DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 247 154 i SO 015 702
. » \
AUTHOR Johnson, Gary R. . :
TITLE Society and Culture: Systems Definitions for an . -
- Alternative Social Science Paradigm.
PUB DATE Nov 83 \ .
NOTE 64p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the - ¢ .

Amerxcan Anthropologxcal Association (82nd Chxcago,
IL, November 17-20, '1983).

PUB TYPE V1ewp01nts (120) -- Speeches/Conference Papers (150)
EDRS PRICE MFOl/PC03 Plus Postage

DESCRIPTORS *Definitions; *Fundamental Concepts; *Models;
, Scientific Concepts; Scientific Principles; Social
Science Research; *Social Sciences; Systems
_ Approach . T
IDENTIFIERS *Society

ABSYRACT
' Two basic concepts of the social sciences--society
and culture--are analyzed and new definitions are proposed Concepts
are thy basic building blocks of scientific theory. A science with
poor cdpcepts will, therefore, be incapable of producing powerful
scientific theory. -en commonly used social science definitions of
society and culture are evaluated according to standard rules for the
formulati@n of definitions, they are found to be fundamentally
unsound as scientific definitions.. Because the very foundations of
the discipline have been poorly constructed, the social sciences have
failed to develop elegant scientific theories. The old concepts must’
be replaced with a set of firmer concepts. Working from a base
definition of system, definitions for society and culture are
reformulated. Related concepts-are also redefined. The new
definitions are proposed as foundations for an alternative social _
science paradigm, (Author/RM)

kkkkkhkkkhkkkhkhkkkhkkhkhkkkhkhkkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkkhkkhkhkkhkkhkhkhkhkkkhkkhkhkkhkhkhhkkhkhkhkhkkhkhhkhkhkhkhkkk

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. - *
***********************************************************************

)




» e . . © . . . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

" NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

* . - . CENTER (ERIC)
. W v ~ i} This document has bqen reproduced aa °

! . . received from jhe porsc?n or organization
onginating it. ”
VX Minor changes have been made tb improve r

reproduction quality. \d

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

N

. -t o ‘e Points of view or opinions stated in this docu- TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
. ment do not necessarily represent oficial NIE INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
ln position or policy. ' -
[ '
QY SOCIETY AND CULTURE: SYSTEMS DEFINITIONS
(@] , ] FOR AN ALTERNATIVE SOCIAL SCIENCE PARADIGM
L ! o
L] ! r' -
. ! Gary R. Johnson’ '
Lake Superior State College - !\

o

'Prepared for presentation at the 82nd Annual Meeting of the American
Anthropological Association, November 17-20, 1983, Chicago, Illinois

+

5 .

sd als 7o

ERIC | | i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



S Y

~ Abstract

SOCIETY AND CULTURE: SYSTEMS DEFINITIONS
FOR AN ALTERNATIVE SOCIAL SCIENCE PARADIGM

Concepts are the basic building blocks of scientific theory. A
science with poor concepts will therefore be incapable of producing
powerful scientific theory. The two most basic concepts of the social

‘sciences are probably society and culture. Common social science
definitions of these two concepts are evaluated according to standard
rules for formulatlng definitions. They are found to be fundamentally
unsound as scientific definitions. Working from a base definition of
. System, “definitions for these two basic concepts are reformulated. The
‘new definitions are proposed as foundations for an alternative social

"/ science paradigm.
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Seelng then that truth cons1§i
-affirmations, a man that seekethijH
every name he uses stands for, ahé\
find himself entangled in words . ’§§
struggles the ‘more belimed. And

'the right ordering of names in our

f ruth had need to remember what NN
e it accordingly, or else he will

Bl in lime twigs; the-more. he’

in geometry, which is the only

b bestow on mankind,:men begin at

 which settling of, S1gn1f1cat10ns

3 beg1nn1ng of their: reckonlng

-.,4\\ .

By this.it appears how necessary it is for" any man that asplres to true

knowledge, to examine the definitions of:- former- authors; and elither to

correct. them, where they are negllgentlywset down, or to make them himself.

For the errors of definitions multlply Qhemselves according as the reckoning

proceeds, and ‘lead men into absurdities “wwhlch at last they see), but cannot

avoid, without reckon1ng anew from the Eglnnlng, in which 11es the fpundatlon

of the1r errors. .

settling the significations ‘of thelf'
they call definitions, and place them ¥

. v v . \
; - . . R ey 5

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan i1962£36;37).



The.elementary components of all'scientific theories are'c0ncepts.-

These concepts partition the reallty of concern to a sc1ence, and are

’

comblned to form generallzatlons The most b351c of these generallza-
* tions are axioms. A set of- axioms and lower 1eve1 generallzatlon& form

a-scientific theory. A theory is the device through wh1ch a sc1ence._

. explains some‘portion of reality. oo )f A

- )

Concepts are thus -the foundation of any -sciencé: Yet it is a common- - -

place todayfﬁor sgientrsts tb;obserfe thét;the defihrtibhs‘hhichcrEate

' ‘cohcehts dre neither;trdefnor false. ;Definitidns are“merelsttetements
of termihdlogiéelvequivalehée which indicate how a termrwill'be used.

NeVertheress, there is still 4 meed for shared'defrhitions among social

;scfehtistsx' No discipline cowld'develop theoreticallh if its practitioners

. each employed his dr her own 1dlosyncratlé def1n1t10ns Thus, few (if any)

social sc1entlsts today would argue agalnst the desirability of shared

PN g '

deflnrtlons

If theﬂestablishmeﬁtdef useful scientific conceptsvreqﬁired only that
-definftionsibe shared, ﬁrbfessionalisocial scrence;associations could
'establish by'fiat the’profeSSiohally accepted definitiohs of key concepts.
Unfortunately,'it is not that simple. Scientific definitions may never be
true or false, but they are nevertheless not ent1re1y arb1trary--they are
| wore.er 1ess useful (asrlt is commonly put). The greater ut111ty of some
Cpneepts over others is a function of relatiVe capacity to be used in
signifitént generalizations—abqut the subject matter (Kaplan 1964:50-5%;
Bergmann 1957:50; Hempel '1952:18, 46-47;3_ Some concépts do a better'job

v
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B thapftheir altern;tives.of “carving'at the joints" (see Kaplan 1964:50)

K

i.e., of cuttlng up reallty in such a way that the pieces derived from

- . -

th1s analytlcal process can be related in successful sc;iptlflc generallza-

(A
. ,tlons. An astronomy which attempted to explain th€ movement of "luminoes,"

without distinguishing stars, planets, moons, and asteroids, would not be
v . L‘ .

