem to imply a Humean conception of causallty,
in that they focus attentlon on the regular co-occursnce

I

of observable events-

| P;oﬁle ﬁfteﬁléhide‘fhélsociai sfiénées because thsy
cannot predict "human behaviour®™; that is, they cannot
predict exactly what any man or everyman will do in given
circumstances. But as F. Allan Hanson pointed out, the
institutional anélyais is not concerﬁed fﬁzexglain ' human
behaviour' in that sense, and tﬁerefore it cannot legiti-

mately be expscted to predict .it.

(2) Rules of conduct/gamess~ The association of -
rules .of conduct with gamas is by no means intended to
balittle the notion of rules. It is in fact intended to
explicatahthatwuﬁich is so obvidus and yet so complicated
in .the workinge. .The first thing that comes to our mind when
we talk about rules of conduct is the notion of#a moral
rules A moral rhlg is a directive for right conduct to the
effaect that an act‘of a given kind X ought to be dons on

12

an occasion to which it is applicabls. One may idsntify

12, Dorothy Emmett, Rules, Roles and Relations
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moral rules with prineciples and regard only social rules

as capable of being understood in terms of games. But

this may be a mistaks, and it may arise from an emphasis

on the idea of "Role morality®. It is sometimes unnecessa=
ry to be carried away by Kafkasque rslativism. We can have

a moral glimpse at "conduct" just as ws can also have a
different kind of glimpse at it. Our guiding principle in
our thesis is that uhsn we explain we need not just describe
but we gwaluats also (a2s opposed to prescribing). Between
'‘culture', 'civilization' and 'conduct', the apparsntly most
valus-free concept (referring to sociological statistics)

is 'conduct'. Yet at the sametime it covers both the
following dualities, betwsen social morality and private
morality, rols-morality and "principle-morality", moral
rules and social rules, éames morality and moral princi-
ples (whether in bueraucracy, academics, friendship, or
personal l1ifs), materialistic ethics and spiritual ethics,
morality and immorality. For PMohandas Karamchand Gandhi

"good" conduct means civilization.

Anyway as some peopls pointsd out; the advantage
of a rule is that it can ba so general as to cover svaryons
in all situations without being tied doun to any commitment

and .at the sametime be so particular as to cover particular



cases. This cannot bs so as can be clearly seen in the defi-
nition by Emmett above (on "moral rules"). To make any ana-
logy betueen moral rules and rules of games is pointless
unlass it is meant for exﬁlicating the concept of rule. One
has, houwever, to be carseful in spelling out the analogy
because rules of games are more or less constitutive althoudgh
there are maxims as to how to pfay well uhéreas moral rulss
are not really so. Thay (i.e. moral rules) have a status

as rules of sttiquette have. From this we can say that to
speak of a person facing moral problems as both moral and
problematic is to presupposs that that per;on has some
capacity for using his Judgement and making decisions. But
one psculiarity is that the constitutive rules governing

the moral activity do not at gll influence the regulative
rules resgulating that activity. The influence perhaps, if
there is any such is, in othsr words, not direct as any
congstitutive game~ruls is supposed to have. E&Even this

soft version is lacking in any moral activity. The logical
necessity of any constitutive rule to have an influence on
the corresponding rsgulative ruls is to be ssen in that it
is not possible to imegine a kind of geme’or activity which
is rule-governsd having only regulative rules without any

sign of constitutive rules; although we can imagine a game
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or an activity uvithout any regulative rules. In paradigm
cases of course thers are always regulative rules accompa=-

-

nying constitutive rules.

Ignoring this thought it looks as if we can sae
why there is a structurse in moral activities which is not
similar like in to that of game or some othser activity which
is rule-governsd. The answer sesms to consist in thes way
in which moral activity as such is constituted, that is,
in this context, made my man. In other words it is man
vho chooses his or her morality. This, howsver, should
not be taken that morality is a matter of pure choicse.
It is a psrson who faces moral problems and at the sametime
is not a victim of his problems. He creates his problem
so to saye. At the sametime it does not msan that morality
is soms kind of a goods that can be wished for or should
be activated. Therse is no scienti?icvreason for engaging
onesslf in moral activities but at the same time morality
has a very indispensable relationship uwith ths concept of

a person who has got consciousness and seli’-consciousness.13

13+ (Normally we do not say a human being has consciousness
and self-consciousness and it is right to retain this).
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One statement that can bs non-controversial about

morality is that there are certain values {n this world.
Only persons with consciousness could have such an oute

look and insight. Man thershy transcend brute facts and
Judge and lead their lives according to the judgements

and values they have given. They are not in this context,
engaging in role-playingy they are more or less sincerae.
Their moral activity very much determines and has an attache
ment on reality, indepsndent ©f whether they are givan ths
reality or they create.it. The regulative rules ars thereby
on a status which e constitutive rule occupiss. That is

why there is some difficulty in carrying the analogy of a

game to morality too far.

The logical status of rules (among whom social and
moral rulss form the majority of them) is such that it is
always possible to disobey a rules. Thus to say that a rule
is not a command (which is an injunction to a particular
personh or group on a particular occasion) is to say that
as we have said earlier it is not so particular as to make.
it impossible to cover general cagses. It is flexible but it
is not at the sametime flexibls forever. It can come back

to its position. It does not direct anyone that acts of a



certain kind should or should not be dons in concrete day to
day life. WUs can tuwist Kant's esxplanation of rules in his
"transcendental philosophy™ by extending it to Moral phie
losophy (in the way we have pointed out earlisr saying that
rules (moral and social) allow the possibility that a
person "may comprehend the universal in abstracto, and yet
not be able to distinguish whether a case in concrete comes
under 1t."'® This leads to the difficulty in saying that
rules are learned and habitualised, through examples and
actual practice, adequate training for this particular act
of judgemsnt. Onge ons habitualises rulss they cease to be
rulss. At the sametime this practice ueakens that effor£
which is required of the understanding to comprehend the
rules in their universality, in independence of the par-
ticular circumstances of experience, and so accustom as

to use rules rather as formulas than as principlss. It is
very diff;éuit to say with intellectual honssty that moral
or social rules are not moral or social formulas evene.

That is to say in simple words that a person in ths procsss
of self-individuation has the capacity (which is necessari-

ly assumed) to follow certain rules and yet be able to re-

14+ Critiqus of Pure Reason - Immanusl Kant.
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flect on them and sven have the choice of making them

ona's principles or Pormulas or otherwise or not.

It is in the above situation and context that moral
rules as principles ars and can gnly bs used at all. If you
cannot use moral rules in the above context you cannot use
them anyuwhsre slse (whether you call them principles or not).
On an analogy with games, it is to be pointed out that
games can be played for fun or games can bs played seriocus-
ly; games can be played with fun for fun or games can be
played for fun 'seriously'. Sometimes gamss are playsd for
their own sake. Moral rules, on the othsr plane, as princi-
ples for action are more or less resgulative rules. Kant, for
instance, tried to bring out certain moral rules which he
thinks are constitutive of the whole moral activity. It is
to be pointed out howsver, that we can talk about regulative
and constitutive rulss (of any kind) only in an institution
or a game end not for instance, in a happening or an svent
or a8 brute fact. Moral rules govern a serious game of moral

activity.

Why man as an object of culturs does not act accor-

ding to laws of naturs is not bacauss there is anothsr
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Force mora’ powerful than laus of nature but because the
bdﬁéept of laws of naturs does not apply to the . acts of man
forming a culture. Maﬁ acts not becauss thers are certain
forces forcinghhiM'té“dd'but because he has certain prine
‘ciples he reflocts on and consequently acts. Thess are more.
'of'Iess a prioris They are revisabls butfcqynot-bs,doﬁe.auay
withe It is possible for a man to "act® mechanically but
that does not mean #hat~man really acted mechanically. The
possibility of this man to reflect on what he thoughl hs
:méchanically did is enocugh to ehow. that he:canheithar;dis-
‘clain his being victimissd.by being the "actor" of that .

act and similér'one'inifuture-o: value=~judge it as bad . .
giving reasons like for example, that if he werse. himself

he wouldn't have ‘dons' 80+ Actually there. {3 not muech
difference between a principle and a formula thus. The only
difference is that a principle is not that rigid as to dsal
with a spedific sitﬁétidn as a formula would dos:Man can
stick to a principle and yet :act different acts which when

examined are under the same principle he held. -

Thus in any explanation of culture where we cannot
really make a watertight dichotomy between it and morality,

it is to be noticed that "neither an ethics of rules, nor
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of ends, nor calcdlation of conssquences, can be simply
applied to give sufficient answsrs to thes question,"What
ought I to do?". . Thers is no way of evading the need for
moral Jjudqgement, fallible but like other skills capabls of
improvement through exercise, and particularly through

n15 This reminds us of

exsreise in difficult situations.
Gandhi and ue can now even give a place for his philosophy

in our attempt to understand what it is to explain culture.

(3) Choices~ We have just talked about ths logi-
cal assumption that a person has a capacity to make choices
which play in the background of the various combinations of
moral principles and that morsl activity actually consists
in making such choices. The concept of "culture-ability",
that if you take away the concept of choice you are left
with nothing and man as an object of culture is no more no
less explainable in ths way in which man as an object of

‘nature is explainables

The concept of choice is necessarily connected

with the idea of a moral unity ( C —> mMU). Kant's idea

15« Rules, Roleg and Relations -~ Dorothy Emmett.
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of moral unity is no mors no less similar to his earlier
convinclng idea of tha unity of eppercepiion in the
€ritique of Pure Reason. This is so because fresdom or
choice is freedom to choose a way of life, ths pattern of
which forms culiure, but it was never able either toc chooss
not to be; or to choose not to be free. Kant is right in
saying that "morality, by itself; constitutas a system".

At the seame time the unity is a purposivs one. It means that
as Kant says, moral laws as commands or principles cannot
reside in a necessary being, as the supreme good, which
allouws the possibility of it. In Pact it is anything con-
trary to this which led so many researchars to studying

man as an object of culture as an object of nature and that
moral activity is no more no less a rols-playing, a non-
serious game, or a meahs of avoiding sté%k rﬁjlities of
life or that a very complicated machins cali?man acts
according to certain laws of nature which ars mors or less

commands but with a status as any other ordinary law of

nature would havee.

There is a senss in which the very fact that thol
person is capable of culturs logically assumes that he is

(condemned to be) free or responsible for his identity in
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the world. Using a soft version of responsibility, it is
vary conhvincing that,
"to accept a role is to esvade the
responsibility of seeing that one 1is
free not so to act, and of fresly deciding
what onhe wvants to be. It is to evade
freedom by sheltering behind one's social
function..seosthere 1is no need to play 16
this role, ¢.seunless ons so chooses."
His freedom, thus, does not consist in his being abls to
'Pox! the scientific laws governing thes human being and
any other object of naturs.

