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Chapter I 

The Problem of Explanation of Culture 

In a fairly strong sense of the term 'conceptual 

relationship' the concept of culture has some 'conceptual' 

relationship or connection with the concept of individua-
ir 

tion and that~is quit~ clear that our talk about knowledge 

of culture involves an explanation of the concept of mea­

ning. This can also be seen in levi-Strauss' ideas about 

"concrete facts" about certain cultures in the world: 

fa~ts about how people of different cultures individuate 

material objects, persons, relatives etc. There is a 

phil~sophical need to make clear what question about know­

ledge of culture we ~ ask, since we distinguish between 

.different kinds of knowledge and may mislead others if we 

ask the wrong questions. It is, I believe, quite philo­

sophically unfruitful to ask only the question (which is 

quite popular) "How do men know culture?", because in 

trying to answer~ question we are in the danger of 

becoming either psychological behaviourists (which 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 "~he created man?" or "How do we know anything at 

all?" They are shallow 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 because, if Wittgenstein is right, we will have 

to be outside of life (of a system) to be able to judge 

life (that system). 

So we do not stress much on the genetic questions 

of knowledge of culture. Therefore we ask the quest~on 

"What is it to know culture?" meaning thereby how is it 

that as human beings we are in possession of knowledge of 
' culture. tor us this will be a fundamental question since 

we can ask quite different questions like "How does know­

ledge of tribal culture grow?" which presupposes an 

answer to the first one although in some cases these non-

2 

fundamental questions can be non-philosophical ones leading 

to some sort of scientific adventure or misadventure. There 

is a sense in which the problem of explanation or under­

standing of culture arises only with respect to an explana­

tion of~ culture. By that I do not mean explanation or 

understanding of a particular culture which can be thought 

of as a paradigm case of understanding of other particular 



culturesJ but what I mean is an understanding of a cu1-

ture transcendentally so to say. This is because people 
' ' 

from within a culture can transc~nq .intellectually so to 

say and can judge or make moral assessments or any other 
. : '! 

assessme~ts about their own culture just as people f~om 
' an alien culture may attempt to do the same. Transcen~ 

dance is crucial because inside a culture, man does not 
' ] 

generally.have problems of explanation of the whole sys­

tem but has, pr~blems of explanation, or· understanding of 

items within it such as material objetts and their inters-
' 

lationships, human behaviour and relationships and so on. 

Since our buainess is primarily with an explana­

tion of the whole, the problem is actually a problem of 

analysing the concepts of man, culture and nature• It is 

quite non~.controvaraial to say that the problem is a pro­

blam·of analysing concepts which scieritisis (phys~cal) 

have ~f man •nd nature and scientist& (social) have of 

man and culture, on the one hand and concepts, which man, 

~s it were,. "a priori" has i.e. traditionally has about 

himself depending and varying according to what situation 

he i~ in, on the other hand. In an unconscious attempt tci 

compromise the two extremes as mentioned above, the social 

sclent;istsJ·· researC>h into understanding of' societies and 
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cultures remained basically confused, because they are not 

~illing perhaps or are not in a positio~ to understand the 

starting concepts or basic concepts they usa. Researches 

are conducted to try to get·an explanation of a culture by 

explaining the phenomenon using the common social scientists' 

ground that.an explanation of a particular phenomenon has 

to make a reference to something other than that phenomenon 

itself· Ho~ever one thing that can be said hera as a cau-

tion is that it would be un-Kantian and in some sensa unphi­

losophical, to say that an explanation of a particular phenp­

menon, comas: from an understanding of noumenon since Kant''s 

distinction between noumenon and phenomenon is certainly 

not a distinction bet~een reality and what "merely" appears. 
' A social phenomenon appears but it ~ill be absurd to say 

that it merely appears. Of course it may not appear so 

vividly (and in fact it is this that is so characteristic 
!.oc:-ia.t 

of a~phenomenon). 

The 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 

~ould look awkward for a student of philosophy or a pro­

fessional philosopher to compete with scientists in under­

standing of cultures and societies and explaining them. 



A scientist, in the true sense of th8 term, iA tBe ~ 

s:s~a §f th& tsE~ is one who seeks explanation, that is, 

he is not, for instance, involved merely in classifica­

tion. Thus, if it turns to be true that we have solved 

this problem of axplanat1on of a culture, the contents 

of the solution should, therefore, ba of good guide not 

only to scientists with an interest in soma radically 

different explanation other than theirs. And if ~a have 

doubts about that possibility, it may be pointed out that 
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it is necessarily true that all scientists are human beings. 

However, if, it does not turn out to be true that we have 

solved this problem it is sufficient if we have mads a 

point that there are soma concepts which are critical to 

any research ~ork. (We can evan say that the solving of 

the problem of explana.tion or undGrstanding of a culture 

consists in the forming of the problem of method of how 

to talk and do ~esearch work on any culture. The fact 

that we notice confusion in the social scientists' work 

plainly indicates that we have some idea about some ynity 

or a~der which we all attempt at expressing. 

follo~ing from the above we notice that we 

evaaluate. Thus, there is a sensa in which we can say we 

evgaluate men but that only means we evaluate everything 
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or something or some theories about man, in other warda, 

the concept of man. We evaluate, thus, the "ideal" 

descript~on of man as a subject of enquiry by the natural 

sciences and by retaining that idea of a man being an 

object of nature we try to see if we can also aay that man 

is a creatu~e of culture and in ~~at way. {But we find that 

we cannot do so because in evaluating man and the science 

around him, the concept of man as a creature of culture is 

found to be categorially different from any object of na­

ture~ Thus we are not talking about an~thing that can be 

verified by certain procedu~as but we are talking about 

certain concepts which we think can be intelligible• In 

so doing we wonder if there is a difference in the way in 

which man as an object of culture is made intelligible and 

the way in which a natural object is made intelligible• The 

attempt is also meant to ~amove misuses of the concept of 

natural object and also of man. This is so because of the 

dictum, that all that I perceive in cognition is not all 

that is real, and can be shared by scientists and philoso-. ' 

phers as well. In fact, some people with regard to the 

problem of method of understanding a culture, went to the 

extent of saying that we should not get carried away by 

what we see. 



As to the seriousness and importance of' the pro• 

blem of explanation· of a culture like for· example the 

explanation of the Jaintia culture, it is true that the 

contemplation of an alien or similar culture' promotes, 

throws light on our own past as well as present. The task 

of philosophy is to see that once one can'judge and des­

cribe another culture one should not distort concepts in 

so describing. 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 (culture) i.e." to be a participant in that cufture 

!!.Y,t that if 1 transcend that patticul'ar culture (system) 

so to say to see it, as it ~era, from outside the adven­

ture is to be regarded as serious as it poncerns the 

meaningfulness of even ~esalf in the world (so I cannot 

distort concepts consciously or deliberately. Whatever 

insights I have I should not throw them away and give to 

ideologies so to say). This is also true of any observer 

from another culture because his understanding may be 

thought to consist necessarily also, as it Yare, putting 

himself inside another person, to catch the spirit, so to 

say 11 ,of that person or tribe £so whatever concepts one 

7 



uses one has to be very ca.reful as they co.ncern, . as it. 
t i : . : ' i • . • . ' ! • ' i . . . ' ' ' t •• • • • • ' • . ' \ ' ' ' ' ' • • ~ 

wer.e, the meaningfulness of the person or tribe ~.!Jhic~ 
'· , , , ' , , , , •,' '• , ; " ': I • 1 ' •• 1 

the ob~erver. has put his s.elf into_7. 1 

Just as there is a.pro~lem in unde~~t~~~~ng 

nature as a whole (not just because of its vastness) so. 
~ . . ' . ' ' . . . ' . . ' : ' . : . ' 

also there is a. problem of unders~anding. culture as a 
'. • •.•• : •• :. ' . .• • • · .• ' ' ! ., ' • • ' • 

whole• One problem pointed out ~s that,(Do description of 
'.: . ' , ' ' ' . ' I 

the .whole (i.e. in this c,ontext culture). .can be reduced. t.o 
!_ • • r. ' . , : ' I. , ~ ' 

description of the indi~idual s~nce qu~t ... r~ i.n the social. 
, , I I 

8 

set-up is a rational ;syste!ll~) T.here Js no doubt that there . 

are dom!nati,ng rela~ions ·but that does not mea,n anything 

much to the main structure• Thus i~ is possible to start 

any attempt at explaining the concrete relationships 

between knowledge and social frameworks, whether these are 

manifestation of sociality, particular, groups, social 

classes, without undertakin~ a precise and detailed ana­

lysis of the types of knowledge and their inter-connection 

1• This is an extension. of Peter Winch's ideas in "The . 
. . 

idea of a social science and its relation to Philosophy" 
- flKP• 1958 especially on the Chapter on Verstahen 
pp~113-116. 



with the forms of knowledge. Knowledge of the other, 

or, if you like, of the "we" represents a particula~ , 

type of knowledge. One cannot imagine any social frame• 

work where this knowledge and understanding would not be 

produced, because they i.e. (knowledge and understanding) 

are a constitutive element of social reality itself. In 

other words, the concept of knowledge and understanding 

of th~ other, the "we" is necessarily connected with the 

concept of social reality. In short~ society is not an 

arbitrarily imposed structure. It is a kind of structure 

which is a relational one jn the extreme sensa, compri­

sing of relations, sets of relations and sets of sets 

of relations. The knowledge of this type is bound to be 

not a simple one. This is so because the other can appear 

as father, stranger, f~iend, foe, protector, threat, 

/ emotion and can be either Tational or irrational2 or 

can even appear as a one-man institution. 

(Man aa an objeot of culture is an actor on the 

2· Georges Gurvitch - Supplement "The ~ocial frameworks 
of Knowledge" Oxfotd Basil Blackwell 1971. 
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social scene and as a philosopher or as a scientist he 

can abstract himself from social action. Why sociologi­

cal knowledge of culture is so different from any other 

knowledge is because it is mora or less knowledge about 

or of man. In effect• the social scientist is a man 

observing man and explaining ~an. It is possible for me 

lO 

to understand myself in possibilities. And if we have 

doubts that we can think not of ~an but of only indivi­

dual man then we would like to say that it is just impossi-

ble to grasp any assertion about man. We know we can 

grasp any assertion of that type in the background of the 

concrete subjectivity of the actor or the agent doing 

something on the reality. Thus the very act of speech is 

a commitment to sociality and implies a recognition that 

existential identity can be cohesive. In this connection, 

evan the choice of the individual can be said to be 

determined or if we don't like that, depends upon history. 

And thus the apriori is what is revisable because we know 

what history means. It just doesn't mean the past and all 

its events but a choice by the people of certain events 

meaningful for them or should we say symbolic for them 

or which are made carriers of meaning. The explanation 

consists in the apriori, i.e. what is revisable although, 
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· by def in it ion, or necessarily c'ann'ot be changed • 

' '~ . ' '' ' . ' ' " 

.. / The problem of explanation of culture is a second 

ord~r· que~tio~. The problem of knowledge of culture in 

its gene'tical and 'ps;ychciog ical forms, is a first order 
, ' ' 't . 

question. Just as there are doubts in the kno~iedge of 
. ' ' 

the external world that are solved by certain methods, 

tiy referring thus, to empirical facts, there are also 

doubts with regard to knowledge of culture like, for 

instance, in the acquisition of language, that are solved 

by certain methods, -- by referring to for instance certain 

experiments ~hi~h she~ he~ a child learns a foreign lang• 
' . ' ., 

uage successfully even though he is not part af t'he 

"~istory" of that particular language. 

' . . 
Since the problem of e.tcplanat ion is as biB have 

said a second ardell' enquiry it is necessary to talk about 

the object of study and basic concepts of the first order 

enquiries. Thus 
, 

(1) (2) ~a ~ill talk of L.at.ls of nature 

Rules of conduct/games (3) Choice. ~hy choice is also 
-

picked up is because when we make choices we interpret. 3 

3· Maurice Natanson, "The Journeying Self"· A study in 
Philo,sophy and Social role - 1970 Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Inc. 



As to the necessity of our doing this, it is because of 

the fact that man 'is an object of culture as well as an 

object of natura. 

12 

(1) laws gf nature:- let us take an example to 

show the way the concept "Law of nature" is used and 

understood. ~e know that the law of gravity operates and 

how. But when a spaceship or a space shuttle with the help 

of rockets could force ita way out of the pull it does not 

mean that there is no law of gravity any longer. But as 

we know by experience, it is logically possible that there 

is no law of gravity in the 21st century just as this law 

(of gravity) is a result of the change of the mistaken law 

of weight following certain ancient people recognising in 

everyday lives the return fall ~nto the earth's surface 

of an object thrown away from the earth's surface. 

What (still) do we mean by a law of natura? How 

does a law of nature differ from what is called an acciden-

tal generalization or a generalization of fact? 

"If the difference is that the scope of the 
statement of law extends over possible as 
well as actual cases, how is the refar~nce 
to possible case to be interpreted? We 
regard a general hypothesis as having bean 



confirmed when we find that it is 
fulfilled in particular instances • 
• • • ·~ (But) why than do wa pick just 
the ones that we do7 •••• Our science 
commits us', not to a belief· ·in regulavify 
~ in general, but to a belief in car-

, tain specific regularities •••• But what 4 are the principles on which it operates.~ 

13 

I~ a sense, 'law' means an objective relation or 

pattern in nature. Such laws exist in objective reality, 

in the sense that ragu~arities or patterns exist, but 

certainly not in the form of proposition or verbaliza­

tions of any sort. 