£y

Vc@}ving“at the joints;" and would not be particularly‘successful as a
"science. Liﬁewise,zwhilecit appeared reasonable at one time to classify
", whales and porpoises as fish because they live in water, contemporary

biology carves at the joiets better by clas%ifying these. animals as

-~

mammals (Cohen and Nagel 1934:223-224).. | @I

Every successful science must thus concepts which partition

its reality in a way thet makes\that‘reality amenable to the.development
of scientific generali&é&igns. Since-a theory is cemposed of éenerali;a-
tions, there is an intimate‘relationship between a science's concepts and
its theories A set of. related concepts actuzlly contalns ‘an. 1mp11c1t or
rudlmentary theory of the phenomena to wh1ch the concepts refer (Kaplan
1964;52-54; Hempel 1952:1—2). Theoretical development in a sc1ence, then,
is dependent upon good concepts. As one political scientist has noted,
"Nothing holds up the development of a newly developing sciencg so much
as an ogtmeded, ihﬁpplicable, and ambiguous set of cencepts" (Isamk 19?1;
wy. . ‘ S
The sqcial sciences can certainly be viewed‘cofﬁectively as a

"newly developing science.": Judging from its practitioners own piewsd
however, the social sciences are relatlveiy 1mpover1shed as scientific

d1sc1p11nes. Self ~-consciousness aboéut this 1mpoverlshed state is

probably the reason that social scientists frequently make invidious
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.comparisons'between'their own set of discipline% and those of the
"natural’ or "phy§ical”isciences. ‘Some who make sugh comparisons go
on to bemoén what they consider a dearth of good data énd relatively

impotent aﬁalyticalv;echniques. They assume that with more data, or"aE

.leasj:fEtte; data, and with more powerful techniqués'of data analysis,

that“the social sqience§ qgﬁld soon become whatlthey'think of as "mature"
scigﬁces.' However, ié;méy be that the explanatory weakﬁess of cufrent
soc1al 'scientific theo?y has little to do with the quantity and quality
gf avallable data and’ the power of our technlques of data analjysis. . It
.may‘be that the current state of the social sciences is attribulable in
large measure to an underlying conceptuai and theo}etical chaos. If this

is true, the cure for the scientific powerlessness of the social scientes

'would lie {n conceptpal-theoretical reformulation and unification. The

.

gtheoretical foundatigyns of such a reformulated conceptual-theoretical

0

fraﬁeﬁork (or, ﬁerhapsz "paradigm") would be a setlof axioms that
cohétituted the most fundamental laws of the social sciénces. As
vpoi ted QJp in the first paragraph above, these axioqﬁ or laws wogid
ﬁhedselves be framed in terms of the social sciences' most fundamental
c;ncepts. Thus, work toward a new paradigm for the sgcial sciences
yould.ﬁave to begin with an analysié andlpossible refofmulation of the
jt~most: fundamentql concepts of the social sciences. '
Tﬁis pépe; is an attempt to provide such an analysis and reforaul-
afion of two fundamental social scientific concepts. As Thomas Kuhn
poiqﬁed out in his classic study of scientific revolutions, effective
research in a science depends upon a cleaf u&derstanding of the eqtities

Pl

a science studies and the way those entities interact with each other
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 %' (1970:4~5). There might he some disagreement among social scientists
about the entities that are the object of social scientific study, but. N

surely high on the lists of most social scientists would be "society"

)\and_"culture“"‘ Spciologistg,;zgggé/all,.frequently define sociology as

' and "anthropologists have sometimes defined a

the "science ?f society,’
Y - 'maior~branch of their broad discipline as the "science of culture"
'(e.gz; White 1969). Some have explicitly identified “;ocieﬁy" énd
"cﬁiture" as two basic concepts of bothvsociolbgy and anthropoiogy
(e.g., Hoult, 1969:306).

Tﬁis paper shows that these two fuhdamehtél conceﬁts, society and
culture, have typically been poorly defined in the ;ocial sciences. It
goés on to reformulate theée concepts on a firmer foundation. The two

. reformulated concepts, together with their cognhates, areApropésed as
buildihg'blocks for an ;iterﬁative social science paradigm. Before

turning to an analysis of current definitions, however, we-will first

look briefly at how .one might go about evaluating scientific definitions.
EVALUATING SCIENTIFIC DEFINITIONS

if good concepts are the_foundatiop of a successful scientifiéj
theory, how do weléo about constructing good concepts? Unfortunately,
the answer to this question involves a paradox--what Apraham Kaplan has‘\
called "the pafadox of conceptualization": ("The proper éoncepts are
needed to fbrmﬁiate a good théofy, but we need a good theorys to arrive
at th; proferézggcepts" (1964:53). ‘Since ﬁe may thus confirm the value

of a scientific concept only thwough its rple in a successful scientific

theory, concepts can receive,definitive evaluation only. retroactively.

-
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If a theory is sc1ent1f1cally successful (i.e. , of great explanatory

value) the concepts contained in the theory receive support as good

.

scientific concepts. However, if a discipline's theories are scienti-

fically Weak, the value of the concepts employed in those theories is

- .

open to queston. While some social scientists might react defensively,'

most would no doubt- readily admit that the soc1al sciences have not been
N .

notably successful in bu11d1ng theories of high explanatory value. °[f

poor concepts are among the sources of this failure, what criteria could

be used in evaluating¥current toncepts, without the hindsight resulting
. @

“from successful theory? One approach would be to emplo& standard criteria

for evaluating any definition--criteria one could find discussed in almost
any introductory logicvtext.

The most widely accepted rule for formulating definitiohs is that
the concept created by a definition should be neither ambiguous nor vague.
A concept is ambiguous if it has more than one meanlng, or put another
way, 'if the same term refers to two or more different kinds of phenomena.
A concept is vague if it is not sharply or precisely defined, so that it
is difficult to determine What.ls included in the class ahd what is not
(the reader may wish to consult Rohinson 1954:66-70; Graham 1971:40-42;
or- almost any logic text).

There are several 1mportant and related consequences of using
amblguous and/og\vague concepts in science. First, effective compunica-
tion among scientists will be frustrated,;when ambiguous or vague concepts
are in use, resulting in scientists frequently talking past each other.
Rather than an error-correcting enterprise made possible.by its collect-
ive nature, scientlfic discourse -becomes a cacophony. Second, it is



difficult or impossible to test propositions definitivdly if they are
fotmule}ed in terms of ambiguous or vague :.concepts\_ As)a result, the
most important propositions of a science will go untested, or be

tested with confllctlng results, while perhaps the majority of effort‘

goes to testlng 1arge1y trivial propos1t10ns that are framed 1n terms
/

of precise and unambiguous, but unimportant, contepts.Y—Third, if
4\

concepts are ambiguous or vague; it will be difficult or impossible to

N

build the deductive structure that is a scientific theory. As Robinson-
puts 1it:
Science requires universal agreement not merely on the
applications of terms to events experienced, but also on
the inferences that can be drawn from those terms when they

are combined in propositions.. Safe and agreed inferences are
possible only with precise_and unamblguous terms (1954:70).