There is soms relationship betusen what {is
"objectively® given and "subjectively" defined; thsrs is
somathing pre-given as somashou irrsvocably, irretrievably
and universally binding and also that there is some atti-
tude on the part of the individual to what is given. The
first is independant of the latter. It is ontologicslly
ingscapable that the 1971 India-Pakigstan War took place in

the 20th century being preceded by the 1963 Chinessa

16. Dorothy Emmett - Rules, Roles and Relations®
Macmillan, p.152.
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eggression or that the Nuremberg trisl proceded the bom-
94ng of.Nagasgki,gnd'kaqhama. Whatever attitude an indi-
vi&éa; may give to thoss facts, howsver he or she responds
to them intellectually or emotionally, they remain unal-
térebly the.caSQT‘ltlaﬁgaaté thgt,yhat'hgpganad happened.
the historical resality thsy seek to describé and under-
sﬁand. So is thq case u%;h:mytpsjand.symbole which play a
yery|1mportantHrqiegin man as a pgrtiqipgtqr,in{a culturee.
Thevepphqs;sAon,éhaﬂgon;rggution of consciousness of ths
" defining force of individual‘intarpretation; might seem
to”stand'¢ppﬁsed to thgw?actiqity of the past. Had there
been e discernable advantage to avoiding the force of the
ﬁas},.ghate will be no p:of@#,1h”§ryingltqpsepa;ate what .. 4
happensd from the'SOEGWBS.OF,UQdBtSF80d$DQ in which the
past is placed ap\that'ix‘caq.bqlQxaminad{fﬂaaing‘plpun‘up
in a mining accident 1s'u§te:1y different from being bloun
uPAéy a grenadglthggun‘by an enemy intent on killing, sven
if tﬁe pbys}ca; damage is identical ;n‘butﬁ the cases"
because %to say that history is grasped through schemses of
 1nterpretation meamws that ths agent in historical anguiry

:is'in dialectical contact with the reality he investigates."17

17. "The-jburheyihg‘Sblf,za study in philosophy and social
" role. Maurice Natansonj Addison, Wesley Publishing
Company, 1970. -~ :
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Choice is the engagement of the individual in the inter-
pretation of reality. In short, to choose is to interprst

and vice versa.

In culture, choice signifiss the commitment of the
individual to various optionss to retain the tradition, to
study thes past in the form of myths and stories and think
about it, to relate the present in the light of the past
and to anticipate the future in terms of the horizon of

the past,

We are oriented to the historical past because
much of our present is, in effect, analogous to its quality
of distance and inaccessability. As wa have said earlisr,
vhat an individual chooses to fix upon, utilizs, or cele-
brate in that communal totality depands on the critsria
of relevance (as opposed to simple naeds) which govern his
existence and give an edge to his situation. Thus in a
way, the life of the individual mirrors the course of
civilization.

?A student who goss off to college for his
freshman year enters a world defined by his
academic worlll, his teachers, his contempora-

ries, and the particular milieu of the campus.
Whatever advice or recommendations, however
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‘detailed, -have been given to''him by parents;"
high-school teachers, advisers, or friends, -
it is -evident that -no amount of preparation
will give him the concrete reality of his
new -gsituation in anything but rathsr gseneral
terms in looss outlina. Nevethef#less, hs is
able to organize his life and get on with
the busingss ‘at hand. He has never met a
particular professor before, but he knous,

in a general way, how to act with respect

to him, how to arrange a meeting during
office hours, how to prepare his ceuree uork
for him."18. : : ,

The idea that the notion of purpose is central to that o?
human ectien has long provided the background againet which
philosophical thought about morality s operateds. Learning
to act is learning to do certain things in certain kinds

of situation, because to'do so hae certain consequances
for the agent's deeiree. Houever, someone may be mis=

using a deecriptive uerd iF he appliee 1t uhere the Featu-
res specified in the meaning rule are not preeent, but to
apply a moral uord in eimilar circumstancee is not a
mieuse, but an acceptance of dif?erent prineiples of

cnnduct 9

18. The Journeying Self - Maurice Natanson, pe19.

19. Morality .and the Self-Michasl Weston, p.8¢
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Usually when ue talk about reasons.a person has
for not pursu;ng one line oP conduct and engaging 1n
anothsr, we ara trying to understand the reasons behind a
choiceozo To’ provide reasonS. as ue all knou, ia a way
of expressing ona s dedioation so a goal or -4 an. activity.
Houwéaver, the 1dea of the goal makea certain zacts 1ntelli-
gible as reasons for action.

"As .3 goal of the 'person concerned, it
makes such facts rogasong for himi and,
‘depending on the importance of ths goal to-
him, it will decide in cases of potential

claghes, which goal, and hence which actionsy -
are pursusd.®21

Nan is, therefora, as an object of culture free
not becagg he is able (or because he believes himself to
be able) to ’uill' what he shall do or: say; he ia ‘fres"
bacause his responsa to his situatlon, like his situation
1tsal?, is the outcoms of an intelligant gngagemant.
"What is chosen is mot an end or a means of
achigving a wished~for end; what is chosen
is an action with this specific meaning. Man

may be seeking a satisfaction (he sesks) but
what he chooses is an action.®22

2%. Morality and the Self - Michasl Weston.

22. On Human Conduct - Michael Oakeshott, p.39.

oL



The freedom intrinsic to agency is, then, the independencs
enjoyed by the agent in respect of being a reflective
consciousness cofiposed of acquired feslings, emotions,
sagntiments, understandings, beliefs, aspirations etc,
recognitions of himself and of the world of pragmata he
inhabits, which he has turned into wishes and wishes he
has gpecifised in choices of actions and utterances. On
this the Chapter III will be ths best place for thorough

discussion.



Chapter 11

The Problem of Individuation of a Culture

The problem of individustion of a culture has {ts
significance wvhen there is an awarenass of the distinc-
tion betwsen the way material objects are individuated
and the way individuation of persons and cultures is
carrisd through, and the cantexts in which both kinds of
individuation occure. The problem of individuation of per~
sons and cultures generally arise in connexion with the
identity of persons and cultures. The two t hings we will
have to consider in this chapter, are (1) Are philosophical
problems which arise in connexion with the individuation of
material objects significantly different from problems
(philosophical) which arise in connexion with the identity
and individuation of persons, and (2) Are there philosophi-
cal problems which may be quite specific to the identity of
a culture? The decision’fo put these twgdthings primarily in
mind is not arbitrary. fgpelieve that any answasr to ths first
question will give scientists as wall as philosophers soms
kind of awarensss, of the general principls or a metaphysic

guiding any study of the world and persons, and that there
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are things internal to an activity which can never be
understood in terms of function or cause. Tha attempt to
lay bare this in toto will be done in relation to the
language-culture relationship problemﬁf Any answer to the
second question is in itself a sympathetic attempt to
account for the cultural and the moral and affirm its
importance not as a contingent phenomsnon byt something

necessary.

The philosophical problems which arise in connex=-
idp with the individuation of material objects are most
importaptly problems of knowledge of these objects, pro-
blems of the logical status of these objects, problems of
moaning in relationship with these objects, problems of
substance and permanence, problems of percaptlon, and so
on. We nasd not specify them all. All we nesd is to at
least show the minimal structure and logical status of these
problemg so that if there is any analogy or comparison
with other types of problems, the similarity or the diff-
erence canh be seen. In fact, I believe, ws will fPail to
do this if we resort to specific explanations of specific
problems. Thus, as an analogy, we, for instance, do not

understand what science and sciaentists are gsnerally up to
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if we try to understand by refering or by explaining or
analysing a particular physics Ph.De. ressarch project in
the sams way a particular scientist doss. We understand,
houaver, by explaining or analysing ths concepts scientists

are using which ars bagic to their methodmlo?y.

In trying to explain the question which now arises,
"What is it to individuats material objects?" we will
first see the normel way we classify material objscts, When
ve classify material objects wa give ths objects classi-
fied, names or wordss: These namas or words arse meant to
denote and minimally idsntify objects from ons another in
our discourse. Now instances of various kinds.from all
over the world can bs given. In fact, in this connection, it
is quite refreshing to read "Ths Savages Mind® by Claude-
Levi-Strauss especially the first chapter, where he talked
about different classificatory systems with different
kinds of classifications.of different types. He gave ex-
amples of certain peculiar traditiomal classificatory sys-
tems which are so rigorous as botanicel systems. He showad
also that this typs of classification is, unlike, botanical
systems of the modern age, part amd parcel of the identity

of a culture. But this is n6 place for any explanation of
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the contention.

Now, we can ask a quesstion which is not a question
about the dictionary meaning of "to individuate" but a
question of the concept, of "what is it to individuate

anything at all?"%.

Befors we say an;thing mora, I bélieve, we wili have
to bring out a kind of philosophical "hypothasis" so to say
or an assumption for convenience's sake and f;r historical
reasons which we canmnot ignore intellectually. Our conten-
tion let's say ig that ths philosophical problems which
arise in connexion withthe individuation of material ob-
Jects are significantly different from problems which arise
in connexion with ths idantity or individuation of persons
and (or) cultures and that there are problems which are
quite specific to the identity gf a culture. It is mors of
an assumption and lgss of a hypothesis because ths in-
tentions behind making this assumption are nothing less nor
more than 8 kind of intellectual ®diplomacy” so to say, to
F;ad a common ground betuwesn scientists, on the one hand,

and philosophers, on tha other.

So the problem of individuation is a problem of



"sameness". Howsver this problem of "sameness" has a speg=-
cific place of discourgsse. It is connescted with the idea of
"ordering" or structuring. This is so because, if we can
say, we can never see rsality as it is but only as we
create out of whateolVer is represented. Another blunt re-
mark we would like to make is that it is important or ne-
cassary for anyone capables of culture to order or struc-
ture the reality which includes everyday l1ife most important-
ly, becauss the reality of everyday life is the expariencs
that guides conduct in everyday life. In fact the basis of
even ordinary communication is based on the idea that the
objacts of discourse are identifiable (and reidentifiable),

individuated and orderad so ta say.