"When, the scie.tist writes doen or says 
what he knows of a law, that statement is 
also called a 'law'•••• the scientist's 
formula or sentence is not itself the ob­
jective pattern or relation in nature, it 
is a statement of that pattern or relation 
a rendering of it in verbal form~ ••• thus the 
objective pattern of moving objects {a pattern 
which, in natura, does not exist in words or 
mathematical symbols at all) is the law of 
mechanical motion •••• The various 'laws of 
motion' which have been advanced by scientists, 
such as Aristotle's law 'force equals resis­
tance times velocity', Newton's law 'force 
equals mass time acceleration', or £instein's 
law 'force equals the rate of change of momen­
tum' are law-statements which express the law 
mora or lass accurataly."S 

4. A.J. Ayar, "Philosophy and Science" in "Metaphysics 
and Common Sensa", Macmillan, 1967, p.89. 

5~ Meaning in Culture: f• Allan Hanson, R.K.P. Ltd. 1975, 
p.64. 
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Now as to why must there be certain laws gover­

ning certain objects of nature and nature itself the only 

answer we can give is that if there are no laws than how 

do we account fo~ this cosmic and natural harmdny. Yet I 

still believe tnis is not a good answer, because it seems 

we are begging the question by saying that there is this 

harmony (natural and cosmic). Laws of nature are therefore 

more or less certain forces if wa take it in this way. 

But there is a sense in which laws of natura cannot be 

destroyed just as any force can logically be subdued. The 
' law of gravity if there is no mora modificatipnJ still 

operates even if the earth and all the planets and stars / 

and galaxies and' black-holes are destroyed because we 

recognise the apparent non-operation of the law of gravity 

by refetring to or by perceiving and understanding through 
' 

the law of gravity. As to an answer or answers to the basic 

question of what juetif~cation (philosoph,cal) we do have 

to believe and be convi~ced with scientific proofs that 

there are laws of nature, we cannot be sura. for anything 

to function as an order it does not necessarily mean that 

there is or there 'should be a law govar~ing its function(s). 

Can't we philosophically or logically conceive a situation 

where we can perceive that there is order evan if there 
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are no laws of natura or of ~hatevar? 

The human being•s bodily movements (as opposed to 

person) are controlled by muscles and by certain stimuli 

or should we say genetical determinations whereas the 

person's actions are guided by will or by intention or by 

choice• In this context ere we then obeying laws of 

nature as if we are obeying certain commands? 

I 

Modern socio~ogy believes that understanding a 

social institution consists in observing regularities in 

the behaviour of ita participants and expressing these 

regularities in the form of generalisations. But it is 

precisely against that idea that Alfred Schutz and Alfred 
6 Jules Ayer found certain philosophical problems. In his 

book, Schutz says that "the person· and his manifestations 

are not open to perce~tion in the same sense as are the 

objects of nature. lt is ~!thin the free will of the 

6· Alfred Schutz, Callected Papers 1, The Problem of 
Social Reality by Alfred Schutz, ~· by Maurice Natanson; 

Alfred Jules Ayer - Metaphysics and Common Sense 
Macmillan. 
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person to disclose or conceal his acts or to ke_ep sile·bt, 
' . 

and this i~ q~i~e ~ncith~r thing'th~ri·not m~rely speakiri~. 

(However) Nature carinot ~on~eal itself ~nd ·therefote neither 

can man, ·in so ·far as his animate 'existi3n.ce ts longs to 

nature". And "only that part of, human existence which 

pertains· to ·levels·· below the realm of mind' and freed~m are 

accessible to experiments •" -In' fact it ls in. the 'conta>d~ 

of the· cartes ian tr'end of -thought that ~a· :feel." 'certain· .. 
problems in connection with expla i'ning ma'n and his culture 

(because of the famous Dualism)~ 
' 

The impoftance of 'the talk about ~ 'is bacat.tse 

of the apparent reduc~bil~ty 'or .ll!.wi into' s'tructux•as or 

orders bec;:ausa'on the one har:1d iaYs ~re no.longar merely 

commands' by God and are· at t·ha same time ind'ispensible• 

We fail to und~rstand ~ow and in ~riat ~ai de~ l~~s b~ · 

forc~s a~d how and r~ what mahnei ca~ we ~aka intelligible 

the idea that structures and t orders f·. of the reality (of 

anything) can be 'for'ces' and not h~ve any' necessity. 

"the so~ioiogis\ studies religioh ~~ a 
form of ~onduct based on the belief that 
socia.l order is susta~na'd by sacred order. 
He studies art as a fo.rm o.f dramatistic order 
which is believed to create and sustain social 
orde~~ Scie~t~~ts are ~ot concerned with how '· 
communication with the supernatural dater-



mines social order, or no~ the drama of art 
is ueed as a drama of social relations, but ' 
with the discoveries of 'laws' of uniformi­
ties •"7 
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Scientists thus construct a functional conceptien of know­

ledge based on how things and events or conduct ate 

related within a given field in which events occur in 

some kind of observable order. Any explanation of man and 

culture in this framework is bound to be hypotheticalo Thera 

is an idea that in the sciences of natura, the subject 

matter is nat "natura in itself", but nature subjected to 

human questioning. But it is difficult to see if that can 

be true of culture (although of course for most scientists 

it has to be) as it was allegedly tcua for "natura in 

itself". 

For the sociologist, 

"Scientific knowledge consists of finding 
a relationship between an object that lies 
in the consciousness of people in society and 
an object, or 'thing', that lies outside of 
it• Scientific knowledge is not a way of 
going from an object already in experience 
to something that lies outside of experience. 

1. Symbols in Society - Hugh Dalziel Duncan, o.u.p. 1968, 
pp.228-229· 



It ~s rather, ~ sta~ement of.tha ·. 
reiationsiip ba~ween the mine and 8 what~ve~ t sGns~s .. or pe~ceive~•" 

, ' 

although it is not true that whatever the m,f..nd senses 

or ~~~6ai~es ria~ o~ly.to ~a "ou~·~h~~e" in a r~aiity 

which i~ cionce~v~d~ot in the sciences of n~~ure as a 

kirid of p~ysi6al pro6a~s in space and time. How do we 

account for objects that are carriers of meaning in a 

dream which for Freud will be carriers of meaning of the 

wieh.:..fulf ilman't or for' the .§ipriot,i that. we have in our 

cultural 'exist~nca. In other words. ho·w· do we account for 

concepts like tradition, spirit of a tribe etc~ 

,, 

Continuing th,f..s analysis• we also see that the 

social sciences seek to dis cover ~ and if not laws, 

rules of "pe d\anence .!.e. change"• 9 They try to l:Jnder-

stand order and structure-in-society in the midst of 

changes~ for them tha problem is ho~ can peopla bring 
' ' 

change about in orderly fashion, ~ yet preserve order? 

8. Symbols in Society, Hugh Dalziel Duncan. Oxford 
University Press, .1968, pi229~ 

g. lb.f..d··· p.229. 

18 



for soma people the sine qu~ non of science is 

the'covaring law' form of explanation in which parti­

cular events are explained by subsuming them under 

general laws. ~xamples of various such explanations are 

given by r. Allan Hanson when he painted out: 

"Here is an example: 
{a) This ~a piece of sodium salt (an ini-

\ tiel condition or assertion about a 
particular fact) 

(b) Whenever a piece of sodium salt is put 
in a flame it turns the flame yellow 
(a general law} ' 

Therefore, 

19 

(c) When this piece of sodium salt was put 0 in a flame, it turned the flame yellow." 1 

Another kind of explanation is that which utilizes eproba­

bilistic" laws. In this connection, laws are expected to 

hold true with a certain "statistical probability rather 

than invariably. This is the sort of explanation one would 

usa, for example, in accounting for the drawing of a black 

ball from a box containing ninety-nine black balls and one 

white ball •••• n11 Covering law explanations like these 

10. r. Allan Hanson: "Meaning in Culture"; 1975 RKP Ltd. 
pp.78-79• 
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types seem to imply a Humean conception of causality, 
. i 

in that they focus attention on the regular co-occurence 
! I ' ' .. · !\ 

of observable events• 
' :I 

People often chide the social sciences because they 

cannot predict "human beheviou•"; that is, they caMnot 

predict exactly what, any mali or! everyman. will, d~ in g ivan 

circumatanQes. But a~ f~ Allari ~~nson pointed out, the 

institutional analysis is not concerned tci explain 'human 

behaviour' in that sense, and therefore it cannot legiti­

mately be expected to predict it• 

(2) Rules of. conduct/games.:- 'The ass·ociation of 

rWles ~f conduct with games is by no means intended t6 

belittle the notion of· ryles •. l·t is in fact intended to 

explicate· that· •which is so obvious and yet so complicated 

in· :the working • ~The f i~;st thing that comes to our mind when 

we talk about rules of conduct ~s the no-tion of!')a moral 

rule. A mo·ra·l rule is a directive for right conduct to the 

effect that an act of a given kind X ought to be done on 

an occasion to which it is applicable. 12 One may identify 

12• Ddrothy !mmett. Rules, Roles and Relations 



moral rules with principles and regard only social rules 

as capable of being understood in terms of games. But 

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

21 

on the idea of "Role ~orality"• It is sometimes unnecessa­

ry to be carried away by Kafkasque relativism. We can have 

a moral glimpse at "conduct" just as we can also have a 

different kind of glimpse at it. Our guiding principle in 

our thesis is that when we explain we need not just describe 

but we evaluate also (as·opposed to prescribing). Between 

'culture•, 'civilization' and 'conduct•, the apparently most 

value-free concept (referring to sociological statistics) 

is 'conduct•. Yet at the samatime it covers both the ......... 
following dualities, between social morality and private 

morality, role-morality and "principle-morality", moral 

rules and social rules, games morality and moral princi­

ples (wbether in bueraucracy, "academics, friendship, or 

personal life), materialistic ethics and spiritual ethics, 

morality and immorality. for Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi 

"good" conduct means civilization. 

Anyway as some people pointed out, the advantage 

of a rule is that it can be so general as to cover everyone 

in all situations without being tied down to any commitment 

and ,at the sametime be so particular as to cover particular 
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cases. This cannot be so as can be clearly seen in the defi­

nition by Emmett above {on "moral rules")• To make any ana­

logy between moral rufes and rules of games is pointless 

unless it is meant for explicating the concept of rule. One 

has, however, to be careful in spelling out the analogy 

because rules of games are more or less constitutive although 
" 

there are maxims as to how to play Yell whereas moral rules 

are not really so. They (i.e. moral rules) have a status 

as rules of ettiquette have• from this we can say that to 

speak of a person facing moral problems as both moral and 
0 

prmblematic is to presuppose that that person has some 

capacity for using his judgement and making decisions. But 

one peculiarity is that the constitutive rules governing 

the moral activity do not at ~ll influence the regulative 

rules regulating that activity. The influence perhaps, if 

there is any such is, in other words, not direct as'any 

constitutive game-rule is supposed to have• Even this 

soft version is lacking in any moral activity. The logical 

necessity of any constitutive rule to have an influence on 

the corresponding regulative rule is to be sean in that it 
I is not possible to imagine a kind of game or activity which 

is rule-governed having only regulative rules Yithout any 

sign of constitutive rules; although we can imagine a game 
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or an activity without any regulative rules. In paradigm 

cases of course there are always regulative rules accompa-

nying constitutive rules. 

' _/ 

Ignoring this thought it looks as if we can sea 

why there is a structure in moral activities which is not 

similar like in to that of game or some other activity which 

is rule-governed· The answer seems to consist in the way 

in which moral activity as such is constituted, that is, 

in this context, made my man. In other words it is man 

who chooses his or her morality. This, howe.ver, should 

not be taken that morality is a matter of pure choice. 

It is a parson who faces moral probl,ems and at the sametime 

is not a victim of his problems. He creates his problem 

so to say. At the sametime it does not mean that morality 

is soma kind of a goods that can be wished for or should 

be activated. ~here is no scientific reason for engaging 

oneself in moral activities but at the same time morality 

has a very indispensable relationship with the concept of 

a person who has got consciousness and self-consciousness. 13 

13. (Normally we do not say a human being has consciousness 
and self-consciousness and it is right to retain this)• 



One statement that can be non-controvatsial.about 

morality is that there are certain values in this world. 

Only persons with consciousness could have such an out­

look and insight. Man thereby transcend brute facts and 

judge and lead their lives according to the judgements 

24 

and values they have given. They are not in this context, 

engaging in role-playing; they are more or less sincere. 

Their moral activity very much determines and has an attach­

ment on reality, independent ~f whether they are given the 

reality or they create.it. The regulative rules are thereby 

on a status which a constitutive rule occupies. 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 rules form the majority of them) is such that it is 

always possible to disobey a rule• Thus to say that a rule 

is not a command (~hich is an injunctlon to a particular 

person or group on a particular occasion) is to say that 

as we have said earlier it is not so part~c~ler as to make. 

it impossible to cover general cases. It is flexible but it 

is not at the semetime flexible forever. It can come back 

to its position. lt does not direct anyone that acts of a 
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certain kind should or should not be done in concrete day to 

day life. Ws can twist Kant's explanation of rules in his 

"transcendental philosophy" by extending it to Moral phi­

losophy {in the way we have pointed out earlier 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 com~s 

under 1t.n 14 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 judgement. Ones one habitualises rules they cease to be 
\ 

rules. At the sametime this practi~e weakens that effort 

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 foimulas than as principles. It is 

very diff~cuit to say with intellectual honesty that moral 

or social rules are not moral or social formulas even. 

That is to say ~n simple ~ords that a person in the process 

of self-individuation has the capacity (which is necessari­

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

14· Critique of Pure Reason - Immanuel Kant. 



fleet on them and even have the choice of making them 

one's principles or formulas or otherwise or not~ ...... 

It is in the_ above situation and context tha~ moral 

rules as principles are and can ~ be used at all· If yo~ 

cannot usa moral rules in the above context you cannot usa 

them anywhere else (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 be played serious­

ly; games can be played with fun for fun or games can be 

played for fun 'seriously'. Sometimes games are played for 

their own sake. ~oral rules, on the other plana, as princi­

ples for action are more or less regulative rules. Kant, for 

instance, tried to bring out certain moral rules ~hich he 

thinks are constitutive of the whole moral activity. It is 

to be pointed out however, that we can talk about regulative 

and constitutive rules (of any kind) only in an institution 

or a game and ~ for instance, in a happening or an evant 

or a brute fact. Moral rules govern a serious game of moral 

activity. 