Since deduction requ1res prec1slon of meaning, attempts-to theorize with
amblguons or vague concepts w11i\greate a theoretical muddle. Scientists
under these c1rcumstances will be ilke Hobbes s birds in lime tw1gs-—the
more they struggle, the worse they make the muddle.

It is clear, then, that good sci ntific conceppi will bi precise
and unambiguous. These are the two most important Eriteria we may use
in evaluating cufrent concepts of society and culture.” It is also
widely eccepted, however, that definitions\may be too broad or too
narrow. A definition 1is foo broad if, unde some criterion, it
includes cases {hat.should not be included. definition is too
narrow if,.again under some criteriom, it exclu es cases which should
not be excluded. The legend about Plato's provisional definition of "man"

as a "featherless biped" nicely illustrates.the case of a defimition that

is too broad. Diogenes is said to have demonstrated\ vividly the fault



of this definition by presenting Plato with a pluck‘d“chicken. of -
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course, the reason that a concept that is too.broad or too narrow will

, o ,
fail as a scientific tool is that it fails to "carve ‘at the joints."

: -

Thus, we can be relatively certain that a cbﬁ?ept is neither toc broad o

nor too narrow only with.the hindsight that c6més from a sucfeséful
theory. Ih tﬁe meantime, our criteria for évaluéting whether a.concept_
is too broadly or narrowly defined can only be commoq‘seﬁse and |
theofetical intuition.‘x ‘

- . ' ' Lo

El

A CRITIQUE OF CURR%i;?DEFINITIQNS

.Given the éommohly accepted unflattering view of the state of the-
social.sciences, iﬁ is probably fair to- estimate that currenﬁ definitions
of society and culture are without great.theoreticél significance.

Social scientistg may have definitions whic@ldre dear to their‘intel-

N

lectual hearts, but we have no widely accﬁpted general laws about

-
.

society or culture. The absence of such laws is prima facie evidence
;oo : . . - L P

that ‘there is something wrong with the very roots of social scientific

theory. This section will demonstrate that current and widely accepted

criteria used in defining society and culture are problematic under the

" rules established in the previous section.for evaluating'definitions.

-Society. Definitions of society among both éociologists and
anthropologists typically include some notion of wholeness, inclusive-

ness, or comprehensiveness. As we will see later, this is a key to

-defining society. However, these definitions almost alWay§ include

one or more other criteria that are used'as defining characteristics, .
. N : , ‘ | _
ﬂ;ﬂ . . ; {

|5 S



Among;the most common of_ these. criteriaare self-sufficiency,ksexhal

recruitment, shared culture, and territoriality (see Mayhew 1968: 577-

e
578 and Mayhew 1971) Another comTon criterion is that a society

- =~

includes members of'both-sexes and.all ages._ 'The* remainder of this
) . . ' S a . . .'Vb . . , i ¢ . .. ) \ ) .
sectiohtis an evaluation\of‘each.of'these definThg criteria.

n
o~ ’

The criterion of self suff1c1ency 1s very common 1in definitions .

_— y of soc1ety l In well known works, fon example, Aberle, et al. (1950

o 101) E‘evy (1952 112) Parsons and Shils (1952:26), and Parséns (1966:

o
-0 .9) hold this to be a crutial criterion in the definition of soc1ety
i .
.Levy has eXplained'therself—suffigiency criterion as follows: '"A system
h . . . . hd
of action in. opexation is-im-theory self-sufficient only if it is in

theory capable of furnishing structhres covering all of the functional

. ‘h requ1s1tes of the system" (1952 130) , Despite Levy $ fasc1nat1ng
T 4 .
- discﬁss10n of'self-suff1c1ency (1952: 29—134) this criterion is vague |,

a
~ho

and superfluousl If a system, of any Rind, ex1sts at a pafticular time,f

g
it has ipso factgqsglfilled the functional redu1s1tes fog its existence. ‘
L C N
L Levy recognizes this, but goes on to explain that the cruc1al question

H

is whether or not "these requisites are met py the system concerned”

(1952:130). " This explanation turns out to be inadequate, however, in

. \ a > B ‘ A . ’ . PR ' .
- light of Levy's‘subsequent explanation of why a society like the United
|- r '
'States should be considered self-sufficient even when international

-~

trade is hecessary to provldé raw materials essential 1n fulfilling its

fuhctihnal requisi{gs. Levy's explanation is ‘that "the consideration that _

"is significant here is whfther or not the social system includes structures'

C

necessary'to obtain the goods required for its various purposes" (1952 132-

133, see also Mayhew 1968:583- 584) The problem with this explanation is
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that a family also has such structures for obtaining goods from outside
sources "required for its various purposes." Indeed, alf;human systems
have structﬁfeé for ob£aining goods  from ou;side sources which are
required for their purposes. This definiﬁional criterion, on Levy's
explanation, is incapable of distinguishing between societjes and:families
(or othér subsys;ems). The éélf-suﬁficiency criterion, therefore, is vagﬁe.
It dées not precisely demarcate those systems that are societies .from
those that are not. In addition, since it is recognized by those who
propose such definitions tha® no human society is fullyvself—sufficient;
it is reasonable to ask how self-sufficient a system must be £o Be
considered a society. Parsons, perhaps sensing these difficulties, says
that a society is a social system with '"the greatest ;elf-sufficiency of
any type of social system" (1968:461, emphasis added). If the meaniﬁg
of seif-sufficiéncy itself were clear, this might solve the problem.
However, defini£ions of self-sufficiency are frequently muddled. On one
hand; it seems possible from definitions like Levy's to conclude that all
existing systems are equally self-sufficient by definition. To the extent
that it is intelligible, a definition 1ike that of Parsons may be subject
to the same flaw:

By self-sufficiency . . . I mean the capacity of the system,

gained through its internal organization and resources and its

access to inputs from its environments, to function autonomously

in implementing its normative culture, particularly its values

but also its norms and collective goals (1968:461).
Even if, upon analysis, one did not conclude from this definition that
all systems are equally self-sufficient, it is not at all clear from

this definition which kinds of systems are most self-sufficient. Can

one determine from this definition of self-sufficiency whether under
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this criterion one's family is a society? Depending upon how we were
to operationalize ”self-sufficiensy,” it seems possible that Amerisan
families might be more self-sufficient thas the system we normally
refer to as American society1 ’ , :