Problems relating to individuation of objascts
consist mainly of problems rslating to meaning and knou=
ledgass Now it is philosophlically fashionable to make a
distinction betuesn an investigation into ths origin,
mathods and limits of human knowledge (what one might call
psychological epistemology) and an investigation imto the
raole which human knowledge as a concept plays and grouse
This is in consequence of thse recognition of conceptual

difflilculties arising when we ask genetic gquestions about
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anything at all. For instance we have now realisaed the
philosophical uselessness of asking questions like "Who
created man®™ or "How do we know?". We realise that it is
somewhat more hopeful to ask questions rather like "What
is it to know culture?” and "How doss knowledge about
anything (and in this contsxt, culture) grou?", The
participant in a culture, houwever, does not have problems
of the whole systems He has problems of individuating
material objects like plants, flowers; people likas rslatives,
young or old, whites=skinned or brown=skinned. To put it in
some detail let us bring out certain sxamples by Ruth
Banedict in the book called "The Chrysanthamum and the

Suord"23

where shs discusses about ths patterns of thought
and way of 1ife of tha Japanesse. The problem consists in

a Japanese dilemma of individuating which arises from
leading a 1ife which is both aggrassive and unaggressive,
both militaristic and aesthatic, both insolent and polite,
both rigid and adaptable, both submissive and resentful

of being pushed around, botf loyal and treacherous, both

23. The Chrysanthemum and the Sword, Ruth Bensdict -
Routladge and Keagan Paul Ltd. p.227.



brave and timid, both conssrvative and hospitable to

naw wayse

Now in our discussion on the concept of "indivi=-
duation® or the answer to the gquestion "What is it to
individuate anything?" we cannot but make a distinction
which is not in anyway davised to create a distance but
only to be aware of the disadvantege of trying to under-
stand individuation of anything including culture pursly in
terms of the way our senses operate and the way ths human
brain is designsd to order and intergpret the stimute which
are fed into it. OFf course this ordering is dons on the
spatio-temporal world. The distinction is as follows;
on the one hand, individuating has the characteristics
of (1) Ordering, (2) Structuring, (3) Schematizing, (4)
Temporalilizing, (59 Categorizing, (6) Conceptualizing;
on the other hand, it consists in (1) Evaluating, (2)
Reasoning, (3) Self-expressing (culturally or individually),
(4) Reacting to othsr systems, (5) Reacting to nuances etce
Now the working concepts of individuation mentioned abovs,
are so to say concepts within a certain line of institu-
tion with a- logic that is mors or less clear. The working

concepts mentioned in the latter are more or less concepts



which are open~ended. This will be noticed in ths way
concepts like Evaluating, Reacting-to~other-systams and
Reacting~to~nuances of situations "behave" so to say. It
is typical for thes? congcepts to question even the rules
and the institutions or ths logic of any particular system.
For Reasoning esgpecially it is an attempt to reach for
something that is beyond a particular situation or accsp-
tance. Unlike the former where the way we organiée con-
cepts dapends either on the categorises and ths way we

ars designed as ths human mind (and some pesople sven went
to the sxtent of saying that it depsnds on the way our
brain is made); of course this latter explanation is quite
hard to swallow not because af any contradiction and
falsehood it involves but because of the difficulty in
bringing out the basic concepts and sxplain them relation-
ally. This of course is an atteﬁpt which is semi-Kantian
with a tendency go subscribe to the basic ctoncepts and
tenets of science (both social and physical). Let us, howsver,
begin by saying somqthing about ordering. By ordering
any thing ghat do we do? WUe either put thing together
according to a pattern or a structure of a model: Imaginé
trying to order things without having in mind an; plani

So also in structuring, although hers; of course, it
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consists structuring the socisty also. Another important
concept of individuating is the concapt of schematizing.
It is, howsver, important here to bring some of ths main
ideas of the €ritique of Pure Reason by Kant on this
connection. Schematism as a chapter in the €fritique of
Pure Reason occupies a very important place. If we take

it away we are left with tha formal table of categories

on the one hand and the analogies of experisnce, on the
other hande. The "table of categories" has besn argusd that
it is not complets but the reasons why it is not so are
not clear. Some people give ressons by saying that ths
"table of categories™ being & formal table cannot possibly
include all kinds of combinations and this they did by
making an analogy with the grinding machins which can

operate only at certain specific speeds and at certain

24 Now our argument is that schematism can

directions.
;till pley an important role in any talk about ordering,
str&cturing, conceptualizing or temporalizing. And ths
segnge in which we give to the idea that all thgse concapts

cannot be alisnated so to say from any categories doss not

24. Jonathan Bennett - Kant's Analytic Cambridge Press.



in anyway commit us to the formal table of categoriss

of Kant but only to the extent that when we order

any thing, structure anything, conceptualize anything or
temporalize ahything we do thess things in the background

of certain concepts which do not sasy anything about the world
or in other words, put a limit to any use of any concept

at all., This is to be taken as a preliminary attempto’

to show the importance of making intelligible ths talk about
ordering, structuring, categorizing, temporalizing or
conceptualizing, becauses any clarity in this connection

will have a very serious bearing on our talk about indivi-

duating material obJjscts, persons and culturss.

Thus, to avoid any lengthy explanation on ths idesa
above, we should bring out certain premises and conclusion,
Our premises are}

(1) when we grder anything we order in terms of a certain

plan or a structurs or a modsl

(2) When wa have s model or a structurs or a plan of anye-
thing we congstruct them in terms of gaxtain limiting
concepts (which do not say anything about the world

but 1imit any discourse about ths world).

Therefore,
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(3) + "« When we order anything we order them in terms
of cartain limiting conecapts (which do not say
any thing about the world but limit any dis-

course about the world).

"Now that we have the above argument wse begin by
looking at the way we individuate objects as psople do.
1f 1s not in any casg an attempt to substantiate whatever
we have hypothesize (because in fact we do not hypothee~
zize) but it is an attempt to see if there ares othsr con-
cepts or rules or functions which the process, if we may
say sa, of individuation involves. This is becauss, on
the one hand, we have a hunch that the process of indi-
viduation does have a different kind of meaning to the
individual and the culture gxr if we may say, the subject
that does the "individuation®. On the other hand, the
individual, or the culture or the subject doing the
"individuation", cannot have any experience if he does not
do anything to what is given, (socially‘given or otheruise).
Now this expesrience can however consist of many sxtra-
experimental forms. For example, acquiring non-technical

knouledge.25 Even with regard to technical knowledge,

25+ Michasel Oakeshott, "The Rationality of Politics"”,
Methuen & Co.
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one can naver learn anything about the technique which
can only explain what to do if one does not go through ths
process of acquiring how- to do. It is, in fact, said that
these two kinds of knowledge form what we call skill.
Because, on the one hand, one doas not bscome a good
driver if one only know the rulss "uhich are, or may be
deliberately learnsd, remembered and as we say, put into
practice." On the other hand, one doss not have any skill
if one merely inherit certain tendencies or certain
behaviours or (if do not like) has only myths which form
the 1link so to say betusen the present and the past.

In this background, it is possible to start
discussing the philosophical problems which are spscific
to the identity of a culture. But before we do that,
let us repeat our argument w ith regard to the way ue
answar certain quaestions. Our argument is that in philo-
sophy we individuate material objects indifferently from
the way we individuats persons not because practically ue
do so but ‘because ths concept of a person is not reducibls
to the concept of a2 body. However, there 1s a  common inte-

rast beghind the nsed-26 Eor identificatidn we individuats

4

26+ Claude Levi-Strauss - The Savaqgse Mind.
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material objects, persons, cultures stcs, for the saks

ofy so to say, making thas reality intelligibls and thers-
!

by not feeling alienated, so to say, from the situation

W8 arse

Aé Levi-~Straugs discovered, it is now possible to
explain cultural phenomena other than language by using
a linguistic model or thsory of meaninge "The basic
structure of language observed by the linguists exists in
a great many ather activities. Msaning, in social acti-
vities as uwell as in language, is thus not to be found
in ths designated activity but in the way it differs from
othar activities. This is true of 'sven the mind of thse
primitive." The savége thirsted for objective knowledgs and
vas adept at observing the concrate; ths systems by which he
caassi?ied plants, animals, and material objscts wsre detail-
ed and "“"sometimes gvsen intsllectually elegant. The results
of his spesculations (i.s. the savags's) were preserved in a
"scisnce of the concrete - the 'memory bank' of (skills)
in agriculture, pottery, and the domestication of animels
that had made possible the beginning of settled habita-

tion in neolithic timese"2’

27. "Styructure and Socisty"™, by He. Stuart Huéhes; from
The Obstructed Path by He Stuart Hughese.



By training and tempserament, historians are con-
cerped more with the content than with the formal charac-
teristics of their subjsct. For Levi-Strauss it is diffe-
rent. He reminds us that content in itself had no meaning;
it was only ths way in which ths dlfferent slaments of the
content were combined that gave a meaning. Of course it
also follows that if once meaning has besn drained of
cantent, what was left? In this connection, for Levi-
Strauss sven magic is an attempt to make the world
meaning or see meaning in the various phenomena. Magic
for him has its logic also. So for him it is better
instead of contrasting magic and sciance, to compars them

as two parallel modes of acquiring knouladge.28

This is,
vithout giving any explanation, 8 result of a bslief in
the existeance gr the nscessity of ths concept of "basic
mental structures". Ws ars pot interssted in tha existence
and proofs which people demand from anthropologists, but
our interest ghould lie, rather, in the necassity of the

concept of "basic mental structures™ im any attempt to

talk about structures, ways of understanding any rsality

28. La Pensse Sauvags 1966. Harper & Row, 1968.



-

or individuation of cultures and persons and the worlde
On the design of this mental stfucture(s), the primitive
thought like any other thought -is designed to meest not
practical nesds but intsllectual ongs. OFf course, peopls
like He Stuart Hughes have criticised Levi-Strauss of

not completing the task he had set himself. "He had
affirmed the existence of basic mental structures® and so
"he had to prove it."zg "He had declarsd that myths uers
capablg of structuralanalysis™ and yet "hs had givsn only
a fow scattered sxamples®. Our contention in this connec-

tion is that it is not necessary for us, as philosophers,

T

to attempt to prove ths existsnce of this "mental structure”

for sven if we can do that we have to show that it is
necaessary for such a concept of a mental structure to be
in any concepts about structure of society and culture,
of understanding any reality; and thus the concept of
individuation will be underat&od better. "The world
becomes intslligible as it becomes structured, primarily

through' the agency of language, secondarily through ths

29, 'Structure and Society', H. Stuart Hughes 4in Claude
Levi-Strauss, The Anthropologist as Hero. Ed. by
E. Nslson Hayes and Tanya Hayes. 1970 ®MIT
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agency of magic, totem and myth."30 This is quite
meaningful when ue remind ourselves of tha thoughts of

Ludwig Wittgenstein in his Tractatus Leogico-Philosophicus

about the way uwe understand the world. George Pitcher in

fact in his "The Philosophy of Wittgenstein®,>"

clearly
brought out the thought of Wittgenstein when he said that
given only a description of the existence of objects
without describing how thess objscts are arrangsd is not
enough for anyons to get any idea about ths world. But the
question is "Whers does this structurse 1ie?". It looks as if
it doesn't lie in the objects Fhemselves not as a matter of
fact but as a matter of the way in which the concept of
arranging or ordering anything is made or ussed. And our
belisf in the apparent existence of structures of any-
thing in & transcendental or non-internal way (trans-
cental or non-internal to the phenomenon or phangmena), is

out of convenience for want of alternative explanation.

It will be clearer when we compare Levi-Strauss and Jung.

30. "What is Structualism", by Peter Caws, in Clauds
‘ Levi-Strauss, the Anthropologist as Herao, Ed. by
E+« Nelson Hayes & Tanya Hayes, 1970.

31+ The Philosophy of Wittgenstein -~ By George Pitcher,
Prentice-Hall Inc.



Jung does not have any tolsrance for magical procsdurss.
Jung's interest in myths is directed to the content of
any myth rather than its form. fFor Levi=Strauss his
direction is to the form of the myth. Thers is a sense
in which one cannot have a structure of a content of any
myth at 2ll or of gontent of sven ths uofld as we 888
(i.es phenomenon) and think (i.e. language), because the
very fact that we have such a diversity of ways of
speasking and words points out to the fact that no struc-
ture can logically be conceived on the content. A struc-

ture for any English dictionary is (1) "the manner in which

something is constructed (2) the manner in which the
glements of anything are organized or interrelstadees«."