~hy man as an object of culture does not act accor­

ding to laws of natura is not because there is another 
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force mora' powe'rful t'han laws' of nature but be.cause the 
. . -

concept of 'laws of. nature does not·. appi.y. tq 'the. acts of man 

forming a culture. Man acts not because there are certain 

forces forcing' 'him· to do but because he· has certa~n prin~ 
' . . 

cipl~s he r~~l~t~~ on and· con~eque~tly acts. Thea~ are. mqre. 

or less a· priori• ·They are ·revisable but :camot be. done. a.way .... 

with.·~~ 'is po~sible for a man to "act" mechanically but. 

that does not mean that ·man really acted mechanicallY• The 

p6s~ibility of this man·to reflect on what he thought h• 
mechanically did is :enough to ·Ghat.~. that, he can, .eith~.i': dis-

. claim his being victimised.by being the "actor" pf that. 

act and similar one in future or value~judge it as bad , 

givi~g reason~ Like ·fcir ~~ample, that if he· t.~ere.himeelf 

he wouldn't have 'done' so~ Actually theta is not mumh 

difference betwaan ~ ~rinciple and·a.for~ula thus •. The only 

difference· is tha·t a principle is not that rigid as t·o deal 

wi~h;~ sp~dific sit~ati~n a~ a formula would dP~:Man can· 

stick to ~ principle and yet act different acts t.~hich when 

examined are under the .!2J!!.! principle he held •.. 

Thus in any explanation of culture t.~here we cannot 

really make a· watertight· dichotomy between it .!.!29. morality, 

it .is to be ~oticed that "neither an ethics of .rules,_nor 
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. 
of ends, nor calculation of consequences, can be simply 

applied to give sufficient answers to the question,"What 

ought I to do?"• .There is no way of evading the need for 

moral Jydgement, fallible but like other skills capable of 

improvement through exercise, and particularly through 

exercise in difficult s1tuations.n15 This reminds us of 

Gandhi and Ye can now even give a place for his philosophy 

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

(3) Choice;- We have just talked about tha logi-

cal assumption that a person ha,s a capacity to make choices 

which play in the background of the various combinations of 

moral principles and that moral 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 the way in which man as an obJect of 

, nature is explainable\ 

The concept of choice is necessarily connected 

with the idea of a moral unity ( C ---~~ MU). Kant's idea 

15· Rules, Rgles and Relations - Dorothy Emmett. 



of moral unity is no more no less similar to his earlier 

convincing idea of the unity of apperception in the 

6ritique of Pure Reason. This is so because freedom or 

choice is freedom to ch~ose s way of life, the pattern of 

which forms culture, but it was never able either to choose 

not to be, or to choose not to be free. Kant is right in 

saying that "morality, by itself, constitutes a system". 

At the same time the unity is a purposive one. It means that 

as Kant says, moral laws as commands or pr~nciples cannot 

reside in a necessary being, as the supreme good, which 

allows the possibility of it. In fact it is anything con-

trary to this which led so many researchers to studying 

man as an object of culture as an object of nature and that 

moral activity is no more no less a role-playing, a non­

serious game, or a means of avoiding st~k realities of 
eJ 

life or that a very complicated machine cal~ man acts 

according to certain laws of nature which are more or less 

commands but with a status as any other ordinary law of 

nature would have. 

There is a sense in which the very faet that ~ 

person is capable of culture logically assumes that he ie 

(condemned to be) free or responsible for his identity in 



the world· Using a soft version of responsibility, it is 

very convincing that, 

"to accept a role is to evade the 
responsibility of seeing that one is 
free not so to act, and of freely deciding 
what one wants to be. It is to evade 
freedom by sheltering behind one's social 
function ••••• there is no need to play 16 this role, •••• unless one so chooses." 

His freedom, thus, does not consist in his baing able to 

'fox' the scientific laws governing the human being and 

any other object of nature• 

There is some relationship between what is 

"objectively" given and "subjectively" defined; there is 

something pre-given as somehow irrevocably, irretrievably 

and universally binding and also that there is soma atti­

tude on the part of the individual to what is given. The 
~ 
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first is independent of the latter. lt is ontologically 

inescapable that the 197.1 India-Pakistan War took place in 

the 20th century being preceded by the 1963 Chinese 

16. Dorothy Emmett - Rules, Roles and Relations" 
Macmillan, po152. 
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aggression or that the. Nur~mberg ~rial_p~~ceded the born-
• , ' ' • ' l , ' ' • I ' ~ Y ~ 1 ' 

bin~ of .Nagasaki,and Yokahama. ~hatever attitude an indi-
• ", , j ' ' t ' I': 

0 
I,' 

vidual may g iva to th.ose facts, hol.lever he or st)e responds 
' ' ' . . . 

. : . 
to them. intellectually ct emotto~all~, ~heY remain unal~ 

- ' . ' ' ' : ' ' ' . ' . ' . ~ : . . . ' . ' ' l ' 

terably the paae:'~ It appears that. ~h~t. napp~ned happened. 
. ' . . ' : ' .. : i . ' . ' .. ·.' . 

I 

It ~s the attitudes_ ~:r;. ~nterpre,tation~ whl~h differ, .!l2! 

the historical reality- they seek to describe .and under"" 

stand. So is th~ cas~ lal~th_myt~s :and symbols w~ich_play. a 
i . ~ . . '· ' . . ' . 

ve~y ,important role,in m~n as a part~cip,tor in ,a culture• 
' , ' , . ! ' , I , ; ' ' ' 

The e)Qphasis on.the contribution of consciousness of the 
. . ' . ', •, . . ,. ! . l · .• ',_, . . 

·defining force of individual interpretation, might seem 

to stand dpposed to the. f~cticitj of th~ past •. Had there . . . . . ·. ·; . '' '. ' ' ' . ' 

bean .~ _discernable adva,ntage. to .a_voJding the_ fore~ of th.e 

past, . there will be no profit. in try it:"g to· separate what .. 
: ' . . : ' .. ' . ' ' . . . ' . ' . ' . ~ . ' ' . ' ' . ; ' . . . 

·.· 

past i~, placed so. that ~-t ca~ bE1 e_xamined· •. "Being ~l,,oiJn up 

in a mining accident is utterly different fJ"om being blown 
• ! • • • • ' ' '< • 

up ~Y a grenad~ ,th~~~n by a~. enE!mY inte~t on kil,~ing, even, 

if the phy~ical damage is ~dentical ~n, both the cases" 

because "to say that history is grasped through schemes of 

interpretation mealiB that the agent. in historical enquiry 
. . ' 17 

·is in dialectical contact ~ith the reality he investigates•" 

17. nrha ·Jourtreyin~r S'elf, a study in philosophy and social 
role.~ Maurice Natanson; Addison, Wesley Publishing 
Company, 1970. · · · · 



Choice is the engagement of the individual in the inter­

pretation of reality, In short, to choose is to interpret 

and vice versa. 
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In culture, choice signifies the commitment of the 

individual to various options; to retain the tradition, to 

study the 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 ~ have said earlier, 

what an individual chooses to fix upon, utilize, or cele­

brate in that communal totality depends on the criteria 

of relevance (as opposed to simple needs) which govarn his 

existence and give an edge to his situation. Thus in a 

way, the life of the individual mirrors the course of 

civilization~ 

nA student who goes off to college for his 
freshman year enters a world defined by his 
academic woni, his teachers, his contempora­
ries, and the particular milieu of the campus. 
Whatever advice or recommendations, however 



·detailed,···h8'1e.been gtven·to:'him ·by p·arents;· 
high-school teachers, advisers, or fr~ends, 
it is ·evident that ·no amo:u'nt of, prep·aratio'n · 
will give him the concrete reality of his · 
new·situation in anything but rather general 
terms in loose outline. Nevethe#less, he is 
able to organize his life and get on with 
the businass·at hand. He has never met a 
particular professor· :before, but he knows, 
in a general way, how to act with respect 
to hiar, how to arr~e a meet·ing dur·ing 
office hours; how ~o prepare his course work 
foJ!' him. 11 1B· 

The idea that the notion of purpose is central to that of 
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human action has lorig provided the·background against which 

philosophical thought about morality tva s operated• Learning 

to act is learning to do .certain things in certain kinds 

of situation, bec8 use to do so has certain consequences 

for the ag~;tnt'a desires. However, some.one may be. mis~ 

using a descriptive word if he applies it where the featu­

res specified in the meaning rule are not p~esent, but to 
· 1 •/ '1 

apply a motel word in similar ci~cumstancas is not a 

misuse, but an aeceptance of different principles of 

c:o~duct. 19 

18. The Jo~rneyi~g Self - Maurice Natanson.~ p.1~· 
·' 

19. morality .and the Self-l'lichael Weston,- p.BJ, 
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Usually when we. talk abo.ut .. reasons a .person· ha.s 
' ' 

for not pursui·ng. one line of. conduct ia:nd engaging .in. 
'•\ '• 'I ' 

another, we· are trying to .unde·rstand the raascms behind a 

choice. 20 
I 

'• 

To· provide reasons:, as we all know,. is. a way 
·. ' 

of expressing .. one~ s ,dad ication to a go,al or ·II an. activ 1 ty, 

' However, the· idea. of. the· goal. makes cett·ain ta-cts intelli-

gible as reasons. f.or: act·ion• 

"As·~ goal o.f·the ·person concerned, it ·· 
fuakes such facts raason• fot· hi~;. and, 
depending on the importance ·of -the goal to· 
him, it will decide in cases of potential 
clashes~ which· goal, and hence whic~ actions) 
a;e pursuad."21 

Man ~s, therefore, as an object- of culture free 

~ because he is able (or because he believes himself to 

be able) to 'will' what he aha ll do or~ say; he is • free' 

because his response t., his situation; like hie situation 
. ' 

itself, is the outcome of an intelligent engagement. 

"What is chosen is not an end or a means of 
achieving a wished-for end; what is chosen 
is an action with this specific meaning.~ Plan 
may be seeking a satisfaction (he seeks) but 
what he. ~hpps~s is an action."2~ . 

. 20• ·.Jbid~, P-•3'2•. 

,2~~ Mora~ity _and the Self - M~cha~l We~ton. 

22. On Human Conduct - Michael Oakeshott, pe39· 
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The freedom intrinsic to agency is, then, the independence 

enjoyed by the agent in respect of being a reflective 

consciousness co;rposed of acquired feelings, emotions, 

sentiments, unde~standings, beliefs, aspirations ate. 

recognitions of himself and of the ~orld of pragmata he 

inhabits, ~hich he has turned into ~!shes and wishes he 

has specified in choices of actions and utterances• On 

this the Chapter III ~ill be the bast place for thorough 

discussion. 
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Chapter II 

The Problem of Individuation of a Culture 

The problem of individuation of a culture has its 

significance when there is an awareness of the distinc-

tion between the way material objects are individuated 

and the way individuation of persons and cultures is 

carried through, and the contexts in which both kinds of 

individuation occur•• The problem of individuation of per-

sons and cultures generally arise in connaxion 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 persona, and (2) Are there philosophi­

cal problems which may be quite specific to the identity of 

a culture? The decision fo put these twg~hings primarily in 
J 

mind is not arbitrary. I~believe that any answer to the first 
I 

question will give scientists as well as philosophers some 

kind of awareness, of the general principle or a metaphysic 

guiding any study of the world and parsons, and that there 



are things internal to an activity which can never be 

understood in terms of function or cause. The attempt to 

lay bare this in toto will be dona in relation to the 

languaga~cultura relationship problemQ; Any answer to the 

second question is in itself a sympathetic attempt to 

account for the cultural and the moral and affirm ita 

importance not as a contingent phenomenon but something 

necessary. 

The philosophical problems which arise in connex• 

iiQ with the individuation of m~terial objects are moat 

importa6tly problems of knowledge of these objects, pro­

blems of the logical statu~ of these objects, problema of 

meaning in relationship with these objects, problems of 
~ 

substance and permanence, problems of perception, and so 

3'7 

on. We need not specify them all· All we need is to at 

least show the minimal structure and logical status of these 

problems so that if there is any analogy or comparison 

with other types of problems, the simi~arity or the diff­

erence can be seen. In fact, I believe, we will fail 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 scientists are generally up to 
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if we try to understand by refering or by explaining or 

analysing a particular physics Ph.D. research project in 

the same way a particular scientist does. We understand, 

ho~aver, by explaining or analysing the concepts scientists 

are using ~hich are basic to their methodmloJY• 

In trying to explain the question ~hich now arises, 

"What is it to ~ndividuate material objects?" we will 

first see the normal way we classify ~aterial objects. When 

~a classify material obJects wa give the objects classi• 

fied 1 names or words• These names or words are meant to 

denote and minimally identify objects from one another in 

our discourse. Now instances of various kinds.from all 

oveR the world can be given. In fact, in this connection, it 

is quite refreshing to read "The Savage Minda 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 ax-. 
amples of certain peculiar traditional classificatory sys• 

J 

tams which are so rigorous as botanical systems• He shouad 

also that this type of classification is, unlike, botanical 

systems of the ~odern age, part and parcel of the identity 

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



the contention~ 

Now, ~e can ask a question 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?n. 

Before we say anything more, 1 believe, we will have 

to bring out a kind of philosophical nhypothesis" so to say 
I 

or an assumption for convenience's sake and for historical 

reasons which we cannot ignore intellectually. Our conten­

tion let's say is that the philosophical problems which 

arise in connexion with t-he individuation of material ob-
, -

jecte are significantly different from problems which arise 

in connexion with the identity or individuation of persons 

and (or) cultures and that there are problems which are 

quite specific to the identity of a culture• It is more of 
dl 

an assumption and less of a hypothesis because the in-, 

tentions behind making this assumption are nothing less nor 

more than a kind of intellectual "diplomacy" so to say, to 

find a common ground between scientists, o~ the one hand, 

and philosophers, on the other. 