It seems clear from this analysis that the self-sufficiency
criterion has been hopelessly vague. Rather than a useful criterion
in defining society, this criterion is misleading and confusing. Its

recurrent appearance is probaBly related to the intuition that a
society is more inclusive thaﬁ.other systems. Self-sufficiency‘is
confused with inclusiveness. | |

Aberle, et-al. (1952:127—129) also hold at least partial sexual
recruitment to'be another essential Critefion in the definition of
society. Levy, for example, says that this criterion helps distinguish
a society from systems like.monasteries and clubs, whose‘membérs are
recrﬁited by means other than sexual reproduction (1952:127). But
sexual recruitment, like self-sufficiendy, is vague. How many members
of a group:iiust be sexﬁally recruited under this criterion for a system
to be considered a society? If we have two systems that are identical
is every respect except that the first has one member who was sexually
recruited and the second has none, is the first a society and the
second not? Is a system with a high percentage of sexually recruited
members‘somehow more of a society thana system with a low percentage?
Questions like these reveal the vagueness inherent in the sexual
recruitment criterion.

In addition to its vagueness, the sexual recruitment criterion

is probably also overly restrictive (too narrow). It would exclude
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systems we would probably do well to consider societies. Imagine,
for example, a small and relatively remote society whose mémbers
have been rendered sterile by the permanent and localized introduction
of some non-lethal chemical into their environment. Imagine further
that the members of th;; society turm to the abduction of children
from neighboring societies in order to satisfy their recfuitment require-
ments. Since the pnmed%ecﬁ the sterility-rendering agent is permanent,
the abducted chiidren will also‘beéome sterile. At some point im the
future, then, none of the members of this system will have been sexually
recruited within the society. Are we to maintain that sﬁch a'system is
not a society? While this is admittedly an unusual case, most social
scientists would probably wish to continue calling this system a "society."
After all, what kind of system would this be"if not a society? The
sexual recruitment criterion, therefore, appears too restrictive as a
distinguishing criterion in the definition of society. It would exclude
not only the socieﬁy in the present example, but also societies whov
recruited new members solely through immigration or techniques like
cloning. |

Another criterion, that a society includes members of both sexes
and all ages, is relatgd to the sexual recruitment criterion. ’As Levy
notes, sexual recruitment fequires that a society be bisexual (1952:129).
Others who insist upon both sexes also insist on al‘ages as a defini-
tional criterion. For example, two.of the available dictionaries of
sociological concepts mention this criterion in their definitions of
society (Fairchild 1967:300; Hoult 1969:306). Marvin Harris also holds

that societies consist of "both sexes and all ageé" (1979:47). Human
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societies may usually contain members of both sexes a;d all ages, but
there is no good reason to make either of these a definitional criterion.
One can easily imagine a past or-futufe‘society composed ekclusively
of men or women. For example, imagine in a not-too-distant future of
easy interplanetary space travel, a sexually exclusive sect of males
or females traveling to an uninhabited distant planet and est;blishing
a new "society." The group mighf even sever all contact with other
planets and achieve complete isolation and self-sufficiency. If the
group wished to perfetuate itself; artificial means like cloning wouig’/’;,_,
suffice. Such a system ‘would admittedly* be unusual by conventlonal
standards, but there seems no good SC1ent1f1c reason for not refer- ¢
ring to such a sjstem as a "society." This criterion therefore makes

a definition of society which contains it too narrow. This criterion

is also, like the others, vague. How many of each sex must there be
A
/

for a system to be a "society?" If there are 100 million males and
one female, does this system constitute a "society" until fhe one
female leaves or dies? Is a soc1ety with a 50-50 sex dlstrlbutlon
more of a society than a society with a 55- 45 sex distribution?

The same points apply to the members-of-all-ages criterion.
Recall the earlier example of a society whose members have been
rendered sterile by the presence of some chemical agent. Assume that
this society 1is Un?ble to recruit new members in any way. As a result,
all members of this society in the future will be older -than the number
of years since the introduction of the chemical agent. Are we to main-
tain that this system is no longer a society.merely because all members

are over (say) twenty years of age? ‘Again, such a society would have a
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\rather special set of membership characteristics (as well as no long term

;future), but that does not mean that the system should be excluded
- definifﬁonally from the designation "society." This criterion is there- =+
fore'probably too narrow.

The members-of-all-ages criterion is also vague. Are the "ages"
of this criterion to be measured by genefétions,ldecades, years,
months, or days? However measured, how many representatives must
%gere be in each age category? One? Suppose we are examinipng two
small societies (say, hunting-and-gatheriﬁg societies) that are
identical in every regard except that one has, for whatever reason,
no five-year-olds. 1Is one é society and the other n;t?' Since we
could continue with questions of this kind, it is clear that defini-
tioné employing this criterion are critically vague, not to mention
overly restrictive, and thgrefore suspect as scient{fic concepts.

Another common criterion used in definiﬁg éociety is territor-
iality. Societies are often said to "occupy" or "have" a ‘territory.
Given that humans, the units-of which societies are composed, occupy
spacé, it is unavoidably and trivially true that societies also in
some sense occupy space. However, beyond this trivial truth, the
territoriality criterion is vague. Societies Behave differently
toward‘territory. To the extent that a nomadic huhting-and-gathering
group can be said to "have'" a territory, they "have'" a territory in a
different sense than a contemporary, boundary-drawing nation-state.
Is a nomadic group less of a society than a sedentary group? In the

pure case, would a completely nomadic group, whose members never slept

in the same place twice, and whose traveling exhibited no geographical




S
‘pattern, not be a society?' These queétions illustratezboth the vague-
ness and narrowness of thiﬁ’kriterion. Perhgps eveﬁ‘more’importantly
in this case, however, it is clearly a mistake to think of societies

‘as tergitorial units, as units demarcated by geographical boundaries.

4 Y

-

The members of a society may be heavily concentrated in one geographical
fégion, and may (or may not) engége in special behaviors vis-a-vis that
territory (e.g., geographical boundary-drawing). Nevertheless, human
societies are not territorial entities, even though some display .
territoriai behavior. At any given time many thousands of members of
American society are living outsid%égf the geographical United States,
bqé&;hey surely remain members of American society. Likewise, at.any
given time there are many members of other societies within the geograph-
ical United States. These individuals remain members of their own
societies, despité their rather intimatelcontact with American society.
If societies -are conceptualized as units with geographical boundaries,
this geographical interpenetration is conceptually problematical.
Based on these several considerations, using territoriality as a
defining ériterion of society is clearly a mistake.
3

Finally, definifions of society not infrequently include some
notion that a cultﬁré is shared among the membership of the_séciety.
Since this criterion can only be evaluated by examining the concept

of culture, we may allow the section on culture, to which we now

turn, to serve as our analysis.