32

But there is a defect in the above definition bscause
"form defines itself by opposition to a content which is
exterior to it; but structurs has no contentg it is
itself the content, appreshendsd in a logical organizat%on

conceived as a property of the taal"§3 On ths one hand,

32. Tha Random House Dictionary, Ede. Jess Stein, 1978.

33« Les Temps modsrnes by Jsan Pouillon quoted by .Peter
Cans in "What is Structuralism?" From "Partisan
ReView, Vol«XXXV, No.1 (Winter 1968). - :



&n language, myth, and so on repressnt the way in
which man has been able to group the real, and for him
they constitute the real, on the other hands "Thay
are not structures of some ineffable reality that liss
behind them and from which they are separable."34
Also "to say that the world is intelligible msans that it
presents itself to the mind of the primitive as a messags,
to whiich his language and bshaviBur are an appropriate
responses - but not as a message from eléeuhare, simply

as a message, as it were, in its oun right."35 Ve
should not howsver be taken to have said that in fin-
ding out ths meaning of, for example, a dream, we neaed

not bother about the contgp » We have to also take into

.asgount the content. This is because if we know before

t

3

we analyse ths imagery of the dream that the images are
ssxual, we reduce form to content. The form need not be
taken seriously because, at best, it is but a mask, a

screen, an embellishment; a play of ths content. Freud
taught tﬁat the meaning of a dream must bs derived from

its form, as well as its content, but the content "sex"

34. "What is Structuralism" by Peter Cans, ibid.

35, lbid.
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often is ussd to explain very diverse forms of the dream.
On the social perspective, motives must be understood

as man's need for order in his social relationships.

Some kind of structure must exist in social relationships
if we are to act at all. "Such structures range from the
loose informaltiss of a small group sauntering dowun a
streat, to the highly formal "sacred" order of a reli-
gious bodys.e..s All we can stress as sociologists is the
irreducible social elamsnt, the need for forms of rela=-
tionships with others, which is the basis aof human
society. Thess social elemsents cannot be explained
sociologically by anything bsyond social experience
itselfeees Just as there is no act wéich is not motivated
by some interest, drivs, insérinct, or need, neither can
thers be action without some kind of form whose expression

is belisved to create, sustain, or destrpy social order.

So it will be resalised at this stage that ;e
have én argument to the effect that philosophical pro-
blems which may be quite specific to the identity of a
culture cannot be alisnatad from certain philosophical
problems which may relate to the individuation of mate-

rial objects and personse Certain philosophical pro-



blems relating to individuation of material objects
and perscons are frequantly raised to clarify or.éﬁglain
the concept of idaentity of a culture.

" In the everlasting job of bringing out the
identity of s culture ue have to bying the concspt of
SQSponéibi;;tx to beé; gp@n the concept of meanings This
idea,doesﬁ{t come into the picturs ss a conssquence of
the ;ncidencqliﬁ.ﬁprlgtyqyigg man but because of the be-
lief that maénings are néithqr arb;trarily givaﬁ nor
areIobjectively:out/tha;e 80 tolgays Thus'améng the
and village has responsibility not only for the politics:
Ii is a;so :espoﬁsible'Fof tha.;deétity bf:é communityi‘
"As long as 'pfopqr s@ation' }é'maintaingq the Japanese
carty on without protest. Thaf fesl sa?e'."'37 The |
point of the‘éfguﬁénﬁ'Iﬁ.thatfit’is hollow to talk’
abgut'attempting to stredgthen the identity of a culture
‘ bylibdigiduaﬁihg matéxial_objects, persens and a}so if

si tuations allow, cultures, if the idea of responsibility

364 Ruth .Benedict - ThélCh santhémum(éhdlfhe.Sword
" (Patterns of Japaness Culturse), 1946.

37. Ibidé, psb67s

29



or should we say cultural responsibility, is not embedded
so to say in the background and in ths ordsering of the given
in the individuation 'process' (we uss process bscause we
do not havs any other proper word). Bafore we go further,
let us put our position clearly with regard to tradition
and the concept of the past. Our concern is with history
in its individuated manifestation, with the carser of men
in daily life. For instance ws do not agree with Maurice
Natanson when he says that man "agsumes responsibility

for 2 world he cannot affect, and yet whosse reality de=-
pends on his attention and camplicity...,"se because if
you look at the world i.e. in history you sss that history
is nothing more than an intslligible account of svents

and actions in a certain way and that we interpret his=-
tory uwhen we make a choice af what should carry meaning

in order to 1dentify'our cultures. Thus the world is
somgthing ws can affect, otherwise how do we account for’
the possibility of using objects as carriers of meaning;
this idea comes out as a result that the world is the
world of the intelligible, the world peopled with mean-

nings. This sphers of discourse is contrary to what

38. The Journsying Self - Maurice Natanson, 1970, p.115.
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Levi-Strauss, for example, has said "in so far as
language is concerned we need not fear the influaence
of the observer on the observed phesnomenon, becauss
the observer cannot modify the phenomsnon merely by

n39 This kind of conscious=

becoming conscious of it.
ness is consciousness of things as objects of knowledge.
But besides this point wd would like to ask how meaning-
fulness can be alienated from ths world of experience.

The argument is that the observer can modify the phe-
nomenon "mersly by becoming conscious of it". In fact one
can never have any experience (arguments as to why can

be had in the Critdque of Pure Reason of Immanusl Kant),

if one does not do something in the form of ordsringg
individuating that which is - given as representation and

the criteria of meaningfulness realised and operated.

In fact we can sven say that one .cannot be said to have
experiesnce if one cannot apply the criteria of intelligi-

bility to that which is experienced. To make Kant's posi-

tion in this respesct clear, we can say that an sxperiencs

39. "Language and the Analygsis of Sociel Laws", by Levi-
Strauss, p.57 in 'Structural Anthropology' by Levi-
Strauss, Penguin, 1968.
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ig"'that ‘which means something for' someond who: experiences

as different Prom a representation wvhich an animal might
get~but-uhich'is~nothing~fo: the animal. Why experiences
are intelligible is only because representations (in-
cluding cultural and=sociai) are meaningful to persons
{capable of culturg) iie. capable of doing something to .
what is giventas opposed.to marely rsact or respond: to:

what  is a mere "stimulus".

- In ind}vidﬁating.material objects, persons capable
o?vqulturefére in a position to convert objscts of nature
1nto»bbjectsiof culture: This is the-stori. Howsver the.
variations té this story are of course many. Ons of them
is bwaeviéstraUSS‘himsél?‘uhen he talks about "the intransi-
gant'téfﬁsal-oﬁ’the ﬁaxt~o?‘ths*savage mind to allow
‘gnythihg human (or eveh living) to remain alien to itan
It looks like an interpretation of the basic core of the
storys Whatever the ‘case’ then, ‘the individuation-process is
“the core of a genuins science. flan's "desires are nat limi-
ted to those things that are "good to eat; he is as much
dééirbué 6F.thbse thiﬁgs that are “goodlto thlnk"}an‘ The

40 . Levl—Strauas And the Primitive - Robert L. Zimnerman
in Claude Levi-Strauss, the Anthropalogist as Hero,
ede by £« Nelson Hayes and Tanya Hayes, 1970« MeleT.



"logic of the concrete” is a precedure of thought that
orders and introduces system into what appears disordered
and systemless, it does so in many different and subtle
wayse. This is done not just by classification but by ex-
plaining. But uwhen anyone individuates anything, he does
not sxplain anything. The axplanation will bes only of why
he individuates this or that way and why this object as
opposed to another objsct. Of course, it also follows that
the individuation process has to be there also if one can
explain anything at all, otherwise how can one base his
meanings. Levi-Strauss, howsver, was wrong in saying

that.

"the ultimate goal of the human sciences
(is) not to constitute, but to dissolve
maneess(that) this first enterprise opens
the way for otherse..es Which are incumbent
upon the exact natural sciences: the rein-
tegration of culture in nature and finally
of 1life within the whole of its physico-
chemical conditions."41

The individuation process is the atteapt to under-
stand one's life in relation to other things bacause

things have meaning only in relation to other things.

41. Savage Mind, Levi-Strauss.



This attempt also consists in systematic individuation
techniques liks theories. But in one way or asnother
thgorias are interpretations. But the attempt is to

live authentically and coherently. And ons can live
authenti?ally or coharently only if the world is meaning-
ful for him_as the actor or individual. And to interpret

in this context is to self-interpret and to self-inter=~
pret is to open oneself to illusion or ideologies. Thus
thare is the nead not only to ssa coherence or ssense in man,
matorial objects etce but to embody the sense. This latter
consists in practice-oiiantatiun of the actor in the social
écene or the individual. Meanings thus become not mers
epistemological but "experiential®. This is bscause ons
cannot describe any fesling that ks already thers withoud

our experisncinge

&



Chapter 111

The_Problem of the relationghip betuegn ganguage and Culturs

There i{s to my mind, no argument against the
contention that the reality of sveryday-life is shared
with others. But a more powsrful contention is that the
individuation/identity process of a persen having culture
consists in communication and the way 1l undarstand the
reality around me since the way 1 understand the rsality
of cultural existence depsends on the way I can make it
intelligible to mysself as a person having self-consciousness.
Language thus consists not only in the communication process
in the face~-to-~face, interpersonal -dgituation but is the
very root from which all this proces is made possibls.
Thus we will have to look into ths way we organise what
we receige as self-~conscious beings, in the form of
"ropressntations®. An ansusr to any qusestions on this will
help us in understanding what and how people communicate.
How is it ths case that from the fact that certain noisess
are uttersd meanings coms into sxistence and communication

starts.
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It is interesting to look at the way a child lsarns
vordse, The child learns by uttering certain noises imita-
ting ths more expert exponents of that languags. He learns
about mistakes while in the process of learning to say and
understand a worde One who has a language does not mean
that one is able to utter csrtain noises called words but
one has a language whan one can utter the words and g;ég
have a histdry of words and the whole contextual slasticity

and rigidity a wordithas. ‘

The sharability of one's cultural experiences forms
the basis of his having a culture. Otherwise one is sither
a robot or a pure object of nature controlled by the forces
of natures Howsver in the final analysis we share our coh-
cepts. This ehariné may consist in mythological storlgs,
legends, languege=learning, moral-teaching and so forth.
This sharability presupposes, housver, the existence of
some primary or necessary system of classification of the

way we see the world or experience it.

In this connection, it is important to point out
the necessity of the classificatory system in the sslf-

individuation of a culture. One way of showing this would



be to argus in a partly philosophical mannsr that in so far
as ons is aware of individual object at all, one must use

a minimal - or in Strawson's words~ "basic system" of classi-
fication. Strawson's argument, it may be notsed, is o
conecaptual one and not based on consideration of any parti-
cular language or culture. UWe might take Strawson as
saying that every culture hasgs its identity or is aware of
itsslf, using or applying basic individuation - classifi®
cat ion system, and this system is brought to bear upen s
secondary individuation-classification systeme This will
bacome clearer whsn we talk sbout concepts in relation to

signs and to myths.

Levi~Strauss brought out a very interesting
concept in his book IThs Savags Mind especially in ths
chaptsr entitled "Ths Scignde of the -Concrete®. It is
interesting toc explain this concept becauss, 1 beliasve,
it explains hou exactly the ssecondary individuation-
classification system is operated and is related to the
basic individuation-classification systeﬁ. for Levi-
Strauss, the verb "bricoler" applies to ball-games and
billiards; also to hunting, shooting and riding but

mostly to refear to some extraneous movsitent like "e ball
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:é—bbundinﬁ,;§ dogééfﬁéyingzot a]ﬁorée ‘Bwe'rving from ine
direct course to avold an cbstacle". And also the noun’
"biicoleur" refefs;té'édmééﬁGZUho works with his hands
and uses ‘devicus héans'CbMpéréd'to'£hosé of 'a éré?tsman,
‘FOE“ESUI-SthUSS;VeVéﬂ ﬁythical thought is a kind of

inteilectuél'fbricorégé.‘.