So the problem of individyation is a problem of 



"sameness"• However this problem of "sameness" has a spe­

cific place of discourse. It is connected with the idea of 

"ordering" or structuring. This is so because, if we can 

say, ~e can never see reality as it is but only as we 

create out of Yhatever is represented. Another blunt re­

mark we would like to make is that it is 'mpgrtant ot ~­

cessary for anyone capable of culture to order or struc-
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ture the reality ~hich includes everyday life most important­

ly, because the reality of everyday life is the experience 

that ~uiqes conduct in everyday life• In fact the basis of 

even ordinary communication is baaed on the idea that the 

objects of discourse are identifiable (and reidantifiable), 

individuated and ordered so to say. 

Problems relating to individuation of objects 

consist mainly of problema relating to meaning and know­

ledge. Now it is philosophically fashionable to make a 

distinction between an investigation into the origin• 

methods and limits of human knowledge (what one mignt call 

psychological epistemolcgy) ~ an investigation into the 

role uhich human knowledge as a concept plays and gro~a· 

This is in consequence of the recognition of conceptual 

difflculties arising when ue ask sqnetic questions about 



anything at all. for instance wa have now realised the 

philosophical uselessness of asking questions like "~ho 

created man" or "How do we know?". We realise that it is 

somewhat more hopeful to ask questions ratber like "What 

is it to know culture?" and "How does knowledge about 

anything (and in this context, culture) grow?"• The 

participant in a culture, however, does not have problems 
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of the whole system. He has problems of individuating 

material objects like plants, flowers; people like relatives, 

young or old, white-skinned or brown-skinned. To put it in 

soma detail let us bring out certain examples by Ruth 

Benedict in the book called "The Chrysanthemum and the 

Sword" 2J where she discusses about the patterns of thought 

and way of life of the Japanese. The problem consists in 

a Japanese dilemma of individuating ~hich arises from 

leading a life which is both aggressive and unaggressive, 

bot~ militaristic and aesthetic, both insolent and polite, 

both rigid and ada~table, both submissive and resentful 

of baing pushed around, bot~ loyal and treacherous, both 

23. The Chrysanthemum and the Sword, Ruth Benadlct -
Routladge and Keegan Paul Ltd. p.227. 
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brave and timid, both conservative and hospitable to 

new ways. 

Now in our discussion on the concept of "indivi­

duation" .2! the answer to the question "What is it to 

individuate anything?" we cannot but make a distinction 

which is not in anyway devised to create a distance but 

only to be aware of the disadvantage of trying to under­

stand individuation of anything including culture purely in 

terms of the way our senses operate and the way the human 

brain is designed to order and inte~ret the stimute which 

are fed into it. Of course this ordering is done on the 

spatia-temporal world. The distinction is as follows; 

on the one hand, individuating has the character is tics 

of (1) Ordering, (2) Structuring, (3) Schematizing, (4) 

Temporalilizing, (5~ Categorizing, (6) Conceptualizing; 

on the other hand, it consists in (1) Evaluating, (2) 

Reasoning, (3) Self-expressing (culturally or individually), 

(4) React~ng to other systems, (5) Reacting to nuances etc. 

Now the working concepts of individuation mentioned above, 

are so to say concepts within a certain line of institu­

tion with a-logic that is more or less clear. The working 

concepts mentioned in the -latter are more or less concepts 



which are ope~-ended. This will be noticed in the way 

concepts like Evaluating, Reacting-to-other-systems and 

Reacting-to-nuances of situations "behave" so to say. It 

is typical for these concepts to question even the rules 
' 

4
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and the institutions or the logic of any particular system. 

for Reasoning especially it is an attempt to reach for 

something that is beyond a particular situation or accep-
-

tance. Unlike the former where the way we organise con-

cepts depends either on the categories ~nd the ~ay ~e 

are designed as the human mind (and some people even went 

to the extent of saying that it depends on the way our 

brain is made); of course this latter explanation is quite 

hard to swallow not because of any contrad~ction and 

falsehood it involves but because of the difficulty in 

bringing out the basic concepts and explain them relation­

allY• This of course is an attempt which is semi-Kantian 

with a tendency to subscribe to the basic concepts and 

tenets of science (both social and physical)• Let us, however, 
' ' 

begin by saying something about ordering. By ordering 

anything what do we do? We either put thing together 

according to a pattern or s structure of a model• Imagine 

trying to order things without having in mind any plan• 

So also in structuring, although here; of course, it 



consists structuring the society also. Another important 

concept of individuating is the concept of schemstizing. 

It is, ho~evar, important hare to bring soma of the main 

ideas of the 6ritique of Pure Reason by Kant on this 

connection• Schematism as a chapter in the critique of 

Pure Reason occupies a very important place. If we taka 

it away we are left with the formal table of categories 
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on the one hand and the analogies of experience, on the 

other hand. The "table of categories" has been argued that 

it is not complete but the reasons why it is not so are 

not clear. Some people give reasons by sayi~g that the 

"table of categories" being a formal table cannot possibly 

include all kinds of combinations and this they did by 

making an analogy ~ith the grinding machine which can 

operate only at certain specific speeds and at certain 

directions. 24 Now our argument is that schematism can 

still play an important role in any talk about ordering, 

structuring, conceptualizing or temporalizing. And the 

sense in which we give to the idea that all these concepts 

cannot be alienated so to say from any categories does not 

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



in anyway commit us to the formal ta~le of categories 

of Kant but only to the extent th~t ~hen ~e order 

anyth~ng, stru~ture anything, conceptualize anything or 

temporalize abything we do these things in the background 
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of certain concepts which do not say anything about the ~orld 

or in other words, put a limit to any use of. any concept 

at all. This is to be taken as a preliminary attempt• 

to show the importance of making intelligible the talk about 

ordering, ~tructuring, categorizing, temporalizing or 

conceptu~lizing, beca~se any clarity in this connection 

will have ~ very serious bearing on our talk about indivi­

duating material objects, persons and cultures. 

Thus, to avoid any lengthy explanation on the idea 

above, we should bring out certain premises and conclusion~ 

Our premise~ ares 

(1) When ~e order anything we order in terms of a certain 

elan or a structure ot a model. 

(2) When we have a modal or a etruc!ura or a qlao of any•' 

thing we construct them in terms of certain limiting 

conceg\s (which do not say anything about the ~rld 

but limit any discourse about the world). 

Therefore, 



( 3) • • ~ IJhen we order any thing tJe order them in t erma 

of certain limiting concepts (which do not say 

anything about the world but limit any dis­

course about the world)• 

No\&1 that we have the above argument we begin by 

looking at the way we individuate objects as people do. 

I~ is not in any case an attempt to substantiate whatever 

we have hypothesize (because in fact we do not hypothe­

zize) but it j& an attempt to see if there are other con­

cepts or rules or functions which the process, if we may 

say so, of individuation involves. This is because, on 
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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 SA if we may say, the subject 

that does ths "individuation". On the ot~er 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 otherwise). 

Now this experience can however consist of many extra­

experimental forms. for example, acqu.iring non-~echnicel 

knowledge. 25 Even with regard to technical knowledge, 

25~ Michael Oakeshott, "The Rationality of Politics", 
Methuen & Co. 



one can never learn anything about the technique which 

can only explain what to do if one does not go through the 

process of acquiring ho~-to do. It is, in fact, said that 

~hase two kinds of knowledge form what we call skill. 

Because, on the one hand, one does not become a good 

driver if one only know the rules "which are, or may be 

deliberately learned, remembered and as we say, put into 

practice•" On the other hand, one does not have any skill 

if ana merely inherit certain tendencies or certain 

behaviours or (if do not like) has only myths which form 

the link so to say between the present and the past• 

In this background, it is possible to start 

discussing the philosophical problems which are specific 

to the identity of a culture• But before we do that, 

let us repeat our argumantwith regard to the way we 

ans~ar certain questions. Our argument is that in philo-

sophy we individuate material objects indifferently from 

the way we individuate persons not because practically we 

do so but·because the concept of a parson is not reducible 

to the concept of a body• However, there is S'Common inte­

rest behind the need. 26 eor identification we individuate 

26. Claude Levi-Strauss - The Savage Mind• 



material objects, parsons, cultures etc., for the sake 

of, so to say, making the reality intelligible and there-
1 

by no~ feeling alienated, so to say, from the situation 

YB are. 

As Levi-Strauss discovered; it is now possible to 

explain cultural phenomena other than language by using 

a linguistic modal or theory of meaning. "The basic 

structure of language observed by the linguists exists in 

a great many other activities• Meaning, in social acti­

vities as \.Jell as in language, is thus not to be found 

in the designated activity but in the way it differs from 

other activities. This is true of •even the mind of the 

primitive." The savage thirsted for objective knowledge and 

was adept at observing the concrete; the systems by which he 

classified plants, animals, and material objects were detail­

ed and "sometimes evan intellectually elegant. The results 

of his speculations (i.e• the savage's) were preserved in a 

"science of the concrete - the 'memory bank' of (skills) 

in agriculture, pottery, and the domestication of animals 

that had made possible the beginning of settled habita-
2"7 tion in neolithic times•" 

27. "Structure and Society", by H. Stuart Hughes; from 
The Obstructed Path by H. Stuart Hughes• 
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By training and temperament, hist.orians are con­

cer,ned more wi,th the content than with the formal charac­

teristics of their subject. for Lev~-Strauss it is diffe­

rent. He reminds us that content in itself had no meaning; 

it was only the way in which the different elements of the 

content were combined that gave a meaning. Of course it 

also follows that if once meaning has been drained of 

content, what was left? ln this connection, for levi­

Strauss even 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 science, to compare them 

as two parallel modes of acquiring kno~ledga. 28 This is, 

without gi~ing any explanation, a result of a belief in 

the existence ~ the necessity of the concept of "basic 

mental structures"· We are rot interested in the existence 

and proofs which people demand from anthropologists, but 

our interest shoyld lie~ rather, in the necessity of the 

concept of "basic mental structures" in any attempt to 

talk about stru~tures, w~ys of understanding any reality 

28· La Pensee Sauvage 1966. Harper & Row, 1968. 



or individuation of cultures and persons and the world· 

On the design of this mental sttucture(s), the primitive 

thought like any other thought-is designed to meat not 

pra~tical needs but intellectual ones. Of course, people 

like H. Stuart Hughes have criticised levi-Strauss of 

not completing the task he had sat himself• "He had 

affirmed the existence of basic mental structures" and so 

"he had to prove it." 29 "He had declared that myths were 

capable of structuralanalyeis" and yet "he had given only 

a few scattered examples"• Our contention in this connec-

tion is the~ it is not necessary for us, as philosophers, 
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to attempt to prove the existence of this "mental structure" 

for even if we can do that we have to show that it is 

necessary 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 understood better• "The world 

becomes intelligible as it becomes structured, primarily 

through·the agency of language, secondarily through the 

29• 'Structure and Society', H. Stuart Hughes in Claude 
Levi-Strauss, The Anthropologist as Hero. (d. by 
E. Nelson Hayes and Tanya Hayes. 121Q ~ 



agency of magic, totem and myth.n 30 This is quite 

meaningful when we remind ourselves of the thoughts of 

Ludwig Wittgenstein in his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus 

about the way we understand the world· George Pitcher in 

fact in his "The Philosophy of Wittgenstein", 31 clearly 

brought out the thought of Wittgenstein when he said that 

given only a description of the existence of objects 
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without describing how these objects are arranged is not 

enough for anyone to get any idea about the world. But the 

question is "Where does this structure lie?"• It looks as if 

it doesn't lie in the objects themselves 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 used. And our 

belief in the apP.arent existence of structures of any­

thing in a transcendental or non-internal way (trans­

cental or non-internal to the phenomenon or phen~mana), is 

aut 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 Claude 
Levi-Strauss, the Anthropologist as Hero, Ed. by 
E. Nelson Hayes & Tanya Hayes, 1970. 

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



Jung does not have any tolerance for magical procedures. 

J~ng's interest in myths is directed to the content of 

any myth rather than its form. for Levi-strauss his 

direction is to the form of the myth. There is a sense 

in which one cannot have a structure of a content of any 

myth at all or of eontent of even the world as we see 

(i.e, phenomenon) and think (i.e. language), because the 

very fact that we have such a diversity of ways of 

speaking and words points out to the fact that no struc-
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ture can logically be conceived on the content. A struc­

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

something is constructed (2) the manner in ~hich the 
32 elements of anything are organized or interrelated••••" 

But there is a defect in the above definition because 

"form defines itself by opposition to a content ~hich is 

exterior to it; but structure has no content! it is 

itself the content, apprehended in a logical organization . 
conceived as a property of the real"~3 On the one hand, 

32· The Random House Dict~onary, Ed. Jess Stein, 1978. 
33. Las Temps modernes by ~ean Pouillon guotad by.Petar 

Cans in "What is Structuralism?" from "Partisan 
Review, Vol•XXXV, No·1 (Winter 1968). 



~ language, myth, and so on represent the way in 

which man has been able to group the real, and for him 

they constitute the real, on the other hand~ "They 

are not structures of some ineffable reality that lies 

behind them and from which they are separable.n 34 

Also "to say that the world is intelligible means that it 

presents itself to the mind of the primitive as a massage, 

to w~ich his language and behavl~ur are an appropriate 

responses - but not as a massage from elsewhere, simply 
35 as a message, as it were, in its own right." We 

should not however be taken to have said that in fin-

ding out the meaning of, for example, a dream, we need 

not bother about the conta~t. ~e have to ~ take into 

.acGou~t the co~te~t. This is because if we know before 

we analyse the imagery of the dream that the images are 

sexual, we reduce form to content. The form ~eed not be 

taken seriously because, at bast, it is but a mask, a 

' screen, an embellishment, a play of the content. fraud 

taught that the meaning of a dream must be derived from 

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

' ' 

34. "What is Structural ism" by Peter Cans, ..!.!:!.,!g • 

35' lb id. -



often is used to explain very ~iverse forms of the dream. 