/!

Culture. By long tradition the term "culture" is associated in
social science with human phenomena not capable of explanation solely

in tarmc of human hioloev. Various terms have been used to distinguish
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this class of ‘phenomena. In a classic article, for example,
Alfred Kroeber followed Herbért Spencer by referring to this class
of phenomena as "superorganic" (1917). Leslié'White, among many
othé;s, distinguished this class thrdugh use of the term "extra-
somatic'(1959:231). Elman’Service émploys the term "supfabiological"
(1968:222). Gerald Weiss (1973:1382) uses the terms "nongenetic" and

"metabiological," while E. S. Markarian (1977;105—106) refers to the

"exﬁrabiological." . '
: - e
-As we wili'seqa this distinction so many have made with a variety.

of térms is critically important for defining éulture. Hoﬁevgr, deﬁpite
some underlying agreement, actual definitions of culture have Been quite
diverse. In an exhaustive review of definitions of culture in 1952,
Kroeber and Kluckhohn .included 164 definitions. A great many additional
definitions have been proposed since then (a recent review and analysis
is that of Vermeersch‘l977)f De;pite this plethora of definitions, there
have nevertheless been several recurrent themes in previous effbrts to
define culture. In this section we will examine four spch themes.

| One common theme in definitiohé of culture is that cu1ture is
something (ideas, behaviors, customs, etc.) that is "shéred" by the
members of a society. Chinoy, for example, says that the "fact"
that culture is shared is "of central importance" (1970:81). Loflin
and Winogrond maintain that culture consists of beliefs which are
shared (1976:723). Langton says that "patterns of thought and
behavior" must be shared to be part of a "sociocultural system"

(1979:291). The problem with this criterion, as Leslie White pointed

out, is vagueness (1959:242-244). How many individuals must share



16

a behavior or idea for it to be a part of culture? Moreover, looked

at with a fine eye, no idea or behavior is identical across individuals.

Even if we were to agree on the extent towhich a trait must be shared e

among members of a society to be considered a part of culture, what
/. -"\* ,
deéree of similarity would we require for the trait to be considered

- )
"shared?" These questions illustrate the vagueness of this criterion,

and therefore its inadequacy as a scientific tool. In addition, however,

_this criterion is probably too nqiizr. Tkus,. if we resolve the vagueness -

- of this criterion by estsblishing arbitrary levels of similarity and

shariﬁg, what‘aré'thbse elements to be called which falf below the cutoff
ievel for culture? VHow useful is a concept of culture if the elementé |

ih;luded in a partichlar culture vary from y??r to year depending upon5¥t
the pércentage of the population which shares\%~behavi6r? Just above

the cutoff one year, an item would be included in culture; the next year, ...

having fallen a percentage point below the,cutoff, the same item would.

be excluded from culture. It is clear that an arbitrary concept of

culture like this would not "carve at the joints."} We may therefore
reject this criterion on two very solid grounds. .
A second common theme in definitions of culture is that culture

is something that is learned from previous g nerations. Those who

‘.
e

employ this criterioﬁ often identify culture yith "social heritage"
or "tradition," and use descriptive terms like "passed on" and

Vsocially inherited.“ﬂjKroeber and Kluckhohn devote ;p entire section
in theif list of defiﬁitions of cukﬁyre to definitions which put

"emphasis on social héritage or tradition" (1952:48). One probleﬁ%%

with this criterion is that it is too narrow: it would exclude from
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culture all elements which are dissimilar from past elements. As

Marvin Harris has noted:

If culture consists>on1y of cross-geherationally duplicaﬁed
responses, what is one to call those . . . which are newly
arisen in the cauldron of industrial innovation? A concept
which emphasizes the ageless traditions lazily yielding to
the gentle pressure of change may profitably be applied to
the Arunta or the Mohave . . . but it is certainly incongruous
in the twentieth century (1964:176).
In.addition to its narrowness, this criterion is also vague. Innova-
,;ions seldom if ever appear ex nihilo; the& are typically alterations
of something currently existing. Uﬁder this criterion, how much must
an element change to fail the test of being "passed an?" For how many
%
generations would what was once an innovation hgve to be passed on
before it would become a part of a culture? Like the "sharing"
criterion, ofvwhich this is merely a cross-generational variety,
the socially inherited criterion is both vague and too narrow.
Definigions containing this criterion will be podr scientific tools.

A third common theme ip‘definkioné of culture--almost a uni€¥er-
sal one-%is that culture is, or includes, human mental phenbmena--
knowlédge; ideas, beliefs, attitudes, standards, norms, values, and
the like. In sociology, for example, Talcott Parsons (1968:459; 1973)
employs such a mentalistic definition of culture, as do Richard Peteréon
(1979:137-138) and many others. In political écience, the concept of
polifical culture also has a mentalistic referent (Pye 1968, 1973).
Among anthropologists, most definitions of culture at least include
mental phenomena, and many anthropologists would restrict culture

exclusively to,mental'phenemona. Ward Goodenough, for example, has

defended the notion that culture is best defined as something "in the
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minds and hearts of men"-(1971:19). Goodenough 'wishes culture to be
identified with "a system of standards for behav1or," these standards,
of course,\being mental phenomena (1971:21). Bohannan (1973:365),
Leflin and Winogrond (1976:723), and Ruyie (1973:203) are among the
other contemporary anthropologlsts who have recently opted for
mentalistic definitions of culture. Kee51ng (1974) has provided an
extended discussion of, and contribution to, ""ideational theories
of culture." Definitions of culture among systen; theorists also
often include mentalistic referents. dames G. Miller, for example,
defines culture as a "complex set of symbols" which all membeTs- of
a society learn (1978 749). Alfred Kuhn defines culture as