: A "bricoleur" is adept at performing a large &
number of diverse tasks but unlike the enginesr, ' hs' does
not subordinate sach of them to the‘availability'of rav -
materials and tools conceived and procured for the pur-
pose of the projecte.

"He is a man who undertakes odd jobs and
" 48 a Jack of all trades oF¥ a kind of pro-

fessional do-it-yourself man, but, as the

taxt makes cleary he:is of a diffefrent

standing from, for instance, the english
*odd job man' or 'handyman' 42

The rules of the game of the 'bricoleur' arsgaluays to
make do with "whatever is at hand”.

"Thg elements ‘which the 'bricoleur’
collects and uses are. 'pre~constrained'

[

43, kbidxy "The Savagé Mind"- Levi Strauss, ps+17.
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like the constitutive units of myth, the
possible cembinations of which are
restricted by the fact that they are

drawn from the language where thsy alrsady
possess a sense which sets a limit on
their fresedom of manosuvre".43

)

They, howsver, each represent a set of actual and possible
relations. This is whese concepts come into ths picture;
Thse work of a 'bricoleur' {s, we can say, that he looks
into ths ways the concepts he has got Sperate with refe-
rence to a concrets reality and then somehow organisss the
reality he faces. The Enginser is aluays trying to maks
his way out of (and go beyond so to say) the constraints
imposed by a particular state of civilization whils the
'bricoleur' by inclination or necessity always remain
within thems This differencs is removable when wse bring
in the concepts of primary and secondery individuation-
classification systems we have earlier mentionsd. However,
(probably it's besides ths point), Lsvi~Strauss concluded
that ths snginesr works by means of concepts and the

'bricolsur' by means of signs.

430 Ibido, p019’



There is a sense why the 'bricolsur' may not sver
complete bhis purpose but he aluays puts something of him-
self into it, in his ever quest for a particular identi-
ty, a task involving a life~time of 2ll the individuals
past, present and future of that particular culturs. Thers
is another sanse in which the artist of any particular cul-
ture represents the parallel means of achisving self-\
identity not by individuating or classifying materiai ob-
Jects but by creating "a material object which is alsc an

44 And the fact that art changses

object of knouledge."
from one trend to another, even within a particular cul-
turs, points out ths fact that the everlasting gquest of
self-identity of any particular culture involvaes using

many means ohe after another, if one means doas not seem to

lsad to identity-affirmation. This applies to myths and

dreams also.

Myths are far from being "the product of man's

n45 This

myth-making faculty, turning its back on reality.
is becauge there is an obvious sense in which a myth has

its oun reality, i.s. it cannot be true or false as a

44. Xbido’ p6220
45, Ibido, po160
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matter of faot. A myth may be "crude", but that is another
thing. In‘mytps'tha mythical thpught orders certain other
sets by meang of one particular set aﬁd that is languaggs
0f course it is true that it is not at the structural level
that it makes use of it. About language being g structured
set we all have different opinions but not that languags
has different structures corresponding to different ways

of study; Por.exémpls, a language has phqpoldgicay. .
syn;aqtica;,and many«other‘strycﬁu:es.; Hoyeyer, concepts
appear Lika‘"oﬁératpfs anening up the set being worked
‘uith"éa .and the signgfiqation the'cgncepta'ﬁéde possibla,
neighe; extends nor ?Sﬂﬂgslﬁhe-ﬁﬁt‘. Nxth;cgl tpought
;s,impr;sgned';n the,ayent8~and qqu:ianqgs uh;ch ;# never
tires of ordering and #efp;quing,,1npg;pxgting and re-
interpreting in its attempt to link ine}ghts.uhiéh are
s?-limitad.in number, limited by space and time. In fact
ié.seems to me thathit is because of this that there is a
philosophical uncertainty,that_"art‘p;oceada,f:om,a-set
(object :and event) to the discovery of its structure and
myth starts from a structurs by means of uhich it constructs

a set_f.."47

46+ Ibide, p.20
47. Ibide, pe26.



The idéa or thsory of any model or structure on
the one hand and the idea or thegry of a mundane existence
on the othsr hand, is linked, or, should we say philoso- -
phically bound togethsr. This is becauss of the special
status which basic or necessary concepts have in the basic
or primary system of classiflcation of the world. Netsssary
concep ts look like rules. The advantagse of having ths con-
cept of a rule as oppdsed to othsr concepts, is bacause a
rule can be so gensral as to cover all cases or 'instances
wvhere ths rules logically applies and can be so particular
as to covar particular casss which can never be made stardo~-
typed proportionate to any general principle. Taking onse
angle of the above, we can say that the idea or thsory of
@ modsl or structure has an analytical relationship with
the idea of experience being organised or of chaotic
"gxpsriences" bsing recognised as such, in an organised

or nonh=chaotic background.

For any structure of framswork or model to be
recognised as such, it is nescassary for that structurs to
be at least in principle intelligible to me. If anyone says
that one can "rescognize"” structures of framsworks or models

in the world without any of them being intelligible (esven



in principls) we can say in the manner of Immanusl Kant

that that "recognition" is a "recognition" of non-organised,
cheotic fleet of representations. 0f course it is very neces-
sary for us to beg clear about what this recognition pro-

cgss consists in. In other words & have to be clsar about
how language, &nogwledgs and mundane existence are structu~-

rally connected or othesruiss,

We would, therefore, discuss somsthing of cyber-
netics, a study of human-control functions. In this res-
pect Wisnsr has some intsresting things to say ss pointed
out by Levi-Strauss. Wisner maintains that the "nature of
the social scisnces is such that it is inevitable that
their very development have repsrcussions on the object of
their investigatian."aa The 'coupling! or the duslity of
the observer with the observed phenomsnon is lacking in
fields of physical sciences. Levi Strauss gave the follou~

ing examplest~

In astrophysics the above is lacking "uhere the

48. Levi=Strauss =~ Structural Anthraopology, p«55.
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object has such vast dimensions that the influence of ths
obseyver nead not be taken into account and in atomic phy-
sics whare the object of study is so small that what

counts for ugs is only in the mass sffects®™. In the field
of social scisnces, the object of study is affected by ths
observere. The phenomens subjected to sociological or
anthropological inquiry are defined within our own sphers
of integrests. They concern questions of the life, educa-
tion, careser and .death of individuals. Therefore ths sta-
tistical runs available for the study of a given phsnomenon
are always for too short to lay the foundation of a valid
inductione This is true of -language. Language is a social
phenomenon but it is different from any other social phs-
nomena in that it manifests tuwo fundamental characteristies
namely, that, firstly, much of linguistic bshavigur is said
to lie gdn tha level of unconscious thought and secondly,
that since language appearsd very early in human history

we can study it scientifically only when written documents
are available since writing itself goes back a considerable
distance and furnishes long snough runs to make language a
valid subject of mathematical analysis. To make clear on
the first point we can_say that when we spsak, for example,

we are not _conscigus of the syntactical and morphological
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laws of our language. Also we are not ordinarily conscious

of the phonemes that we employ to convey different meanings.

It can be sesn therefore that in language, as a
social phenomsnon manifests both indepsndence of ths ob-
sgrver and long statistical runs. This is dangercus bascauss
thers are some people who have thought to sven say that it
is difficult to sees why certain linguistic problems could
not be solvaq by modern calculating machines; machines
which can be "fed® with squations regulating the types of
structures with which phenomemics usually deals and can
thersfore obtain a "computation of the totality of gho=-
nological structures for n oppositions (n being as high as

one uiehad)?g

The interest consists in Levi-Strauss' argument
that since thers is obviously a rslationship betweesn diff-
erent "structural modalities of the same language", there
must be some such thing as the concept of a "metastructure®

which "would be something like the law of the group consis-

49. Ibido, p.SB-



ting its modal structures".so The intention of the argument
howasver, is to see if it is possible to sffect a reduction
(in the manner we pointad out in connection with language),
in ths analysis of other forms of social phenomens and to
see if they consist of sygtems of bebaviour that represent
the projection, on the lesvel of conscious and socialized
thought, of "universal laws which regulate the onconscious
activitiés of the mind". Fashion and advertisements are
good examples. “Fashion actually is, in the highest degres,
a pbenomenon that depends on the unconscious activity of
the mind", this wvas what was seen by Levi-Strauss thirty

years agoe =

In this caonnection, ws bslieve that if the idsas

of Chomsky can be put togethsr with some of Wittgenstein's,
may lead to a very powserful theory of culture and of undsr-
standing culturs. This bslief has a prima facie acceptabiliw
ty since both of them have had a lot of influence on the
devaelopment of linguistics and phileosophy of languags and

have inspired many philosophers to re-sxamine ths various

50. Ibido, peSB.
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concepts evolved by various experimenters and observers.Si
Modern gnthrppo;091Cal lgnguistigs‘do.notlattemptvto "deal
with deep structure and in its relation to surface structure.
Rgthaflxts,gttantion_is limited &0 surface structure, to the
phenetic form of an utterance and its organization into
units of,varyipgvsize;"sz,ln fact Chomsky in no uncertain
terms stressed the point that the idea that thg study df
language should proceed within the framework of what we
might nowadays call ®cognitive psychology" is spund. Of.
cou:aé that is up to our iqte:prqtet;qn,‘ For Chomsky,
language is more or less a manifsstatiohaof the behaviour
.u:géd by the humen mind and that only within this context
can we pesrceive the larger issues that determins the direc-
tions in which the study of language should develope In
ui%tgenstéin; theﬂentiie discuasibh bf 1énguage is doﬁinated
by‘ﬁhe idea of a rule and of tha inalidnable COnnéxiﬁn”bé-'

tﬁéeﬁ the concépf of haaniﬁg éndlﬁhat df'é‘ruie;

There are some people who have raised problems of

59+ "The Current Scens in Linguistics Praseht directions"®,
pp+3=7+ Reibel and Schane (1969) - Modern Studies in
English. Prentice~Hall.. ‘

524 Ibide; pe3=7.



the existence of rules of language.53 Oswald, one of them,
said that these rules ars in a sense non-oxistent. They are
in a senss non-existent bécause there are different ways in
which something may be said to exist or not to exist. Ffor
example, the esxistence of a flower is not like the existence

of a belief, or of a poem, or of a worde So in what other

8sense then, can we say that the rules of language oxist.,
Oswald pointed ocut that thers (for example) is an obvious
way by which we can show that rules may exist and that is by
refering to gamas such as chess or football or other acti-
vities like law. It is no doubt true that here the rules
oxist in a form in which they can be produced and consulted.
Now with languages Are there, (then), similarly rules for
using such wvords as 'red' and 'pain' which could be pro-
duced and consulted? Ars there occasions when I, a speaker
of English, might want to consult such rulss, as 1 might
consult the rules of a game or institution? It is said that
thers is no need for a native speaker to consult rules of

simple words becauss hs knows them tod well. But "should he

not be able at least to state tham?"54 Most peopls 1if asked

-

" Does Lau.aamge need vules7 2 The Philosophical Quarkink

53 Dswald Hanfling - July 1930~ Vsl 30 No.J20.

54. Ibide.,



to give the rules for such words, would find {t difficult
what to say. It is also said that the rules of a language
are "implicit", but what will it mean for a ruls to be
implicit? For some people, language-speakers (native) "are
in the position of somesons who has lsarned to play chess

55 This is a

without sver having the rulss formulatsad."
conceivable way of learning to play chasse. It is also
possible to lsarn chess by having the rules formulated.