On the social perspective, motives must be understood 

as man's need for order in his social relationships. 
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Some kind of structure must exist in social relationships 

if we are to act at all. "Such structures range from the 

loose informaltias of a small group sauntering down a 

street, to the highly formal "sacred" order of a reli­

gious body •••• Allwe can stress as sociologists is the 

irreducible social element, the need for forms of rela­

tionships with others, which is the basis of human 

society. These social elements cannot be explained 

sociologically by anything beyond social experience 

itself•••• Just as there is no act which is not motivated 

by some interest, drive, instrinct, or need, neither can 

there be action without some kind of form whose expression 

is believed to create, sustain, or destr~y social order• 

So it will be realised at this stage that we 

have an argument to the effect that philosophical pro­

blems which may be quite specific to the identity of a 

culture cannot be alienated from certain philosophical 

problems which may relate to the individuation of mate-

rial objects and persons• Certain philosophical pro-



bl.ems relating to. individuatio.n of materl,.al objects 
' ' 

and· pep:,sons are frequently· raised· to cl~~if.Y or explain 

the ~on~ept of ~d~ntitv of a cultur~~ 

In the everlasting 'job of bringing out t.he 
.· . . 

id~nti~y .of .a. cu~.ture Ya ,have .t_o 'b~ing the concelpt of 
I 

respo~sibi~~~~ to ~ear up6n the concept of meaning• This 
'' . ' . 

idea doesn't CQ~e int~ the pictui~ as a consequence of 
' •• ' ! 

the incidence in our studying man ~ because of the be-
• , 0 , 1' , '• I 0 ';' I 0, o , o 

lief ~ha,t meanings a·ra nei thar arbitrarily g ive.n nor 

ate objactive~y.out there so to say. Thus among the 
• I ' ~ ' ' I I 

Japanese, Ruth Benedict found.that 36 the city, town;. 
' ' ' ~ :" • :> ' ' ' I • ' ' ' ' ' ' " 

and ,.illag~:~ has. responsibiiity not only· for the pplitics• 
0 0 1 ~ : ~ ' ' ' 1 o 

It is also res~onsible for the.identity of a community• 
' . . . . '.;' . 

"As long·as 'proper station' is 'maintairiad the J~panese 

~arty on,~ithout .prot~st• They f~el safe~"J' The 

poi~.t· of the a~gument 'is that it j if? hollow to talk . 
• • • ,1 ' 

abq4t' ~ttempt'*f'9 to st!-'engt~~n t~e identitY, of a culture 

by .. i.n'd.i~idua~ih'g lllatetial objects, persons and a,+so if 

s~~uatio~a alia~• cultur~s,· if the i~e~.of .responsibility 

36• Ruth Benedict - The ,Chrxsa.nthemum and the .Sword 
(Patterns of Japanese Culture), 1946•_ 

37; Ibid•, p•67• 
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or should ~e say cultural responsibility, is not embedded 

so to say in the background and in the ordering of the given 

in the individuation 'process' (~e use process because ~e 

do not have any other proper ~ord). Before 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 career of men 

in daily life. for instance we do not agree with Maurice 

Natanson when he says that man "assumes responsibility 

for a world he cannot affect, and yet whose reality de­

pends on his attention and complicity ••• ,n 38 because if 

you look at the world i.e. in history you see that history 

is nothing more than an intelligible account of events 

and actions in a certain ~ay and that we interpret his~ 

toty when we make a choice of what should carry meaning 

in order to identify our culture~ Thus the world ie 

something we 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 intell~gible, the world peopled with mean­

nings. This sphere of discourse is contrary to ~hat 

38. The Journeying Self - Maurice Natanson, 1970, P•115• 



Levi-Strauss, for example, has said "in so far as 

language is concerned we need not fear the influence 

of the observer on the observed phenomenon, because 

the observer cannot modify the phenomenon merely by 

becoming conscious of it.n 39 This kind of conscious-

ness is consciousness of things as objects of knowledge. 

But besides this point w~ would like to ask how meaning-

fulness can be alienated from the world of experience. 

57 

The argument is that the observer can modify the phe­

nome~on "meralx by becoming conscious of it"• In fact one 

can never have any experience (arguments as to why can 

be had in the Crit~que of Pure Reason of Immanuel Kant), 

if one does not do something in the form of ordering~ 

individuating that which is·given as representation and 

the criteria of meaningfulness realised and operated. 

In fact we can even say that one .cannot be said to have 

experience if one cannot apply the criteria of intelligi­

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

tion in this respect clear, we can say that an experience 

39. "Language and the Analy~i~ of Social Laws", by Levi­
Strauss, p.57 in 'Structural Anthropology' by levi-

' Strauss, Penguin, 1968. 



is' 'that wt'lich means· ·SOffiSthing fori someone who' experiences 

as: d1fferent' f'rom a rejnesantation which ·an· anima:l· might 

get but· which is hothing for the· a~imal. Why expetiences 

are -intel.}.igible is only because represe·ntations ('in­

cluding cultural and· social) are. meaningful to· persons 

·(capable of culture) i•e• capable of. doing somet·hing.ta 

what is given as O·pp:osed to merely react or respont,lh .to 

what· is a:mere "stimulus"• 
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Ir:- ind:tv idu8 ting. material objects, 'pe·rsons capable 

of culture ~ze in·a .position to convert obje~ts of nature 

into objects of cul ture• This is the story • However ·the, 

v·arl.a tiona to this story are of course many •. One of ~them 

is b'y Lavi.;..Strauss 'himself ·when he talks ab.out "the intransi-
' 

gent ·r~f~sal ~n'the part df the savage mind ·to allo~ 

anything human {'·or even l·iving) to remain alien to it•" 

lt ·'looks· llke an· interp·retation· of the· basic· c·ore of .the· 

s·t'ory:~ LJha-tav·er the· case then,. ·the 'ind iv iduat ion-·process is 

the· core ·of a·ganuine science. Man's "desires·are :nat limi­

ted to those things that are "good to eat; he is as much 

desirous of those things that are "good to think"~ 40 The 

. ' . 
4D-o Levi~St:tauas And the .Pr.im1t i,vs - Robert L. Z immsrmat:\ 

in Cladde 'Levi-Strauss,· the Anthropologist. as Hero, 
ad• by t;;• Nelson Hayes and Tanya Hayes, _1970. l'l •. z.T. 
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"logic of the concrete" is a precedure of thought t~t 

orders and introduces system into what appears disordered 

and systemless, it does ~o in many different and subtle 

ways. This is done not just by classification but by ex­

plaining. But when anyone individuates anything• he does 

not explain anything. The explanation will be only of why 

he individuates this or that way and why this object as 

opposed to another object. 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 hie 

meanings. Levi-Strauss, however, was wrong in saying 

that, 

"the ultimata goal of the human sciences 
(is) not to constitute, but to dissolve 
man •••• (that) this first enterprise opens 
the way for others •••• Which are incumbent 
upon the exact natural sciences: the rein­
tegration of culture in nature and finally 
of life within the whole of its pbysico­
chemical conditions."41 

The individuation process is the attempt to under­

stand one's life in relation to other things because 

things have meaning only in relation to other things. 

41• Savage ~ind, Levi-Strauss. 



This attempt also consists in systematic individuation 

techniques like theories. But in one way or another 

theories are interpretations• But the attempt is to 

live authentically and coherently. And one can live 

authentically or coherently only if the ~orld 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 

there is the need not only to sea coherence or sanae in man, 

material objects etc. but to embody the sense. This latter 

consists in practice-orientation of the actor in the social 

scene or the individual• Meanings thus become not mere 

epistemological but "experiential"~ This is because one 

cannot describe any feeling that is already there witho~t 

our experiencing. 
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Chapter IIi 

The Problem of the relationshig between b~nguage and Culture 

There is, to my mind, no argument agains-t the 

contention that the reality of everyday-life is shared 

with others• But a more powerful contention is that the 

individuation/identity process of a parson having culture 

consists in communication and the way I understand the 

reality around me since the way I understand the reality 

of cultural existence depends on the way I can make it 

intelligible to myself as a person having self-consciousness. 

Language thus consists not only in the communication process 

in the face-to-face, interpersonal ~~ituati$ln but is the 

very root from which all this proces is made possible. 

Thus we will have to look into the way we organise what 

we racei~a as self-conscious beings, in the form of 

"representations"• An answer to any questions on this will 

help us in understanding what and how people communicate• 

How is it the case that from the fact that certain noises 

are uttered meanings come into existence and communication 

starts. 



6r _..I 
1-oJ 

lt is interesting to look at the way a child learns 

words, The child learns by uttering certain noises imita­

ting the more expert exponents of that language. He learns 

about mistakes while in the process of learning to say and 

understand a word• One who has a language does not mean 

that one is able to utter certain noises called words but 

one has a language when one can utter the words and also 

have a history of words and the whole contextual elasticity 

and rigidity a wordl1has. 

The sharability of one's cultural experiences forms 

the basis of his having a culture. Otherwise one is either 

a robot or a pure object of nature controlled by the force~ 

of nature• However in the final analysis we share our con-
• 

cepta. This sharing may consist in mythological stories, 

legends, language-learning, moral-teaching and so forth. 

This sharability presupposes, however, 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 self­

individuation of a culture• One way of showing this would 



be to argue in a partly philosophical manner that in so far 

as one 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 noted, is a 

cgncaptual one and not based on consideration of any parti­

cular language or culture• We might take Strawson as 

saying that every culture has its identity or is aware of 

itself, using or applying basic individuation - classi~~f.t 

cation system, and this. system is brought to bear upon a 

secondary individuation-classification system. This ~ill 

become clearer when we talk about concepts in relation to 

signs and to myths. 

L.evi-Strauss brought out a very interesting 

concept in his book The Savage Mind especially in· the 

chapter entitled "The Science of the·Concrete"• lt is 

interesting to gxplain tHis concept because, 1 believe, 

it explains how exactly th~ secondary individuation­

classification system is operated and is related to the 

basic individuation-classification system. ~or Levi-

Strauss, the verb "bricoleru applies to ball-games and 

billiards; also to hunting, shooting and riding but 

mostly to refer to some extraneous move·llent like "a ball 



'. . ' ' 

re-boundin'gt ·a' dog.;..st·ra'ying ·or ·a' horse 1S\Je'rving from in-

d ireC't ~curse· to av~i'd an o'b~taclen. And also the noun· 

~b~16dleUr~ t~f~is to ~d~~~~e ~ho ~arks with his hands 
I . . 

and uses' "devious means' compared to 'those of' a craftsman. 

fot·~evi-St~~~s~~ eV~h ~ythical thbught is a 'kind of 

lnteilectu~l fbricolage'• · 

1 A "bricoleur"· 1·s ad·ept at performing a large 

number of diverse tasks but unlike the engineer,' he does 

n·o.t subo-rdinate e·ach ·o'f· them to the availabi-lity· of rau 

materials and' tools ooncei'ved and procured r·or 'the pur-

pose or the prqject. 

"He is a man who undertakes odd jobs and 
is a J~ck of all·trades ci~ ~kind of pro­
fessional do-·it-yourself man~ !Jut, as the 
text makes· clear·; he·· is of a d if·fe.ren·t 
standing froll'JI t'cir. instance, the english 
''odd job man'· o·r 'handyman' .. "42 · 

The rules. of .. the _gam.e of ·the 'br,icol~j~ur' a~efialways to 

ma.ke do wi ~h. "t~h9tevar ,is. at ha~d" ~ 

"T~~ element~ whlth ~he •b~icole~r' 
collects and uses are. 'pre~con~trained• 

' . ' 

4~. itrulsx, 11 The .Savage l'lind"- Levi Strauss, p•17. 
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like the constitutive units of myth, the 
possible combinations of which are 
restricted by the fact that they are 
drawn from the language where they already 
possess a sense which sets a limit on 
their freedom of manoauvre".43 

They, however, each represent a set of actual and possible 

relations. This is whe4\a· concepts come into the picture. 

The work of a 'bricoleur' is, we can say, that he looks 

into the ways the concepts he has got operate with refe­

rence to a concrete reality and then somehow organises the 

reality he faces. The Engineer is always trying to make 

his way out of (and go beyond so to say) the constraints 

imposed by a partic:'ular state of civilization while the 

1bricoleur' by inclination or necessity always remain 

within them. This difference is removable when we bring 
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in the concepts of primary and secondary individuation­

classification systems we have earlier mentioned. However, 

(probably it's besides the point), levi-Strauss concluded 

that the engineer works by means of concepts and the 

1 bricoleur' by means of signs. 
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There is a sensa why the 'bricolaur' may not ever 

complete ~is purpose but he always puts something of him­

self into it• in his ever quest for a particular identi­

ty, a task involving a life-time of all the individuals 

past, present and future of that particular culture. Thera 

is another sense in which the artist of any particular cul­

ture represents the parallel means of achieving self• 

identity not by individuating or classifying meteriai~bb­

jecte but by creating ua material object which is also an 
44 object of knowledge•" And the fact that art changes 

from one trend to another, even within a particular cul­

ture, points out the fact that the everlasting quest of 

self-identity of any particular culture involves using 

many means one after another, if one means does not seem to 

lead to identity-affirmation. This applies to myths and 

dreams also. 