"communicated, learned patterns" (1974:154). |

" The problem with mentallstlc definitions of culture.ls simple,
and has been-noted for other mentalistic concepts: ideas, standards,
values and so on are unobservable (perhaps the u1t1mate in vagueness)
Desp1te attempts to deal with this criticism (e. ga by Goodenough
1971:19-20), it nevertheless seems .to he a va11d objection to meﬁtal-
istic'definitions of culture. Scientific concepts should have
'"enpirical import," as Carl Hempel has observed (1952:59-44). This
means that scientific concepts should refer to observables. If a
concept does not refer to observables, generalizations containing
the concept may be untestable.- Now, social scientists can obviously
observe only behavior; mental entities like ideas, vaiues, and

norms are intrinsically unobservable. Mentalistic concepts of culture

therefore lack empirical import, and are suspect as scientific toncepts.
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This inability of the social scientist to observe mentalistic

entities would aépear to rule out mentalistic definitions‘of culture
without further discussinn.quwever, social ;cientists who bélieve they
study mental entitigs can always make appeal té behavioral indexes of
mental phenomena. If_one can infer‘mental entities basedthpon observations
of behayiog, then the direct unobservability of mentai entities could be.
arguéd,tolbe unimpoftant. However, there are two reasons why such an effort
to rescue mentalistic definitions of culture will founder. First,.there is
no reason to make the effort, for mentalistic‘CSntepts of culture are
superfluous for any scientific purpdée._ chial scientists‘haye no need
to try to explain ideas, values, étc. in the mentalistic sense. When
attempting to explain these mentalistic entities, the so;ial scientist
must not only infgr their existence from behavior, he or she must
construct them'based upon an implicit theor§ whichltieé»ﬁhe qbser?able
behavior to the unobservable entities (incidentally, ;hé i%ﬁii?it theory
is inherently untestable). Ideas, values, etc.. are therefore entirely

superfluousf;onstructs. If one‘explains tﬁé'behavior (including speech)

! L]

from.whigh.ideas are inferred, there is no’need to try to explain unobserv-

able entigiés infefred from behavior. Why should social.écientists set out

to explain non—émpirical qonstru@ts inferred from empirical ‘observation?
The seconq“reason that the behéviorél index attempt to Salvage

mentalistic definitions of culture will fail is that thé inability of

the sociél scientist to observe mental entities.directly is only one

side of the problem of unobservability. Mentalistic. definitions of

‘culture also do not take into account that mental entities are

unobservable to all humans, including the members of the society being
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srudied. Members of human societies influence each other in manifold
ways, but never through the direct observation,of ideas,‘standards,
values, etc. in the’mentalistic sense. MHumans come into direct contact
with each other only throu%B their behaviors. -When "secialized," for
example, the chrld never comes into contacr with values, staﬁdards,

L . '
etc.; he or she comes into contact with the behavior of patents,
teachers, peers, and others. In our educational institutions as well,
the stude;t comes into contact with behaviors and behavioral artifacts
like bOOkS' not once has any student observed an ‘idea." Thus, it is
not ideas or standards or values which interrelate the members of a
society--which form them dnto a system--it is their behaviors. .Mental--
istic definitions of culture therefore do a poor job of carving at the
joi@ts of the reality that social scientists seek to exﬁlain.

Does-the foregoing mean that socral scientists should stop referring
to ideasi.values, and so on? Not ar all. Social scientists; including
this author and in'this paper, will continue to refer to-ideas, values,
etc. as we use those terms id ordinary language. However, our concern
in this paper is not ordinary language; our concerm is fundamental
scientlflc concepts. Scientific concepts, as we know.from the hlstory
of science: must frequently depart from ordinary language codcepts_to
achieve their ﬁurposes However even in a social!scienCe that no
longer sought to eXplaln mentalistic entities, social s01ent1sts could
still usefully use¢ terms like "ideas," "values," etc. These terms could

" be- redeflned within social science to refer to the observable activities

through Wthh we normally 1nfer mentalistic ent1t1es Thgs, 1deas

’

. could be used as a shorthand for the oral and written act1V1t1es of -

-]

L=
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orélizing, philosophizing,»theologizing, ideologizing, sqientific'
theorizing, and so on (cf. Bagby 1953:538).: o |
This criticism of ﬁentalistic definitiohs of culture is therefore
in no way a dénigration of pﬁe work ofvthbée social sciéﬁtiéts who

ot t
study’ideas, ideologies, attitudes, beliefs, and so on. Their work:

# .
is as significant as any other social scientific work. The point of .
this critique is that at our moSﬁ-basic cohceptual level all of these
. ~

should be considered behaviors,_'It-ié the behavior of_thé‘units that

is observed both by the social scientist and the members.of a society.

13

We must, in our most‘basic Foncepts,'recognize this fund;ﬁental fact.

However, if those who study in‘thése areas_find ﬁhis argument unpalat-

‘ aBIe, social scientific théory would‘still profié if ideas,‘attitﬁdes,*
and so.on wére at least reconceptualized é§ @enﬁal béhavior. The '
phenomena would thép still be considered mental, but behabioral .
phenomena nonetheless--activitie$ of the organism. ﬁ?en this view

is sharply distinct from thenview that ideas, attitudes, etc. are
di;créte mental entities or thihgs which can be transferred, inherited,
or shared 1i&e tangible objects.

A fourth and fihal_theme in many defintions of culturehis that
‘culture includes material objects that have been tranéformed by human
behavior--so called " material culture." Thué, ihcluded in culture
under these definitions are tools,Ashelte;s, élothing, ornaments,
monuments, books, works of art, and the 1ike.; Such definitions are
widely employed in both sociology and anthfopology. Among sociologisﬁs,
Ely Chinoy (1970:86) has argued for a definitibn of culture whiqh would

include méterﬂhl objects. Leslie White (1959:238-239) and Gerald Weiss

L
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(1973 1384) are among the many contemporary anthropologlsts who?have.

R4

proposed def1n1t10ns of culture which would include such mater1al thlngs.

~—

,:There are three major problems with such def1n1t10ns ‘First, the’

0

criterion to be used for including.material things'in culture is :§gue.

That vagueness leads to the same kinds of questions we have.asked above
. - ‘.v ‘.

- for other criteria. How'mich does a material thing need ‘to be trans~
formed to be a part of‘hplture? For example, under this criterion is

a plowed field a part of'culture?l;lf so, is soil erosion in that.field
then cultural change? _One_could?multiply such questions endlessly. If

° e b ’ . . . ; .
a rain cloudfis seeded, is the resulting'rain part of culture, while

ra1n ‘from unseeded clouds is Just rain?- Is the river into-which

cultural rain runs part of.cultureq What of the ocean- into which the

. apiver, runsV LT L .o

These same questlons lead us to,the second problem with such

F

definitions--they are too broad. It is_ conce1vable that undér this
criterion for 1nclud1ng mater1al objects 1n culture we would today
g, .
" have to 1nclude the follOW1ng kinds of things-in culture ski slopes;

airport runways- skySCrapers; domest1cated plants and an1mals; man—made7

%

lakes; refined oil; genet;cally eng1neered organlsms, human individuals
transformed by plastic surgery, art1f1C1al lnmbs, or organ transplants,
and perhaps even polluted- rivers, oceans, and lakes On this cr1ter10n,
it would appear that there is very little for contemporary 1ndustr1al
societies' that is not culture.- Indeedz,one mlﬁht be Just1f1ed in
apklng at what point the planet 1tself would be§suff1c1ently trapsformed

to be.included in culture! When these diverse and extens1ve mater1al

things are included in culture, along with observable behaviors and -



mentalistic entities, as they often are, we have an object of study

“which has become theoretically unwieldy, to put it midly. A concept

"'_which includes 50 much includes too much.