But what doss that mean? Probably, it refers to the secon-
dary languags-learning process like learning the uses of
unusual word or words used in special situations. But the
learning and the use of such rules presuppose a mastery of
the language which itgelf could not be achieved by having
rules formulated. A game, or any other activity, may be said
to have rules even though no rules exist prior to the playing
of a gams or acting an activity. We can make up ths rules as

56

w8 Qo alonge Thus the players or participants (as the

case may be) may act in "accordance with a rules that *grous'

55. The Philosophy of lLanguage =~ Bd. 2. R. Searls
Uxford University Press, p.47.

568. Philosophical Investigations -« Wittgenstein.



in the course of tha game without ever bsing stated."57

But language is not a game. When a child has learned
to Bbeak, wa do not say he has lsarned houw to play a game.
This is not how ths word 'game' is used. If two psople have
a conversation, we do not (except in a metaphorical senses)
/séy they are playing a game. It is howsver, knoun that
’ianguage has certain things in common with games. That is
why Uittgenstein found it helpful 'to make an analogy betuwesn
games and lahnguage, compare them, to consider language from
that point of view. Thers i8 also a sense in which games
differ from other activities including languags in the
quality of creativity. They also differ in ths guantity and
intens ity of creativitys

Chomsky made a distinction between what the spsaker
of a language knows implicitly or is compstent and what he
does or performs. Chomsky pointed out also that in the tra-

ditional visw, a grammar is an account of competence. It

describes and attempts to account for the ability of a spea-

57. "Doss Language Need Rules?" - Oswald Hanflinge.
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kar to understand an arbitrary sentsncse of his language and
to produce an appropriate santence on a given occasion. If
. it is a secondaryslearning process or a pedagogic grammar,
it aims to discover and exhibit &h€ mechanisms that make
this achisusment possible. Ths competence of the spsaker~
hearer can, ideally, be expressed as a system of rules that
relate signals to semantic iﬁterpretations of these signals.
For the grammarisn thus, the problem, is to discover this
system of rulesj the problem for the philosopher is to dis~
cover general properties of any system of rules that may
serve as the besis for a human languags. In other words, to
elaborate in detail the gsneral form of language that under-
lies sach particular realization, sach particular natural
language.

Learning for Chomsky, is priﬁarily‘"a matter of
filling in detail within a structure that is‘innate".se
This 'filling in detail' is, however, rule-goiberned that

there is a right and a wrong way of doing things. Doing

58. Noam Chomsky -~ "Reflections on Language®, p.39 )
1976,
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things in this context is involving in language~games where

we commit mistakes and thus follow rulss. Learning hov to
follow rules is gaining mastery of a techniqusj it is
acquiring a skille. Teaching someone how to follow rules is
training him in a techniquej it is dsveloping in him a
skill. Knouing how to follow rules is having a skill; it

is being able to engage in a practice. This is because in
every art and science, and in every practical activity, a
technigue is involved. But technical knouledge is not the
only element of knowledge involved in any human activity

as the Rationalists hold and thus it doss naot mean that only
a technique is involved. In fact to form a skill, technique
and what Michael Oaksshott calls "technical knouwledge® have
to combins. To take an exampls, this can clearly be noticad
in cookery and in fine arts like painting, music and poe-~
try. And uvithout deviating from the context, this applies,
without any negsed for qualification, to language~activity and
if we don't like this, at lsast communicastion-activity. And
language-activity or communication activity is more or less
a skill as we have pointed out abovs, not because it is a
kind of game which can be identified ultimately with a2 mani-
festation of a certain kind of skill(s). For instanca, the
game of football is the game played by people manifesting



certain skills; and sinca skills are not mers abilities but
knowlsdge also, the game of football can only bes played by
people who know about the concept of footballe A uicket-
keepar of cricket can manifest his abili@y to catch by
catching a football, and a football baing bigger than a
crickst ball hs can do it well and thus may thought to be a
"good goalkesper® but he is not actually manifesting the
skill of playing football since, for instance, as a goal=-
keepsr he has to know that certain relationships exist
between him and other members of the team and that his goale-
keeping doss not consist only in being ebls to catch a ball
(football) but in playing football. Of course language is
not a game in this way but at least a cautious analogy can

be made.

. The precaution consists in the context relating to
rules. Earlier in Chapter 11 we have been talking about the
constitutive/regulative distinction in the light of Dorothy
Emmatt's bagok "Rules, Roles and Relations",sg which led us

to the idea that thers is a logical necessity for making

59. Dorothy Emmett « Ruyles, Roles and Relations.



a place for a third kind of rule since there are cases whers
it is very difficult to consider something as coming undar
constitutive or regulative as sasily as the distinction is
supposed to cover. Thus to a certain extent the border
betwssn logic and experience or practice is vsry unclear.
There are overlappings and ws cannot deny this as a matter &P
fact. This 1is the case in connection with language and the

meaningful alsoe.

For Wittgenstein, the comparison of language to a
game was not meant to suggest that language was & pastfime,
or something trivials on the contrary, it was meant to bring

out the connsction bstween the speaking of language-and

e,

non=linguistic activities. In fact the speéking of languags

is part of a communal activity, a way of living in socisty
which Wittgenstein calls "form of life". It is as we have
pointed out sarlisr, through sharing in the playing of

language~games that language is connected with our lifs.

Ths relationship betwesn languags and culture is
for Wittgensteln and to a certain extegt, Chomsky, consists
not only in the aﬁove but also in the role a word of a

particular language plays in the whols 1ifs of the tribse.
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This consists in that language is not merely a more or less
systematic inventory of thes various {tems of expsrisnce |
which seem relsvant to the individual, but is a self-
contained, creative symbolic organization, which not only
refers to axperieﬁce largely-acquired but ectually defins
cultural expsrience for us. This howsver does not mean tﬁat
the study of language by itself would suffice to exhausti-
bly show the general character of thought and meaningful-
ness of any experience and discourses This, of course

60 with soms extaen~

follous from Immanuel Kant's arguments
sions. The arguments Immanusl Kant put forward were about
the concept of experience as such and are not compatitive
explanations of a similar kind which psychologists and
sclentists are attempting at producing, The problem of
innate ideas or innate caéacities can only be sclved by

having a background which is not based on the empirical but

on the analytic and conceptual.

A human language 1is an extramely complex systeme.
To comg to know a human language would be an sxtraordinary

intellectual achieve&ent for a creature not epacifically

60+ "Critiqus of Pure Reason' -~ Immanuel Kant.



designed to accomplish this taske. A normal child acquires
this knowledge on reletively slight exposure and without
specific training. Helcan then quite effortlessly make use
of an intricate structure of specific rules and guiding
principles to convey his thoughts and feelings to others,
arousing in them novel ideas and subtle perceptions and -
Judgemsents. By thus studying the properties of natural
language, their structure, organization, and use, we may
hopes to gain some understanding of the specific characteris-
tics of human intelligence. UWe méy hope to learn something
about human naturej if it is true that human cognitive
capacity is ths truly distinctive and most remarkable

characteristic of the species.

"How comgs it that human beings, whose contacts with
the world are brief and personal and limited, ars neverthae-
less able to know as much as thay do knouw?" This is Russell's

questian:61

Hume presented with.a substantive theory of "the

61. "Human Knowledge: Its scope and limites" - 1948,



secret springs and principles, by which the human mind is

actuated in its operations”.

For Chomsky "each grammar is a theory of a parti-
cular language, specifying formal and semantic propsrtias
of an infinite array of sentences. These sentences, sach
with its pdarticular structure, constitute the language
gengrated by the grammar. The languagas. ;so generatedL;;&Eﬁa
those that can be %lgarned" in the normel waye. The language
faculty, given appropriate 'stimulation, will ceonstruct a
grammarj the pesrson knows the language gensrated by ths
constructed grammar." The idea of "innateness" is to be

found in every "thsory of learning”". But what is a thesory

of learning?

Investigating the cognitive capacity of humans, wse
might considsr, say, the ability to recognize and identify
faces on exposurse to a few presentations, to determine the
personality structurs of anothar person on brisf contact
(thus, to be able to guess, pretty well, how that psrson
will react under a variety of conditions), to recognize a
melody undsr transposition and other modifications, to

handle those branchaes of mathematics that build on numeri-
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cal or spatial intuition, to cresate art forms resting on
cortain prineiples of structure and organization, and so on.
Humans appear to have characteristic and remarkabls abili-
ties in those domains, in that they construct a complex and
intricate intellectual system, rapidly and uniformly, on

the basls of degenesrats svidence.

"To have a mind is to havse the #apacity to acquire
the ability to 'operate with symbgols in such a way that it
is one's own activity that makes them symbols and confers
meaning on them."62 Mind for Chomsky is an innate capacity
to form cognitive structures, not fPirst-order capacities to

act.

For him, thes conceptual competence~psrformance dis-
tinction seems a prerequisite for any serious investigation
of bshavicur. Human action can be understood only on the
agssumption that first-ordesr capacitiss and families of
dispositions to beshave involve the use of cognitive struc-

tures that express systems of (unconsciocus) knouledge,

62« Anthony Kenny: "The Origin of the Soul" in Kenny gt al
1973.



belief, sxpectation, evaluation, judgement, and the like.
Suppose that in investigating organisms, we decids,
perversely, to restrict ourselves to tasks and problems that
lie outside their cognitive capacity. UWe might then expect
to discover simpls "laws of learning" of some gesnerality. A
more elaborate study of cognitive capacity raisgs still
further questions. Thus, some intellectual achievements,
such as language=-lsarning, fall strictly within biologically
determined cognitive capacity. But uwe can consider problems
that lie at the borderline of cognitive capacity. Chess, for
exampls, is not so remote from cognitive capacity as to be
mersly a sdurce of insoluble puzzles, but is at the same
time sufficisntly beyond our natural abilitiss so that it
is cha&lenging and intriquing.

"The study of chess~playing programs may teach
something about thes thsory of chess, but is unlikely to

contribute muth to the study of human intslligence."

In ths case of human cognition, it is the study of
the basic cognitive structures within cognitive capacity,

their development and use, that should receive priority, I
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beiiébé,:iﬁ_ue are to attaih~a'iea1 undstrstanding of the

'mind and its workings.

"A: ralation of compatibility holds betwsen the
grammar constructed at a givaen stagé'of mental growth and
linguistic expsrisnce, as analysed at that stage by mechani-
sms of mind." - YLanguage is not only learnsd but taught,
and this "teaching" is g@ssential to establishing ths meaning
of linguistic expressions;" is not suppdrted‘either on |

empirical or conceptual grounds.’