Myths are far from baing "the product of man's 
45 myth-making faculty, turning its back on reality.u This 

is because there is an obvious sense in which a myth has 

its own reality, i.e. it cannot be true or false as a 

44• Ibid•; P•22• 
45. Ibidt 1 pe16e 



matter of faQt~ A. myt.J:l may,.be. 1.'crude"• but.th~t i.s another 

tn1ng. In. myt,hs the myth~cal thought orders ce.rtain other 

se~s b.y mean!3 of ,on9 p~rtic.ula.r set and that is language• 

·Of. course. it. ,is ,t~ue tha:t. it is not at· th.e structur.al level 

that it makes use of it. 
' " ~ ' ' I I 

About lan.guage b.~ing .!. ~tJ:'uctured 
I ' I' ' ' ' • ' , ' o ' 

set we all h~ve different Dpinions .but not that language 
., ,, ' ' ' t ••• ••• ~ • ' :· 

haa.different structures corresponding to different ~aye 
I o' o o I I;, I 

of ~tudyJ for .ex~mplej a .~~~gu-ge has p~o~ological, 

syntactical. and many.other st~uctures·.· However, concepts . ' . . . ' '. . '• . . . . . : ' 

appear likE). "operat,ors gpening. ua. ~he s,et baing worked 

withn46 .af1d the sign~fication the c.oncepts m~de poss!ble, 
' : .. 

neithe~ extends nor renews the .sat •. l'lyth~c.al thought 
':I, '• I 0 ' ' • ,-. 1 •• • • ,' 0 : 

~s .. i!llpr~s(Jned in tl)a. ev~nt;s .and ~xp~~~emc~s which i.t never 
' ' I ' , • I • 1 ' , , , , 

tires of. or~ering and re-ordering, int~rpreti~g and re-
. . ' ' ' . ' ' .. ' ~ . . . ' . . ' ' . . : ' ' 

interpreting in its at~empt.~o ~ink ins&qhts which ere,. 

so. limit~d .. in n1,.1mber, limited by space and time~ In fact 
) 

it .seems to me that it is because of this that there is a 

philosophical uncertainty. tha.~. "ar~. p~oceeds,. f~om a ·set 

(objec~: :and event). ,tq th,e. ~iscovery of, its stru.t:ture and 

myth. starts . from a structure by m,aa.ns of which 4,t constructs 
47 a sat•" 

. ' 
4 ?·~ lb i~. ' P.. 2~. 
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The idea or theory of any model or structure on 

the one hand and the idea or thegrY of a mundane existence 

on the other hand, is linked, or, should ~a say philoso­

phically bound together. This is because of the special 

status which basic or necessary concepts have in the basic 

or primary system of classification of the world. Necessary 

concepts look like rules• The advantage of having the con­

cept of a rule as oppdsed to other concepts, is because a 

rule can be so general as to cover all cases or"instances 

where the rule logically applies and can be so particular 

as to cover particular cases which can never be made stereo­

typed proportionate to any general principle. Taking one 

angle of the above, we can say that the idea or theory of 

a model or structure has an analytical relationship with 

the idea of experience baing organised or of chaotic 

"experiences" being recognised as such, in an otganisad 

or non-chaotic background• 

for any structure Ql framework or model to be 

recognised as such, it is necessary for that structure to 

be at least in principle intelligible to me. If anyone says 

that one can "recognize" structures o~ frameworks or models 

in the world ~ithout any of them baing intelligible (even 
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in principle) we can say in the manner of Immanuel Kant 

that that "recognition" is a "recognition" of non-organised, 

chaotic fleet of representations. Of course it is very neces­

sary for us to be clear about what this recognition pro-

cess consists in. In other words M9 have to be clear about 

ho~ language, inowledge and mundane existence are structu­

rally connected or otherwise. 

We would, therefore, discuss something of cyber­

netics, a study of human-control functions. In this res­

pect Yiener has some interesting things to say as pointed 

out by Levi-Strauss. Wiener maintains that the "nature of 

the social sciences is such that it is inevitable that 

their very development have repercussions on the object of 

their investigation.n 46 The 'coupling' or the duality of 

the observer with the observed phenomenon is lacking in 

fields of physical sciences• Levi Strauss gave the follow-

ing examples:-

In astrophysics the above is lacking "where the 

48. Levi-Strauss - Structural Anthropology, p.ss. 



object has such vast dimensions that the influence of the 

observer need not be taken into account and in atomic phy­

sics where the object of study is so small that what 

counts for us is only in the mass effects". In the field 

of social sciences, the object of study is affected by the 

observer. The phenomena subjected to sociological~or 

anthropological inquiry are defined within our own sphere 

of interests. They concern questions of the life, educa­

tion, career and .death of individuals• Therefore the sta­

tistic~1 runs available for the study of a given phenomenon 

are always for too short to lay the foundation of a valid 

induction.• This is t-rue- of -language. Language is a social 

phenomenon but it is different from any other social phe­

nomena in that it manifests two fundamental characteristics 

namely, that, firstly, much of linguistic behaviour is said 

to lie gn the level of unconscious thought and secondly, 

that since language appeared 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 enough runs to make language a 

valid subject of mathematical analysis. To make clear on 

the first point we can_say that when we speak, for example, 

we are not consgigus of the syntactical an~ m~rp~ological 
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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 seen therefore that in language, as a 

social phenomenon manifests both independence of the ob­

server and long statistical runs. This is dangerous becausa 

there are some peopla who have thought to even say that it 

is difficult to see why certain linguistic problems could 

not be solved by modern calculating machines; machines 

which can be "fed" with equat1ons regulating the types of 

structures with which phenomemics usually deals and can 

therefore obtain a "computation of the totality of ~ho­

nological structures for n oppositions (n being as high as · 

one wished)~ 9 

The interest consists in levi-Strauss' argument 

that since there is obviously a relationship between 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. Ibid., p.sa. 
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ting its modal structu~as". 50 The intention of the argument 

however, is to see if it is possible to effect a reduction 

(in the manner we pointed out in connection with language), 

in the analysis of other forms of social phenomena and to 

see if they consist of systems of bebaviour that represent 

the projection, on the level of conscious and socialized 

thought, of "universal laws which regulate the onconscious 

activiti~s of the mind"• fashion and advertisements are 

good examples. "Fashion actually is, in the highest de~ree, 

a p~enomenon that depends on the unconscious activity of 

the mind", this was what was seen by Levi-Strauss thirty 

years ago~ ~ 

In this connection, we believe that if the ideas 

of Chomsky can be put together with some of Wittgenstein's, 

may lead to a very powerful theory of culture and of under-
-standing culture~ This belief has a prima facie acceptabili~ . 

ty since bot~ of them have had a lot of influence on the 

development of linguistics and philosophy of language and 

have inspired many philosophers to re-examine the various 

SO. Ibid•p po58. 



concepts evolued by various ·experimente~s ~nd observars. 51 . 
• , ' ' , • , : • ' I,, , '' • I • o • 

Mo.dern anthropological linguistics, ~o not attempt to "deal 
• I ' ·, ' ' ' ' I • 

w~th deep struc,tt,.~re a,nd. in its_ re.la.~io.n to s,urf.ace :st.ructu.ra. 

R.E;lt.her ~t,s .. ~t:tention is limited ~o s.urface .. structur~, to the 
, . 

. Phane.tic .. form .of an uttert;lnca and i~ ,organizat.ion into 

un~ts of varying siza•"52 In fact Choms.S,<y in no uncertain 

ta;rms. s~ressed. the. point ,that the J.dea that: .~he, ~tudy of 

lang,u~.ge. should. proceed, with!n t_J;le .frameta~ork of woat we 

m~ght no~aday~ call. 0 cogn.1tive psyc,~ology" 1.s s.ound. Of. 

cours.<i1 t~at is: up to. 9ur in,tarpre,t~t.i~m.. for Choms.ky, 

lang~t;l9e is ~ore or l~ss B manif$station ~f the behaviour 

urg!'ld by,. the human mind and that only within this context 

can we perceive the larger issues that determine the direc­

tions in which the study of lar,'t.g.uege should develop. In 

Yi~tgenstain, the. antite discuss~on of language is dominated 

by· the idea rit a rule and ~f th~ .inali~nable tonne~i6n.be-· 
'! l 

tween the concap·t of meaning and that of a rule~ 

Thera a·~e some. people who have raised ·problems. of 

51, "The Current Scene in Linguistic: Present directions", 

pp.3-7. Reibel and Schane. (1969) - Modern Studies in 

.tng1i~b· Prentice~Hall~ . 

~2~ lbid~~ p~3-7~ 
. . ·.1'. 
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the existence of rules of language. 53 Oswald, one of them, 

said that these rules are in a sense non-existent. They are 

in a sense non-existent because there are different ways in 

which something may be said to exist or not to exist. ror 

example, the existence of a flower is not like the existence 

of a belief, or of a poem, or of a word. So in what other 

sense then, can we say that the rules of language exist. 

Oswald pointed out that there (for example) is an obvious 

way by whi~b we can show that rules may exist and that is by 

refering to games such as chess or football or other acti­

vities like law. It is no doubt true tha·t here the rules 

exist in a form in which they can be produced and consulted. 

Now with language: Are there, (than), similarly rules for 

using such words as 'red' and 'pain' wh,ch could be pro­

duced and consulted? Are there occasions when I, a speaker 

of English, might want to consult such rules, as 1 might 

consult the rules of a game or institution' It is said that 

there is no need for a native speaker to consult rules of 

simple words because he knows them toQ well. But "should he 

~ot be able at least io state tham?" 54 Most people if asked 

".J)oes Lo..n~ )tud. -rul.~ 7 )~ :lhe ?hilQX;fN'col <X~ 
6ZJ. O>wcUd Jta.n~i"f- .J"\J.kj I Cf~O- VoL 3o No.Jlo. 

54. Ibid·, 
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to give the rules for such words, would find it difficult 

what to say. It is ~ said that the rules of a language 

are "implicit", but what will it mean for a rule to be 

implicit? for some people, language-speakers (native) "are 

in the position of someone who has learned to play chess 

without ever having the rules formulated.n 55 This ie a 

conceivable way of learning to play chess. It is also 

possible to learn chess by having the rules formulated. 

But what does that mean? Probably, it refers to the secon-

dary language-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 itself 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 game or acting an activity. We can make up the rules as 

we go along. 56 Thus the players or participants (as the 

case may be) may act in "accordance with a rule that 'grows• 

55. The Philosophy of Language - !d. J. R· Searle 
Oxford University Preas, p.47. 

5&. Philosophical Investigations - Wittgenstein. 



57 in the course of the game without ever being stated·" 
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But language is not a game• When a child has learned 

t \, k 'd t l t o spea , we o no say h~ has earned how o play a game. 

This is not how the word 1 game' is used. If two people have 
' a conversation, we do not (except in a m'etaphorical sense) 

'say they are playing a game. It is however, known that 
I 

'langue ge has certain things in common with games. That is 

tJhy Wittgenste.in found it helpful 'to make' an analogy between 

games and language, compare them, to consider language from 

that point of view. Thera is also a sense in which games 

differ from other activities including language in the 

quality of creativity. They also differ in the quantity and 

intensity of creativity• 

Chomsky made a distinct'ion between what the spea'ker 

of a language knows implicitly or is competent ~ what he 

does or performs. Chomsky pointed out also that in the tra­

ditional view. a grammar is an account of competence. It 

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

57. "Does Language Need Rules?" - Oswald Hanfling. 



ker to understand an arbitrary sentence of his language and 

to produce an appropriate sentence on a given occasion. If 

_ it is a secondary~learning process or a pedagogic grammar, 

it aims to discover and exhibit tha mechanisms that make 

this achieusment possible• The competence of the speaker­

hearer can, ideally, be expressed as a system of rules that 
I 

relate signals to semantic interpretations of these signals. 

for the grammarian thus, the problem, is to discover this 

system of rules; the problem for the philosopher is to dis-

cover general ~roperties of any system of rules that may 

serve as the basis for a human language. In other ~ords, to 

elaborate in detail the general form of language that under­

lies each particular realization, each particular natural 

language. 

learning for Chomsky, is primarily'"a matter of 
' 58 

filling in detail within a structure that is innate"• 

This 'filling in detail' is, ho~ever, rule-governed that 

there is a right and a ~rong ~ay of doing things. Doing 

58. Noam Chomsky - "Reflections on language", po39 
1976. 
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things in this context is involving in language-games where 

we commit mistakes and thus follow rules. Learning how to 

follow rules is gaining mastery of a technique; it is 

acquiring a skill• Teaching someone how to follow rules is 

training him in a technique; it is developing in him a 

skill. Knowing 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 

technique is involved. But technical knowledge is not the 

only element of knowledge involved in any human activity 

as the Rationalists hold and thus it does not mean that only 

a technique is involved. In fact to form a skill, technique 

and what Michael Oakeshott calls "technical knowledge" have 

to combine. To take an example, this can clearly be noticed 

in cookery and in fine arts like painting, music and poe­

try. And without deviating from the context, this applies, 

without any need for qualification, to language-activity and 

if we don't like this, at least communication-activity. And 

language-activity or communication activity is more or less 

a skill as we have pointed out above, not because it is a 

kind of game which can be identified ultimately with a mani­

festation of a certain kind of skill(s). ror instance, the 

game of football ~s the game played by people manifesting 
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certain skills; and since skills are not mere abilities but 

knowledge also, the game of football can only be played by 

people ~ho know about the concept of football• A wicket­

keeper of cricket can manifest his ability to catch by 

catching a football, and a football being bigger than a 

cricket ball he c~n do it well and thus may thought to be a 

"good goalkeeper" but he is not actually manifesting the 

skill ,of playing football since, for instance, as a goal­

keeper he has to know that certain relationships exist 
I 

bet~een him and other members of the team and that hie goal­

keeping does not cons~st only in being able to catch a ball 

(football) but in playing football• Of course language is 
I 

not a game in this ~ay but at least a cautious analogy can 

be made• 

, Th~ precaution consists in the context relating to 

rules. Earlier in Chapter II we have been.talking about the 

con~titutive/,egulative distinction in the light of Dorothy 

Emmett's book "Rules, Roles and Relationsn, 59 which led us 

to the idea that there is a logical necessity for making 

59. Dorothy Emmett - Ryles, Roles and Relations. 
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a place for a third kind of rule since there are cases where 

it is vary difficult to consider something as coming under 

constitutive or regulative as easily as the distinction is 

supposed to cover• Thus to a certain extent the border 

between logic and experience or practice is very unclear. 

There are overlappings and we cannot deny this as a matter Of 

fact. This is the case in connection with language and the 

meaningful also. 