Third, and just as importantly, social scientists have no intrinsic

interest. in material objects as material objects--this is the domain of

’othef sciences. The social scientist is not really interested, for

example, in houses as materlal entities; he or she is interested in
house de51gn1ng behav1ors, house-bulldlng behaviors, and house-using
behaviors (cf. Bagby 1953:538). -Whenever a material object is trans-
formed by humans, there are human behavior; associated with that trans-
formation. Since we can include these behaviors in the definition of

culture without including the material objects themselves, there is no

-gogd reason for defining culture so as to include material objects.

We may, however, usefully refer to the class of material objects

transformed by human cultural behavior as "cultural artifacts."

¥

Conclusion. We have reviewed all criteria typically employed
by socialjscientists in defining perhaps the two most_baéic concepts
of tﬁe social sciences, society and culture. Almost all definitions
in current use employ one or more of these criteria. Since all of
these criteria have been shown flawed, any definition of society or
culture which includes any one of these criteria is also flawed.
Unfortunateiy, many definitions of society and culture employ more
than one of the flawed criteria: The confusion résulting from one
flawed criterion is compounded by adding a second or even a §hird.
Even worse, however, defiﬂ?%ions'of society and eplture frequently

. ’ . . . “V’“’.‘ ) . . .

contain each other as critical terms. For example, some deflqulons
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of society employ two or more of the flawed criteria discussed above,

and also include a "shared culture" as another criterion. The
definition of culture employed by the same social scientist may gontain
two or more of the common flawed criteri% for that concept. In addition,
the definition of culture may include the concept of society. The

result is a conceptual morass.

Given the foregoing analysis, we may conclude that the concepts of

society and culture as they have typically been defined are fundamentally

unsound as scientific concepts. It is little wonder that we in the social
sciences have failéd to develop elegant scientific(theories--the very
foundations of our disciplines have been poorly-constructed. Without a
strong foundation, the whole edifice of the social sciences is jerry-built.
The old concepts must therefore be swept away and replaced with a set of
firmer conéepts. The remainder of this paper proposes a set of such

replacements.

SOCIETY AND CULTURE: SYSTEMS DEFiNiTIONS
If the very foundations of social scientific thinking are muddled,
how would one go about thinking one's way out of such a muddle? Based
upon the characteristics of scientific concepts and theories, it seems
we could identify four goals to use as guideposts in attempting to
reformulate definitions. Fifst, since it is clear that current concepts

are a tangled conceptual mess, we should attempt initially to wipe the

slate as clean as p0551b1e We should try to go to the very root of

things, thereby 1eaving behind as much as gpssible the old assumptions

-

that have caused the problems.

Vst




Second, and rélatedly, our goal should be simple definitions.
Current definitions of society and culture are frequently complex,
emplbying two or more defining characteristics or criteria. Other
ﬁroblems aside, this complexity itself is a problem. The goal of
science is widely accepted to be "elegant" theory, i.e., theory which
is both simple and explanatorily powerful. One cannot build elegant
theory with inelegant concepts. Since a scientific theory is a
deductive structure, clear and precise inference at all levels is
éritically important. Complex concepts at the apex of a scientific
theory make clear and precise inference difficult, and thus weaken
a theory from the outset.

Third, while basic concepts should be simple, they should neverthe-
less also be interrelated. If we are to establish a deductive framework,
the relationships among our basic concepts should be quite clear.

" Currently, we not only have poorly defined individual concepts, the
relationships of those concepts to each other are unclear. Thus, some
social scientists say that society and culture are quite distinct; some
say one is an aspect of the otheér; and some use thege two terms almost
interchangeably. This is scientifically intolerable.

Fourth, and finally, in attempting to formulate new and bettgr
definitions of society and culture, we should follow as closely as
possible standard rules for formulating definitions. Thus, we should
avoid‘the bitfalls discussed above. We should-also avoid definitions
which are circular, and we should not §tate definitions in the negative
when‘;hey can be stated in the positive. Lastly, we should probably

proceed per genus et differentia, i.e., we should identify the general

29
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class (genus) of which our defined class (species) is a member, and we
should specify the differencg (defining characteristic) which sets our
defined élass épart from other classes in the genus (see Cohen and
Nagel 1934:238; or almost any logic text). The differentia itself
should be an essential attribute of the class we are trying to define.
In a less nominalistic age we would attempt to specify the "essence"

of the thing defined. Today, as scientists, we should seek to identify
the scientifically essential attribute of a thing. In other words, to
use our earlier terminology, the differentia should "carve at the joints."

One advantage to proceeding per genus et differentia is that we are then

assured that our définitions will be interrelated. Furthermore, in
identifying a genus, we also tie our concept to a broader class of
phenomena, and therefore link our science to other sciences.

Our starting point, then, will Be to identify a genus. Since we
are attempting to define the‘fundamental entities of social sqientific
study, the genus should be a broader class of entities. Perhaps the
most generic concept for an entity in science is system. The concept
of systémvis, indeed, a core concept in all empirical sciences, from
astronomy to chemistry. Moreover, social scientists already commonly
predicgté "systemness'" of society, culture, and other objects of social
scientific study. Of course, systems theorists have for a number of
years touted systems theory as a unifier or integrator of the social
sciences. Unfortunately, the great promi;e has gone largely unfulfilled.
It is likely that one of the.reasons thét syséems theory has not lived
up to its billing is that systems theorists and social scientists have

! .
typically merely grafted systems theory onto conventional social
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science concepts. Since those concepts are fundamentally unsound, the
marriage of those concepts to systems theory has not been as productive
as hoped. Our procedure, by contrast, will be to begin with the concept

of system and derive the other concepts from that foundation.

System. If the concept of a system is to be our key, we must of
éourse begin with a definition of system. Regretfully, even this is
not an easy step. For one thing, the term "system" has become so
bopular that its use is now almost indiscriminate. Consider, for
example, that Madison Avenue ﬁas elevated the plastic bag to the status
of "food storage system;" Social scientists themselves have also suc-
cumbed to the temptation to call just about everything they study a
"systgm." It is as if dignity or importance were conferred on something
b& calling it a "system.'" This indiscriminate.uée of the term "system"
has ffequently‘reduced the value of the concept (Kuhn 1974:20).