‘These are mors or Iess‘étray'Chdmskiaﬁ‘tﬁodghte;.
but it is worth consideéing them in relation td many things
that’uittgénatein sayS'in'cdnhéciibn uifﬁlﬁhe néture and
role'of“languaga and our cahééity fo‘uield ite Think, for
instenca, only of the idea that although language must be a
rule-governed activity; not all rules can be'”learnad";
“learning" just as much as justification must come to an
end. In the ultimats analysis we are just abla to wield
language-and-this ability cannot be gxplained in terms of
our having “1eérned" or “taught“'all'ﬁhé*tulés- 1t will be
fééeinating to éxpldre'fha'COﬂnéciion betusen this thouéﬁ%

of Wittgenstein with the Chomskian notion of innats ideas.



o f=y
Q¢

Chapter 1V

The Problem of the relationship batwasn fan, Nature and
-——-—E———--—-——~1—g———————-—4l——~—-r —— L9 anc
.Cg;tggg

The way we undarstand people will reflect what
wa take them to bej what is the naturs of the human being,
the person and man? Is the human being essentially s
rather complicated machine? If so what is wrong with
c}bernetics i.s¢ in trying to understand how it (ths huma;
being) "Qorks" in tha same way that we try to'undarstand
the wvorkings of a computer or a chemical factorys Or doss
the fact that we are gohscious, and perhaps that we
exsrcise fraaui;;end recognize a realm of yaluas, render
thefmechanical_appzﬁach sntirely misleading? Or can ws say
that the human being is really just an animal; and so peo=
ple are either machines or animals? The issue of the sta~
tus of the human bsing or the parson'has.philoSOphically
Acrueial dimenéions. This 4is not an aéée:tion but a claim.
. factual gvidence islof essential 1mpor£an§e Just as the

. interpretation'ofvit is.

fIt sepems that thers is an obvious difference

betusen the "idaal" description of man as a subjsct of
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enquiry by the natural sciences and a description of man

as a "creaturs of culture®. A philosophar's task here nesad
not nascessarily be to try and give a correct answsr in

this conflict; he might conceive his work simply as that

of a proper formulation of the problem of understanding

man as an object of naturs and as an objsct of culturs

and how we understand the various corresponding descrip-

tionse.

Before we go any further let us ask the guestion
if thers might bs a distinction of quality betwsen man
and othar terrestrial animals. The idea that thare might
be such a distinction is, for instance, to be Fo&h& in
Wittgenstein and others. The pursuit of this idea can be
seen as an attempt to explain the concept of man as such,
culturs as such and nature as such. Any other explana-
tion will have to accept or start from this attempt or
theorys The distinguishing mark has to arise from the
framowork of quelity and not from somsthing elss (Ue
are using thas word "guality! in somevhat like the ssense
in which Immanuel Kant gsad the word "categories® in the

Critigug of Pure Reasan) .

A vary good argumsnt to this affact can bs found



in Jonathan Bennott in his book called Ragggga;;gx.ﬁs
Bonnott startod with an argumont about the way in which
the concopt of behaviour may be expleined. There are tuo
kinds of bahaviour ho pointed out. These age (1) "Rsgular
bohaviour® and (2) "Rule=-guidod behaviour®. This can help
us in achisving philosophical elemen?s not only in the
contoxt we have picked up above but ;190 in contexts
involving specific oxplanation of ecortain cpnceptse And
when we look for distinguishing marks we are not looking
out for synthetic truths of a cortain sorte And whon Kant
and Wittogenstsin sttges upon language as being nacessary
for any judgement making they are pot saying that judge-
ments cannot be mads if thers is no spoken languags or
writton languagee. This is not howevar obviocus. In fPact,
4f vo agres with Bennett, it can be argued that it is
dangerdus to speak of judgements without a structure of
meenings and just absence of languagss The world of the
meeningfulness 4s difforent from the garrying out of ths
meanings into ths uworld, so éo saye. And as uwe have mads
ourselves clear by saying that the concopt of languags is

such that it does not includo only tho particular spoksn

63+ "Rationality: Jonathan Bennett, 1964
Routledge and Keagah Paul .
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languages and written languages which 1 term "meaning -
carrying out techniques®. It includes also items {n the
vorld, which are diffesrent from words, and which have a
dimension which is generally refaried to as "symbolic".
Indesd any item in the world might acquire such a sy@bolic
dimenéion, and of course, same of thase items may ge spaecia-
lly'devised such as, works of art. We may take ianguage in
this wide sense and discuss the possibility of it making the
crucial phildsophical difference between man and the rseg of
the animate and inanimate world. However it'uill bs mors
convenient, as Bennatt does, to build our argument taking
language in the narrower sense of a system of gords and
sentencaes in which one doss in a fairly straight forward
sensay things sucﬁ as make statements, issue denials, ask

questions, ansuwer them, order othsrs to do things etc.

So we go back to ths argument for a distinction
bestuwesn "regular behavicur®™ and "rule~guided behaviour®,
Bennett gave an intsresting example to explain his theory.
His example is like this:

"A honsy~bge finds a source of sugar,

imbibes some of it, and then returns to
the hive where it performs a dance. Other
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bees observe this dance and then fly straight
to the food, unaccompanied by its original
discoversr. If we know whers a given bee has
discovered some sugar solution, and what the
latter's concentration is, we can predict
certain features of the bee's subsequent
dance; and from watching a dance we can
predict whare the bess which obsesrve it will
subsequently fly. These predictions are
possible beceauss apiologists have found rulss
which corralate certain aspects of sach dancs
with (a) the distance betwasn the hive and
the discovered food, (b) the direction from
the hive of the discovered food (for distance
cver 100 metrss), and (c) the concentration
of sugar in the food."

And further he says,

"Apian dances share several important features
with human talk, and it would be puritani-

cal to froun upon ths bold use, in an

informal expsrimental report, of the natural
and inviting metaphor which says that the

bess have a 'language', and that they
'understand' one another's 'reports' of
discoveries of food."64 '

:§g£5%§>;sature which is implicit in language is the

concept of reason~giving or rationality. This is recog-
nised by ancient philosophers likd Aristotle and by modern
philosophars like Immanuel Kant. For them both, "rational

nature” is wvhat really distinguished men from other bsings -

64. Ibid.
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at least from all other terrestrial beimgss But

Aristotle went to the extent of concluding that "theo-
ratical reasoning must be the highest of human activi-
tissy; for, though reason is indeed employsed in practical
matters, he thinks it plain that the timeless, incorrup-
tible, non-senswuous objects of theoretical contemplation
provide a worthier field for reason's activity than the
humdrum situations and predicaments with which practical
deliberation has, often inconclusively, to do-"65 Aristotle
himself talks of the life of the rational soul as con-
sisting in comtemplation, "Such a 1ife would bs too high
for mafy for it is not in so far as he is man that he will
live sd, but in so far as somsthing divine is present in
himy and by so much as this ishsuperior to our composits
nature is its activity superior to that which is the
exercise of the other kind of virtue. If reasdn is divins,

then, in compsrison with man, the life in accordance with

65+« "The Primary of Practical Reason," by G.J. Wawnock, in
"Studies i{n the Philosophy of Thought and Action®
sglected and sdited by P.F. Strawson. 0Oxford
Paperbacks 1968,
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it is divine in comparison with human lifeg.."ﬁe Aristotls
also said that Platoc was apparently justified in dividing
the soul into two parts, one rational, the other irra-
tional. The ierational part itself hs divides into what

he calls the vegstative and the "appetive™s. The appetitive
part may be in soms degree rational, when the goods that
it sesks are such as reason approves of . Reasgn alone {s
apparently purely contemplative (at lesast for Aristotls),
and does not, without the help oFT?ppetit@&,lead to eny

practical actiuitx§7

It is usuval to try and understand the diffsrence
betwusan men and other animals by referring to capacitiss
or compstencies which men have and anigsls do not. Such an
approach, houvever, is fresquently philosophically unsa-
tisfactorye. This is so because the proof of the capacities
or competencies in question is taken to consist in rele~-
vant performancese And such a proof frequsntly has nothing
to do with ths concsptual connsction between ths idsea of

a particular capacity or competemncy and the idesa of

66« A History of Westérn Philosophy -~ Bertrand Russeall,
1945, ppo171“173c



intelligenca or rationality which is takon teo bo psculier
to mane Thus conftonéad with bahaviour such as that of
Von«F ishor’a boos or thot of somo varioty of ants the
notion of 2 cepecity tied to tho ides of perfopmance ie
quita likely %o odve us tha idoe of o difforenco in
dogres betusen man end bees or betwean man and antse

0n the othar handy, 8 philosephical snquiry intc tho ides
of rationality which night ®e involvad in tho notion of
linguistic capacity might yield quite different rosultss
Cont inuing our discussion on booes, wo would like to

point out the roaspn uvhy nany people Peoll into tho tampe
tation to say that bess have an olementory language or ot
least that the boes?! behavioupr fa quasi-linguistice Ths
roagon is that the essentisl thing about a languags s
that pattarns of behsviour on the post of & cresture coms
to stand for things othor than thomsolves; for states of
affairs 4n the world in uhich the cyaatups livese Uhore
a pattorn of bohaviour is part of @ lsncuasge thore oro
rules linking the bshaviour to fasturces of tho world so
to say. The bohaviour thus is, symbolic i{n the sense that
it *gignificies' or 'meang' scmstininge It fo thus tho
fact that tho dance movemonts of tha bess gsam to stand

for somathing or to roprecant o Poature of the boo's
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environment that gives plise to ths idea that thsy con-

stituto a language.

Bannatt, however, argues that if we think of
linguistic behaviour as behaviour that correslstes with
stetes of affairs in tho creature's environment uwe can
pinpoint the uniqueness of human languagee For Beonnett
the non~human animal can only ropresent in its current
anvironmant. Ths human being, on the other hand, can
roprosent states of affairs that obtained in ths past, and

oven states of effairs that ars gagneoxale.