For ~ittgenstain, the comparison of language to a 

game was not meant to suggest that language was a past~ime 0 

or something trivial: on the contrary, it_was meant to bring 

out the connection between the speaking of la~uag~~nd ------ ..--... - - -- ~ -- -
' 

no~gu~~c~s. In fact the speaking of language 

is part of a communal activity, a ~ay of living in society 

which Wittgenatein calls "form of life"• lt is as we have 

pointed out earlier, through sharing in the playing of 

language-games that language is connected with our life. 

The relationship between language and culture is 

for tJittgenstein and to a certain exte,Olt, Chomsky, consists . 
not only in the above but also in the role a word of a 

particular language plays in the whole life of the tribe• 
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This consists in that language is not merely a more or less 

systematic inventory of the various items of experience 

which seem relevant to the individual, but is a self­

contained, creative symbolic organization, which not only 

refers to experience largely-acquired but actually define 

cultutal experience for us. This however does not mean that 

the study of language by itself would suffice to exhausti­

bly show the general character of thought and meaningful-

ness of any experience and discourse~ This, of course 

follows from Immanuel Kant's argumants 60 with some extan-

sions. The arguments Immanuel Kant put forward were about 

the concept of experience as such end are not competitive 

explanations of a similar kind which psychologists and 

scientists are ~ttampting at producing~ The problem of 

innate ide~s or innate capacities can only be solved by 

having a backg~ound which is not based on the empirical but 

on the analytic and conceptual. 

A human language is an extremely complex system. 

To coma to know a human language would be an extraordinary 

in~ellactual achieve~ent for a creature not specifically 

60· "Ctitique of Pure Reason" - Immanuel Kant. 



designed to accomplish this task. A normal child acquires 

this knowledge on relatively slight exposure and without 

specific training. He can then quite effortlessly make usa 

of an intricate structure of specific rules and guiding 

principles to convey h~s thoughts and feelings to others, 

arousing in them novel ideas and subtle perceptions and 

Judgements. By thus studying the properties of natural 

language, their structure, organization, and usa, ~e may 

hope to gain some und~ratanding of the specific characteris­

tics of human intelligence. We may hope to learn something 

about human nature; if it is true that human cognitive 

capacity is the truly distinctive and most remarkable 

characteristic of the species. 

"Ho~ comes it that human beings, ~hose contacts with 

the world are brief and personal and limited, are neverthe­

less able to know as much as they do know?" This is Russell's 

question: 51 

Hums presented with.a substantive theory of "the 

61· "Human Knowledge' Its scope and limitas" - 1948. 



secret springs and priociples, 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 properties 

of an infinite array of sentences. These sentences, each 

with its particular sttucture, constitute the language 

82 
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generated by the gramm~r· The languageaJ ;so generatedL~ ~ 

those that can be "learned" in the normal way. The language 

faculty, given appropriate·stimulation, will construct a 

grammarf the parson knQws the language generated by the 

constructed grammar." The idea of "innateness" is to be 

found in avery "theory of learning". But what is a theory 

of learning? 

Investigating the cognitive capacity of humans, wa 

might consider, say, the ability to recognize and identify 

faces on exposure to a few presentations, to determine the 

personality structure of another parson on brief contact 

(thus, to be able to guess, pretty wall, how that person 

will react under a variety of conditions), to recognize a 

melody under transposition and other modifications, to 

handle those branches of mathematics that build on numeri-
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cal or spatial intuition, to create art forms resting on 

certain principles of structure and organization, and so on. 

Humans appear to have characteristic and remarkable abili­

ties in those domains, in that they construct a complex and 

intricate intellectual system, rapidly and uniformly, on 

the basis of degenerate evidence. 

"To have a mind is to have the ~apacity to acquire 

the ability to 'operata. with symbpls in such a, way that it 

is one's o~n activity that makes them symbols and confers 

meaning on them.n 62 Mind for Chomsky is an innate capacity 

to form cognitive structures, not first-order capacities to 

act. 

ror him, the conceptual competence-performance dis­

tinction seems a prerequisite for any serious investigation 

of behaviour. Human action can be understood only on the 

assumption that first-order capacities and families of 

dispositions to behave involve the use of cognitive struc­

tures that express systems of (unconscious) kno~ledge, 

62. Anthony Kenny: "The Origin of the Soul" in Kenny ~ ..!! 
1973. 



belief, ~xpectation, evaluation, judgement, and the like• 

,, 5 
0 

Suppose that in investigating organisms, we decide, 

perversely, to restrict ourselves to tasks and problems that 

lie au~side their cognitive capacity. We might then expect 

to discover simple "laws of learning" of same generality. A 

mpre elaborate study of cognitive capacity raises still 

further questions. Thus, some intellectual achievements, 

such as language-lea~ning, fall strictly ~ithin biologically 

determined cognitive capacity. But we can consider problems 

that lie at the bord~rline of cognitive capacity. Chess, for 

example, is not so remote from cognitive capacity as to be 

merely a source of !~soluble puzzles, but is at the same 

time sufficiently beyond our natural abilities so that it 

is cha~lenging and i~triquing. 

"The study of chess-playing program~ may teach 

something about the theory of chess, but is unlikely to 

contribute muth to the study of human intelligence." 

In the 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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bel·ieva,; if.. we are to attain a. real understanding' of the 
, . \' 

·mind and its workings. 

nA: ralatioh:.·or cci~~atibility holds b~tween t~e 

grammar constructed at a given stage'or mental gro~th and. 

linguistic axpsriencs, ~s ~nalysed a~ that ~tage b~ me6h~ni­

sms of mind." "tanguaae is not' only l~~~riad b~t taught, 

and this "teaching" ·is essential· to establishing the meaning 

of-linguistic axpression's•" ·is not supported' alther on 

empi!rica·i or co·ncapt:ual grounds.· 

,lhasa are more or lass· ·atr~WChomskian·thoughts; 
. . 

but it' is worth considering them in relatio·n to many things 

that lalittgens'tein says. in' ccmnection with the nature and 

role of· language and: our capacity to wield it• Think, for 

in~tance, only of the idea t~at altho~gh lang~age must be a 

rul~-g_pvernad activity,· not all ·.rule~ ~an' be "le~rnad" J 

"le~tning" ju~t aa·murih ~s jus~ifi~ation m~st coma t~ an 
'. . 

and• 'In the ultimata anal.'ysis t.ia are just' able to \.J.ield 

language-and-this ability cannot be explained in terms of 

our having "lear·ned" o;r "taught" ·all 'the rules • 'lt will be 

f~·sc'inating to· ~xplore t·tie 'conne'ct:ion be.twaa·n this thought 

of··Wittgari~t•tn IJith the thom~ki~n ~~tion ~f innat~ idea~. 



Chapter IV 

The Problem of the relationship between Man 1 Natu,e and 
\ 

Cyl turg 

The way we understand people will reflect what 

we take them to be; what is the nature of the human being, 

the person and man? Is the human being essentially a 

rather complicated machine? If so what is wrong with 
) 

8 ~") 
( 

cybernetics i.e. in trying to understand how it (~he human 

being) "~o~orka" in the same way that we try to understand 

the workings of a computer or a chemical factorY• Or does 

the fact. that we are. conscious• and perhaps that we 

exarc~se ,free.will and raco~niza a realm of yalyas, ·render 

the. 'mechanical approach entirely misleading? Or can we say 

that the human bei~g is really just an animal; and so pea• 

ple are either machines or snimals? The issue of the sta­

tus of the human baing or the parson has philosophically 

erucial dimensions. This is not an assertion but a claim. 

Tactual evidence is of essential importance just as the 

interpretation. of .it is• 

It seems tha~ there is an obvious difference 

between the nidaaln·description of man as a·subject of 



enquiry by the natural sciences and a description of man 

(I Q uu 

as a "creature of culture"• A philosopher's task hera need 

not necessarily be to try and give a correct answer 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 nature and as an obJect of culture 

and how we understand the various corresponding desorip• 

tiona. 

Before we go any further let us ask the question 

if there might be a distinction of quality between man 

and other terrestrial animals. The idea that there might 
\,__, 

be such a distinction is• for instance, to be found in 

Wittgenstein and others. The pursuit of this idea can be 

seen as an ~ttempt to explain the concept of man as such, 

culture as such and nature as such. Any other explana-

tion ~ill have to accept or start from this attempt or 

theory. The distinguishing mark has to arise from the 

framework of quality and not from something else (We 

are using the word rtquality" in somewhat like the sense 

in which Immanuel Kant used the word "categor~es" in the 

Critique of Pyre Reasgn). 

A very good argument to this effect can be found 



in Jonathan Bennatt in his book called Ratigpal&tv.63 

Sennett started with an argument about the way 4n which 

the concept of behaviour may be explained. There are tYo 

kinds of behaviour he pointed out. These are (1) "Regular 

behaviour" and (2) 0 Rula•gu1ded behaviour"• This can help 

us in achieving philosophical elements not only in the 
~ 

context we have picked up above but also in contexte 

involving specific explanation of certain cpncepte. And 

Yhen ~e look for distinguishing marks we are not looking 

out for synthetic truths of a certain sort. And when Kant 

and Wittgenstein stress upon language as being necessary 

for any judgement making they are not saying that judge­

mente cannot be made if there is no spoken language Of 

~rittan language. This is not howevet obvious. In fact, 

if we agree with Bennatt, it can be argued that it is 

dange~us to speak of Judgements ~lthout a structure of 

meanings and just absence of language. The world of the 

meaningfulness is different from tha qatJXing out of th~ 

meanings into the ~orl~t so to eay. And as we have made 

ourselves clear by saying that the concept of language is 

such that it does not include only tha particular spoken 

63o "Rationality: Jonathan Bennett, 1964 
Routledge and Keegan Paul. 

qq 
uv 



languages and written languages which I term "meaning -

carrying out techniques"• It includes also items in the 

world, which are different from words, and which have a 

dimension which is generally referred to as "symbolic"• 

Indeed any item in the world might acquire such a symbolic 
' 

9 n 
'J 

dimension, and of course, some of these items may be spacia-

lly devised such as, works of art. We may take language in 

this wide sense and discuss the possibility of it making the 

crucial phili:i"sophical difference between man and the rest of 

the animate and inanimate world. However it ~ill be mora 

convenient, as Bennatt does, to build our argument taking 

language in the narrower sense of a system of words and 

sentences in which one does in a fairly straight forward 

sense, things such as make statements, issue denials, ask 

questions, answer them, order others to do things etc. 

So we go back to the argument for a distinction 

between "regular behaviour" and "rule-guided behaviour~~ 

Bennett g~ve an interesting example to explain his theory. 

His example is like this: 

"A honey-bee finds a source of sugar, 
imbibes some of it, and then returns to 
the hive' Yhere it performs a dance• Other 



bees observe this dance and then fly straight 
to the food, unaccompanied by its original 
discoverer. If we know where a given bee has 
discovered so~e sugar solution, and what the 
latter's concentration is, we can predict 
certain features of the bee'~ subsequent 
dance; and from watching a dance ~a can 
predict where the baas which observe it will 
subsequently fly. These predictions are 
possible because apiologists have found rules 
which correlate certain aspects of each dance 
with (a) the distance bet~aen the hive and 
the disc.overed food, (.b) the direction from 
the hive of the discovered food (for distance 
ever 100 metres), 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 the bold use, in an 
informal experimental report, of the natural 
and inviting metaphor which says that the 
bees have a 'language', and that they 
'understand' one another's 'reports' of 
discoveries of food."64 
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~eature which is imp•licit in language is the 

concept of reason-giving or rationality. This is recog­

nised by ancient philosophers likd Aristotle and by modern 

philosophers like Immanuel Kant. for them both, "rational 

nature" is what really distinguished men from other beings -

64. Ibid. 



at least from all other terrestrial beings. But 

Aristotle went to the extent of concluding that "theo­

retical reasoning must be the highest of human activi­

ties; for, though reason is indeed employed in practical 

matters, he thinks it plain that the timeless, incorrup­

tible, non-sensuous objects of theoretical contemplation 

provide a worthier field for reason's activity than the 

humdrum situations and predicaments with which practical 
65 deliberation has, often inconclusively, to do·" Aristotle 

himself talks of the life of the rational soul as con­

sisting in comtemplation, "Such a life would be too high 

for ma~J for it is not in eo far as he is man that he will 

live s~, but in so far as something divine is present in 

him; and by so much as this is superior to our composite 

nature is its activity superior to that which is the 

exercise of the other kind of virtue. If reasdn is divine, 

then, in comparison with man, th~ life in accordance with 

65. "The Primary of Pract~cal Reason," by G.J. Wa.nock, in 
"Studies in the Philosophy of Thought and Action" 
selected and edited by p.f. Strawson. Oxford 
Paperbacks ~· 



it is divine in comparison with human life~ •• n66 Aristotle 

also said that Plato was apparently justified in dividing 

the soul into two patts, one rational, the other irra­

tional. The ierational part itself he divides into what 

he calls the vegetative and the "appative"• Trye appetitive 

part ~ay be in some degree rational, when the goods that 

it seeks are such as reason approves of. Reason alone is 

apparently purely contempla~ive (at least for Aristotle), 
~ 

and does not, without the help of~appetit~,lead to any 

practical activity~7 

lt is usual to try and understand the difference 

between .men and other animals by referring to capacities 

or competencies which men have and ani~als do not. Such an 

approach, however, is frequently philosophically unsa­

tisfactory. This is so because the proof of the capacities 

or competencies in question is take~ to consist in rele­

vant performances. And such a proof frequently has nothing 

to do with the conceptual connection between the idea of 

a particular capacity or competeRcy and the idea of 

66. A History of Wes~ern Philosophy - Bertrand Russell, 
1945, ppo171-173o 
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intelligence ot rationality which ia taken to be peculia~ 

to man. lhUe confronted with behaviour such ea that of 

Von-Fisher's baas or that of aome variety ot ants tha 

notion of ~ capacity tied to the idea of performance ie 

quite likely to give ua the idae of a diffe~ence in 

dag~ae betYSen man and boas or between man and anta. 

On the other handt a philosophieel enquiry into the idoa 

of rationality which might ee involved in tho notion of 
I 

linguistic capacity might yield qui\a different results• 

Continuing our discussion on baea 1 ~ would like to 

point out the roa~on why many people fall into the tamp• 

tation to say that baas have an elementary languaga oJ a\ 

least that the bees• behaviour ia quaai-11nguietic• The 

raaeon ie that the essential thlng about a language ie 

that patta~ns of behaviour on ~he part of a creature come 

to stand for things other than thamsalvas; fo~ states of 

affairs 1n the ~rld 1n which the eraatu~e livea.· Whore 

a pattetn of behaviour is pa~t of e language tha~a are 

rules linking the behaviour to faatur~a of tha ~orld ao 

to say. The behaviour thus ist symbolic 1n the $ense that 

1t 'slgnificies• or 'means' eomatning. lt 1e thus tha 

fact that tha dance movements of tha beae seam to stand 

for aomath~ng or to r.ep~eant a featu•e of the bao•s 



environment that gives rise to the idea that they con­

stitute a language. 
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Bennett, however, argues that if we think of 

linguist!~ behaviour as behaviour that correletae ~ith 

states of affairs in the creature's environment wa can 

pinpoint the uniqueness of buman language• for Sennett 

the non-human animal can only represent in ita current 

environment. The human being, on the other hand, can 

represent states of affairs that obtained in the past, and 

even states of affairs that are genasal. 

Whet ia meant by ~ states of affairs is clear• 

The existence of pollen in such and such a place would 

count as a curtent state of affaire, and the honay-bae 

'language' seems capable of ~apreeenting this; but the 

existence of pollen at such and such a place 'this time 

last year• would be a state of affaire that obtained in 

tha past, a etata of affairs that Bennatt argues baa 

'language• cannot represent. Of course an examp~e of a 

general state of affairs ~ould be a fact that npollen ia 

usually found most on tropical flo~araon for Bennett such 

states of affairs cannot be represented in bee 'language' 



either. To be a little bit Kantian, we can say that a 

"general state of affaire is a number of particular state~ 

of affairs somehow brought together", and Bennatt thinks 

that "this 'bringing together• or synthesis is a capacity 

unique to 'human language". 67 Probably for Bennatt it can 

only be said that "animal quasi-linguistic behaviour can 

always bo regarded as nothing but di~act rasponsse to soma 

particular feature of the creature's environmsnt•.n68 

lt can be imagined how the mother deer •~arne• 

har offspring of any impending danger in the form of a tiger 

by beating the ground with her feat. The beating of the 

feat can be interpreted as meaning (in this context) 

"the tiger ia approaching"• The dear's "action" can be 

understood as a direct response to a teatura already 

present in the environment, probably, the scant of the 

tiger approaching (tigers are quite smelly). We can say 

that the smelling of the scent simply triggers tha response 

67• The Philosophy of the Social Sciences - Varnon Pratt, 
Methuen• p.32, 191Bo 

6 8. lb id. t p. 32. 



in the form of tha beating of the ground ~ith the faat. 

Studies of animal behaviour enable us to interpret 

their communication in axa£x gaaa fg&lgwins soma baaic 

pattern. But this wouldn't help us especially ~ith 

complicated communications of the bees and others• Ho~aver 

not to complicate things too far we can say that if tha 

bea•dance for instance, is "to be understood as a "state­

manta, the "statement" must be understood as non-general, 

(that is, as 'particular'), and to be in the proeent.tsnses 

~here is pollen in direction x. Y flying minutes ·a~ay•.n69 

Let us consider statements made by men during a business 

session of a company board of directote;the ch44rman noti­

cing a director rubbing his moustache and nodding his bald 

head may pass a judgement-statement or may at least be con­

vinced that one of directors ia in agreement with a suggos­

tlon made (if the Press ~era to ba present there)• His judge­

ment-statement Yould be a particular one about something in 

the present and could be construed ae a simple raaponae on 

the Chailman•e part to the visual impression of the director 

69• The Philosophy of the Social Sciancaa - Vernon Pratt, 
1978, P•33• 



rubbin~ h!s moustache and nodding his bald head. But if 

0') '-- u 

the judgement-statement wsra to the affect that business \ 

people usually rub their moustaches if they have nodded 

thait head (bald or otherwise) whan they are agreeing to 

something, he would be making a general (Judgement) state­

ment ~hich could not be construed on the eama pattern. ln 

saying that business people usually rub their moustaches 

(if they have) and nod their head (bald or otherwise) ~hen• 

ever t~ey agree to anything, he is going beyond any memory 

trace "he might have of pas~ impressions: he is syntha­

thizlng a number of visual impressions, embracing them in 

a single ganaral statement.n 70 It can also be assn that 

visual impressions brought together in a general statement 

are not restricted 1iJ the present. ttMakJ.ng a general 

statement thus involves the ability to make statements about 
71 the paat•" What is apecial about human beings is that 

they can arrive at an appropriate response to the situation 

in which they find themselves by bringing to bear general 

statements or judgements, which they are able to arrive at 

?Oo, lb.i,d • f p.33o 

71o ·lbid•t po34o 



by an act of synthesis applied to several experiences they 

have had in the past. 

There is a way in which an appropriate response may 

be discovered by an indiv1dual 0 and it is one which has 

bean also argued to have a profound bearing on the nature 

of human life• This is the idea of teagh!ng2r )aarniQg 

from others• ~hat is relevant in this idea is that in the 

process of learning, ~e have something that ~ play a 

apacially important role in the human species, end mgra sg 

is the reality of individuals baing actively taught by 

another• A group has a tradition when its way of life has 

been handed down to it from previous generations• It is 

tradition that learning from others brings with it. Thus 

the people's ability to learn sometimes by imitating others 

and by responding to others' teaching creates the possibil~ty 

of tradition. 

The distinction that we have already implicitly 

made between learning by imitation and learning in a 

situation of active teaching is important. Perhaps many 

lower animals are copable of 'learning' by imitation or 

by what the bahaviourista have called, the method of 

•trial and error' (a•g• tha rat in the maze)~ But a typical 
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situation of teaching in the human case is quite radically 

different. lt involves aaking of questions, producing 

arguments, sho~ing the rightness or ~rongnass of a particular 

argumantp employment of CJite~ia of truth and falsehood 

and so on. It is quite clear that activities sueh as this 

aJa possible only within a general capacity for language. 

Considet in this connection several ~amarks made by 

Wittganatein on the connection bet~een the meaning of a ~ord 

and the learning of the meaning or taaching of the meaning 

of the word. 

If thus in man's linguistic capacity we have e 

truly distinguishing mark of human beings, it should not be 

surprising that man as an object of culture is so obviously 

different from the rest of the world of nature• Culture, of 

course, includes things such as man's struggle tor 

survival, the way he propagates himself ·and so on and it 

will be easy to find stray similarities baiyeen man and 

othat animals 1n these respects. But man's linguistic 

capacity endows upon even his moat basic "animal" activities, 

e dimension uhich cannot be thare in the ease of lower 

animals• And this is the dimension of maaningo Take even 

an activity like cultivating the land for food and the 



use of implements in such activities. Consider only the 

implements as possible car~iers of meaningo The meaning 

101 

for instance of an axe or a spade or a rake in a particular 

culture may go far beyond the strict function of these 

implements in agricultural activity. There may even be a 

correct or an incorrect uay of making an axe for instance, 

which may have nothing to do ~ith ita function. Or take 

the activities connected with the propagation of the species, 

and imagine the fantastic and complex dimension of meaning 

which goes far beyond the mara sexual act or the activity of 

rearing the young. And aa we, ae it ~ere, go up the ladder 

of man's cultural activity man's world of meaning acquires 

a complexity and divaraity which is unimaginable in tha case 

of any other terrestrial creature• Some of these activities 

are directly linked with language, activities such as story­

telling (which includes invention of myths, legends ate.), 

singing songs or saying poema.:incantation and eo on. 

But there are others which may not be directly linkod ~ith 

language, but era nonthalase possible only on the founda­

tion of man's linguistic capacity. Consider music for 

instance, 1 mean pure instrumental music or music without 

any ~ords e•g• just humming or chanting. Aueie in this 

sensa is certainly not like ordinary language in ~hich one 
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does things such as make atatemants,.ask questions, issue 

o~dera ate, and ~ mention any of these things. Vat it 

ia undeniable that music has meaning and this meaning has to 

be explained, as in the cosa of ordinary language in terms 

of its signifying relation to things othet than itself 

or, also as in ordinary language, in te~ma of the relation• 

ship between the various units of music itself· 

Ya may no~ return briefly to the distinction between 

an activity that is rule-governed and an activity ·which ie 

merely regular• The regularity of an activity may be either 

of a causal variety or of a statistical variety. Any 

breaches in the regularity of such activity have to be 

explained in terms of changes in the causal or statistical 

conditions of its occurrence. Conoapts such as "improper", 

"incorrect", ninvalid", "t.Jrong 11 ate., are not applicabl.a to 

such breaches of regularity. If the monsoons have be~n late 

this year it would be absurd to use words such as improper, 

incorrect, wrong ate., to tefsr to the break in tha regu• 

larity of tha behaviour of monsoons. On the other hand, 

~hat makes an activity rule-governed is precisely the 

applicability to it of words or pait of. words such aa 

proper•im~roper, correct-incorrect, right•wrong. And also 



an activity acquires a dimension, of meaning precisely be­

cause it is rule-governed in this sense and not merely 

regular. 

Language, for instance, falls under rules rela­

ting ~hat is said in it to the facta about its subject• 

matter. If the only kind of subject-matter with ~hioh wa 

can be concerned is the empirical ~orld, then the rules 

in question must relata ~hat ie uttered in the language to 

the empirical circumstances of tha utterer. Thera is no 

need for such rules to ba formulated, or evan that they 

must be capable of precise formulation• in tha language. 

Language, thus, must consist of expressions ~hich are about 

something, and 0 that •aboutneas• involves some sort of 

relationship, which may be extramaly complex but which ie in, 

principle, capable of expression in rules, between what 1a 

said in the language and what is true of that which the 

expressions in the language a~e about.n72 Ho~evar, if a 

parson un~aratands another it must ba the case that there 

is a pattern of relationship - pe~hapa a complex one, but 

72. Bennatt's Rationality, po12• 
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still a pattern and thus in principle expressible in rules 

or generalisations - relating utterances in the language to 

the subsequent behaviour or &c~~RD of the persons spoken to. 

Of course, following Bennett• we have to have in principle 

a variety of ways how to apeak, make statements or sentences• 

"Such a capacity is necessary if we are to have a language 

and not just scraps of linguistic bahaviour• 073 On the idea 

that an act is symbolic or meaningful, we have to make a 

nota of caution that we cannot properly describe any kind 

of behaviour "as 'symbolic in character'• while remaining 

agnostic as to the bahever'a intentions or reaaons.n74 Ya do 

not reject the idea that baas• behaviour is tula•guided on 

the idea that it is antiraly explicable intarms of phyaiolo• 

gical laws and the physical structure of the baas, but because 

they somehow do not manifest any awareness of ths "rulee" 

9uiding their dances £a rules~ Not only that but also 

that it is difficult to understand hou bees manifest 

an "awareness of breeches of the rules as breaches of the 

rules.n75 This 0 hoYever, is different from any other 

73• ibid•, P•13• 

74• ibid•; p•14• 

75e ibid•t pe18e 
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argument instances of Yhioh are arguments that since man 

ate free to behave as thay choose, they are always capable 

of nullifying any generaliza\1on about their conduct to 

~hich they are alleged to ba subJect. This is obscure 

because we have not answered tna question of 0Ho~ 

far and in what sense man•s behaviour is subjected to 

labts•u This is because in a sense the idea that man is 

capable of culture is eomathing which grounds all forms 

of communicative understanding and thus is capable not 

of nullifying any generalisation about man's conduct to 

~hich man is alleged to ba subject but of breaking the 

rules which may be guiding the conduct• 

Similarly the rula-governad character of man's 

non-linguistic cultural activity is also clear enough• As 

in tha case of language it is net necessary far such rules 

to be a~thet totally explicit o~ precise~ And there are, 

in every culture, rulas ~hich as it ~era define the 

posaibilitias of meaning in that culture• What makes sense 

in that culture and ~hat does not may have to ba decided 

ultimately by relating it to these ground-laval rulae, 

It is possi~le to divide man's cultural activities 
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in different ~aYe• One common way of making such division 

is to put activities under two broad heads, namely, matetial 

pursuits and pursuits ~hich are not material• The relation­

ship between these t~o can also be viewed in different ~ays. 

In Marxism, for instance, the relationship is thought of as 

that of the structure (material) to its super-structure 

(non-materiel)• In India man's activity on earth has been 

thought of as belonging to three kinds of pursuitsa Artha 
o....t' 

(economic), Kama (activity concerning propag~on of the 

species) and ~oksa (liberation from the bondage of this 

world)• One can evan venture to make the point that these 

kinde of pursuits are eomaho~ aesentielly connected ~1th 

the idea of man as a language-~ielding and cultural being. 

But the point that I uish to make hera is that whatever 

might be the system of classification under ~hich ~a bring 

cultural aotiv1ty as long as it 1a ~ecognisebly as irredu­

cibly cultural, ~hat lands it th1a aspect is its rule­

governed character. Take, for instance, Artha end Kama. In 

tha animal Yorld there are activities which are carta1nly 

recognisable as the pursuit of these two goals. But ~hat 

makes the crucial difference in the case of man ie the 

transformation of the pursuit from the merely regular 

in the case of animals to the elaborately rule-governed 

in the case of human beings• 



So man as an object or culture is one ~ho has 

given meaning to certain elements of natura, as ~ell as 

to things made by him by forcing an order of a diffa~ent 

kind from thS mare ragula~ity of nature end this order is 

the order of his world of meanings. This process is also 

part of the individuation process as we have pointed out 

earlier in Chapte~ I and part of \he pursuits (material 

or other~iea) of people• 
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