Uhat is meant by past states of afPfairs is clear.
The oxistonce of pollen in such and such a place would
count as & current state of affaigs, and the hongy~bee
'language' sepoms capsble of ropresenting thisi but ths
axistance of pollen at such and such a place ‘this time
last ysar' would be s stats of affeirs that obtained in
tha past, a stata of affairs that Bennatt argues bes
'language? éannot roprosents Of course an example of o
genaral stats of affairs would be a fact that "pollen is
usually found most on tropical flowers.® For Bennstt such

states of affairs cennot be rapressnted in bes flanguage’
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eithere To be a little bit Kantian, ws can say that a
"gencral state of affairs is a number of particulsr statss
of affeirs somehow brought togsthor®, and Bennett thinks
that "this 'bringiqg togsther' or gsynthesis is a capacity
unique to human language“.s7 Probably for Bennett it can
only be said that "animal quasi~linguistic bohaviour can
always bo regarded as nothing but dirsct rosponsss to some

particular foature of ths cresature's environmant'."se

It can be imagined how the mother desr ‘wagns'
her offspring of any impending danger in ths form of a tiger
by besating tho ground with heor Pest. The beating of the
foot can be interpretsd as msaning (4n this context)
“the tiger is approaching®s The deer's "action" can be
understood as a direct response to a feature already
prasent in the snvironment, probably, the scent of the
tiger approaching (tigers are quite smelly). UWe can say
that the smelling of the scent simply triggers ths rasponseg

67. The Philosophy of the Social Scisnces - Varnon Pratt,
Methusn, pe32, 1978,

68¢ Ibide, pe32e
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in the form of ths beating of tho ground uith tha faot,

Studies of snimal behaviour esnabls uys to interprot
their communicetion in svary casg following somg basie
pattorne But this wouldn't help us especially with
complicated communjcations of the bess and othsese Howaver
not to complicats things too far ws can say that if ths
bee~dance for instance, is "to bs undopstood as a “state-
ment®, the "statement” must be undsrstood as non-genoral,
(thot 4s, as 'particular'), and to be in tha prosent tonsss
MThere is pollaen in direction X, Y flying minutes'auay'."69
Let us consider statemsnts made by men during a businass
session of a company board of diresctorsjthe chddrman noti-
cing a dirsctor rubbing his moustache and nodding his bald
head may pass a Jjudgemsnte-statement or may at lgast bs cone
vincad that one of directoxrs io in asgresment with a8 supgos~
tion made (if the Press ware to bo present there). His judge=
ment-gtatoment would be a particular one about somothing in
tho presant and could bo construsd as a gimpls responsa on

the Chaitmants pert to tho visusl impression of ths director

69+ The Philosophy of the Social Sciences = Vernon Pratt,
1978, pe33e
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rubbing his moustachs and nodding his bald hsad. But {f

ths judgement-statemsnt wore to tho sffeoct that ﬁusiness
people usually rub their moustaches if they have nodded
their hsad (beld or othesruise) whan they a&a agreeing to
somathing, he uwould be making a genoral (Jjudgement) state-
ment which could not bs construsd on the samg pattorn, In
saying that business psople usually rub their moustaches
(if thsy have) and nod their hoed (bald or othorwiss) whene
ever they agree to anything, he is going beyond any memory
traco "he might have of past impressions: he is synthe-
thizing @ numbar of visual impressions, ambracing thsm in

8 single ganazxal statement.”vq

vigual imprassions brought togother in a genaral statomant

It can also bo gzen that

are not pastricted W the present. "Making a general
statoment thus involves the ability to make statements about
the past.”'' uhat is special about human beings is that
thay can arrive at an appropriatoc responseo to the situation
in which thoy find themselves by bringing to bear general

statemsnts or judgsments, which thoy ars able to arrive at

70¢ 1bidey pe33.
7%« Ibide, pe3d.
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by an sct of synthesis applied to soveral experiences thoy

have had in ths past.

Thope is a way in which an appropriate responss may
be discovered by an individual, and it i9 one which has
been elso argued to have s profound bearing on the nature
of human lifes This is the idea of tgaching ,or lgarning
from otherse. What is rslevant in this idea is that {n the
procoss of leerning, we have something that doeg play s
specielly important role in the human species, and mora 80
is tho reslity of individuels being actively taught by
anothore A group has a tradition uvhsn its way of 1ife has
been handed down to it from previous gensrationss. It is
tradition that learning from othsrs brings with it. Thus
the people’s ability to learn somstimes by imitating others
and by responding to otheps' teaching crsates the pussibility
of tpaditione

The distinction that we have alresady implicitly
made botwsen lesrning by imitetion and learning in a
situation of active tsaching 4is impdrtant. Paerhaps many
lower animals ars capable of 'learning' by imitation or
by what the bshaviourists have called, the method of

'trial and srror' (8+ge ths rat in ths maze). But a typicel



situation of teaching in the human case is quits radically
different, It involves asking of questions, producing
arguments, shouing the rightness or wrongness of a particular
ergument, employment of cyiteria of truth and falsehood

and sp on. It is quite clear that activities such as this

afe possible only within a general capacity for languaqae.
Consider in this connsction several romarks mede by
Uittganstain on tha connaction batusen the meaning of a word
and the learning of the meaning or teaching of the msening

of the word.

If thus in man's linguistic capacity we have 8
truly distinguishing mark of humen bsings, it should not be
surprising that man as an object of culture is so obviously
diffeyrent from the rest of ths world of natures Culture, of
coursa, includas things such as man's struggle for
survival, ths way hs propagates himself end so on and it
will be gasy tn find otray similarities botwsen man and
othor animals in these respects. But man's linguistic
cepacity sndows upon sven his most basic "animal® activitiecs,
g dimgnsion which cannot be thare in the case of lousr
animalse. And this is the dimension of meanings Take sven

en activity like cultivating the land for Pood and the



implemsnte &8s possible carriers of meaninge Tha meaning

for instance of an axe or a spads or a rake in & particular
culture may go far beyond tho strict function of thess
implements in agricultural sctivity. }here may even be 8
correct or an incorrect way of making an axe for instancs,
which may have nothing to do with its function. Or take

the activities connocted with the propagation of the species,
and imagine the fantastic and complex dimension of meaning
which goas far bsyond the mere sexual act or the activity of
rearing ths younge. And as uws, as it were, go up the laddor
of man's cultural activity man's world of meaning acquires

a complexity and diversity which ig unimaginable in tha cass
of any other terraestrisl cresture. Soms of those activities
are directly linked with language, activitiss such as story-
tolling (which includes invention of myths, legends atce),
singing songs or saying poems,: incantation and so on.

But thare are othors uwhich may not be dirsctly linksd with
lanquage, but ars nonthalass possible only on ths founda=-
tion of man's linguistic capacity. Consider music for
instance, I mean pure instrumental music or music without
any words sege just humming or chentinge FRusic in this

sangs 18 certainly not like ordinary languags in which ghe
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doss things such as makes statements,. ask quaestions, issue
orders atc, and alsg mention any of thsse thingse. Yot {t

is undeniable that music hss meaning and this meaning has to
be axplainad, as in ths cass of ardinary languags in teras
of its signifying relation to things other than itself

er, 2lso es 4in orxdinary lenguege, in terms of the relstion-

ship betwean the various units of music itsalf.

We may now return briefly to ths distinction betusen
an sctivity that is rule~governed and an activity uhich is
meroly raogulare The regulagity of an asctivity may be sither
of a cousal variety or of a statistical veristy. Any
breaches in the rsgularity of such activity have to be
explainod in torms of changos in the causal or statistical
conditions of its occurrence. Congopts such as "improper?®,
Bincorrect®, "invalid?, "wrong® etce, are not applicable to
such broaches of yagularity. If thes monsoons have basn lats
this yeger it wvould be absurd to uss words such as improper,
incorract, wrong etc., to rafor to ths break in ths regu=-
larity of the bshaviour of monsoonse. 0On ths other hend,
what makas an activity rule-governad is prscisely the
applicability to it of words of pair of words such as

proper-improper, correct-incorrect, right-wronge And slso



a@n activity acquires s dimension of meaning prscissly be-

cause it is rule~governsd in this sense and not meresly

regulare.

Languags, for instance, falls under rules rela=-
ting what is seid in it to the facts about its subjoct-
matteor. If the only kind of subject-matter with vhich wa
can ba concernad is tho gmpirical world, then ths rules
in question nust relato wvhat is uttered in the language to
the empirical circumstances of ths utterere. There is no
nead for such rulses to be Pormulated, or sven that thay
must be capaeble of precise formulation, in the language.
Language, thus, must congist of expressions uvhich are about
somathing, and "that ‘aboutness' involves soms sort of
realationship, which may be oxtremaly complex but which is in,
principle, capable of exprassion in rules, botusen what s
said in the language and what is true of that uhich the
sxprassions in ths language age about."72 Howaver, 4f a
person undarstands anothor it must be the cese that there

is a pattern of rslationship ~ parhaps a complex ohe, but

72+ Bonnott's Rationality, p.12.



still a pattern and thus in principls expressibls in rules

or goneralisations ~ rolating utterances in the language to
the subsequent behaviour or getion of the persons spoken to.
0f course, following Bennett, wse have to have in principle

a variety of ways houw to speak, make statemsnts or sentencess
"Such a capacity 1is necessary if we are to have a language

0?3 g5 the idea

and not just ecraps of linguistic bohaviours
that an aet is gymbolic or mesaningful, we have to make a
note of csution that uws cannot properly descyibe eny kind
of behaviour "as ‘symbolic in character', while remaining

n?4 e do

agnostic as to the behaver's intentions or reasons.
not reject the idea that baeas'! beghaviour is tule~guided on

the ides that it is entiraely explicable interms of physiolo-
gical laws and the physical structurs of the bess, but becauss
thoy somohow do not manifeost any auvarensss of ths "rules"”
guiding their dances gg rulss. Not only that but also

that it is difficult to understand hou bges manifest

an "avarensss of bresches of the rules as breachas of the

rUlQSc"7s This, houwsver, is diffarent from any other

73s ibidey, pe13e
74 ibide, peid.
75+ ibide, Pe1Bs



argument instances of which ars srguments that since man
are free to behave as thay choose, they ara alweys capable
of nullifying any gonsralization about their conduct to
which they ere asllegsd to be subjects This is obscure
because we havs not ansuered the quegtion of "Hou

far and in what sense man's bshaviour is subjectsd to
lause? This ig bacause in a gense the idea that man is
capable of culturo is gomsthing which gyounds all forms
of communicative undorstanding and thus is caepable pot
of nullifying any generalisation about man'’s conduct to
which man is alleged to be subject but of besaking the
rules which m3y boe guiding the conduct.

Similarly the trule-governad charactexy af man's
nan=linguistic cultural activity is also clear onoughe As
‘ in ths case of language it is not necessgery for such rules

to be alther totally explicit or precises And thore sre,
in every culturs, rules which as it wore define the
possibilitiss of meaning in that culturoe. What makss sense
in that culturs and what doss not may have éo be dscided

ultimataly by ralating it to thess ground~lavsl rulas.

It is possible to divide manm's cultural activitios

=
i
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in different ways. One common way of meking such division

is to put activitieos under tuo broad heads, namely, matorial
pursuits and pursuits uwhich are not materialt The relation-
ship betusen these two can also be visuwad in diffepant wayse
In Marxism, for instance, tho relationship 4s thought of as
that of the structure (meterial) to its supesrestructurs
(non-material)ﬁ In Indie man's activity on earth has bagen
thought of as bplonging to three kinds of pursuitss Artha
(economic), Kama (activity concerning prOpQEEon of the
gpecdas) and Moksa (liberation from ths bondage of this
world)s Ons can sven venturs to make the point thet thase
kinds of pursuits are somshouw essentiaslly connected uith
the idea of man as e languege-uiolding and cultural being.
But the point that I wish to make here is thet whatovsry
might be ths system of classification under wvhich ue bring
cultural activity as leng as it is recognisably as irredu-
cibly cultural, what lends it this aspesct is its rule=~
govarned character. Take, for instanco, Artha and Kamae. In
the animal vorld there aye activitiss which are cortainly
rocognisable as ths pursuit of these tuwo goals. But uhat
makes the crucial difference in ths case of man is the
transformation of the pursuit from the mersly regular

in the case of animals to the elaboratsly rule-governed

in the case of human baingse



S0 man as an objoct of culture is ons who has
agiven meaning to cartain olements of nature, 83 well as
to things made b; him by forcing an order of & different
kind from ths merpe rogulerity of naturs end this order is
tho ordor of his world of meaningss This process s elso
part of the individuation process as ws have pointsd out
earlior 4n Chapter I and part of the pursuits (materisl

or othoruiss) of psoplae.
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