-Another factor to be considered in defining system is that systems
theorists themselves have utilized a Variefy of definitions of system.
This is not surprising, because systems theorists"have Pften had in
mind different kinds of things when défining system. For that reason,
some systems theorists have proposed typologies distinguishing
different types of systems. Thus, James G. Miller has distinguished
concrete systems, conceptual sysiems, andgabstracted systems (1978:16-22).
Other systems theorists have proposed other typologies (e.g., Kuhn 1974:
21-40). |

It is important for us to recognize, then, that all definitions
of system will not be equally useful for a particular area of study.

Definitions of system useful for the purposes of the art critic, the
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mathematician, or historian‘of ideas may not be useful to the social
scientist. We must therefore be discriminating in formulating a
definition'ﬁf system which Qill suit our purposes. We need a defini-
tion of system apprdpriate for empirical sciences studying-entities
composed of human beings. Using Miller's typology, that means we need

a definition of syétem appropriate for "concrete systemé."2 A good
definition of system for this type of system would be equally appropriaﬁe
for atoms, molecules, cells, organisms, entities composed of organisms,
solar systemé, etc. Using this type of system as our genus is not only
appropriate, it has the additional virtue of linking the social sciences
with all other empirical sciences.

We can begin working toward such a definition by noting the elements’
which seem to be common to all definitiohs of system. First, definitions
of system always refer to a set of tﬁings or elements of some sort.

Second, they also refer to interactions or relationships among these
things or elements (e.g., see Berrien 1968:14-15; Bertalanffy 1968:55-56;
Buckley 1967:41; Bunge 1979:21; Hall and Fagen 1968:81; Kuhn 1974:21;
Marchal 1975:460; Miller 1978:16; Rapoport 1967:114-115; Rapoport 1968:453;
Rodin, Michaelson, and Britan 1978:748). The things or elements for our
definition are material entities (subatomic particles, molecules, célls,
etc.). We can therefore refer to them generically as units, emphasizing
their wholeness and discreteness at é particular level of analysis. The
interactions or relationships among these units involve ﬁhe behavior of
the units. ‘The behavior of each unit is influenced by the behavior ofﬁ

the other units. In other words, the behaviors of the constituent units
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of the entity are mutually dependent. It is, indeed, the mutual depen-
dence of the behaviors of the units that results in the units constituting

an entity. Thus, we may define system as a set of units whose mutually

dependent behaviors form them'into’a new unit. This definition seems

applicable to concrete entities from atoﬁé to solar systems. It should
be especially uéeful for conceptualizing the "entitiness" of entities
which are not presented as such directly to human senses. Thus, this
definition of system should be especially useful for conceptualizing

an entity like a human society (for a discussion of the'pfoblem of the
entitiness of "aggregates of persons," see Campbell 1958; Gerard, 1964,
discusses the general problem of "entitation").

»in utilizing this definition of system, it is important that we
keep in mind a fundamental analytical point--systems are composed of
two distinct sets.3 First, a system is composed of a set of units.
These unitsvma§ be atoms, cells, organisms, or."heavenly bodies." Second,
a system is also composed of a set of mutually dependent behaviors of
the units. The second set transférmé the first set into a new unit, or
entity. We need‘tq‘keep this analytical distinction in mind as‘ﬁe seek

‘to formulate our other definitions.
In addition to "system," wé should‘also have a definition of "sub-
system." Considering both our definition of system-ead the meaning of

the prefix "sub," we may define subsystem as a system whose units are

a subset,of the set of units of a more comprehensive sYstem. This
definition of subsystem differs considerably from many uses of the term.
Many systems theorists and social scientists use the term to refer to

a process in a system, or even.to one functionally distinguishable

-
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aspect of a system. Thus) many social scientists speak of political
subsystems, economic subsystems, religious subsystems, etc. The problem
with such uses of the term "subsystem" is that they do not follow the
definition of a concrete system. Logically, a subsystem of a concrete
system should itself be a‘éoncrete system. Howéver, under many common
uses of the term in the social sciences, a subsystem of a concrete
systém is not necessarily a concréte system itself. This logical flaw
suggests that two different concepts of sysﬁém are sometimes used con-
currently. .In order to ayoid such conceptual confusion, the definition
of subsystem proposed here follows.strictly from the definition of
system; it can therefore be used oﬁly tp'refer to concrete systems.
A subsystem ofﬁa\concrete system is itself a concrete systém.

Another point regarding subsystems should be made. It follows
from the distinction made above between a system's set of units and
its set of mutuélly dependent behaviors that not only is a subsystem
composed of a subset of tﬁe more comprehensive system's units, it is
also neceésarily composed of'a éubset of the mutually dependent
behaviors of the more comprehensive system. In other words; a sub-
system's units are a subset of the larger system's units; in addition,
the mutually depepdent behaviors gf tﬁe subsystem's units which form

them into a subsystem are a subset of the larger system's set of

mutually dependent behavioré.

In using these definitions, it is essential th&t units be distin-
guished from both systems and subsystems. These three concepts are
relative both to each other, and to a particular level of analysis.

Thus, while a unit may be a system in its own right, at the level of
: 4
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analysis at which it is a unit it is not a éystem. Far example, at the
level of the organism, a cell is a unit and not a system. A unit may
therefore be thought of as the elementary particle for a particqlar level
of system analysis.

Unifs and subsystems should also not be confused. A subsystem
is composed of units of the same type as the larger system of which
it is a part. Thus, cells are the units for both organs and organisms.
Moreover, the units of any particular subsystem will also be units of
the larger’system of which the subsystem is a part. Nevertheless, at
a given level of analysis, a unit is not a subsystem and a subsystem
is not a unit. A cell is a unit in an organism, but iﬁ is not a
subsystem; aﬁ organ is a subsystem in .the same organism,.but it is
not a unit.i It is important not to co&fuse these logically distinct

concepts.

Society. We have now established a definition of system, the
concept which will serve as the foundation of our attempt to define
society. This broad concept of system can serve as the genus for a

definition of the class of systems most often studied by social

-

Scientists,zsystems composed of humans.~ Keeping in mind our goal of

simplicity, we can call this type of system a human system, and define

L3

it simply as a system whose units are human beings. There is a single

defining characteristic for this class:  the units of the system are

human organisms rather than molecules, cells, or heavenly bodies.
Following an unproblematic current usage, we can refer to the units
in a human system as members, and call the system's collective set of

units its membership. Under this definition, there are a great many



human systems, varying greatly in size. Some have only two members, e.g.,
-wife and husband. A family of husband,'wife, nd children hes a few

more members. Clubs, businesses, government-agencies, and universities
have even more members. Several contemporary societies have members

numbering in the hundreds of millions. Human s&stem is the class name

for all of these systems, from families to entire'societies.

>

With a concept of system as our genus, we h;ye established human
systems as the class typicaliy of interest to secgal scientists. We
. may now employphuman system as a genus in our attempt to define society,
because the entities we typically call societies are obviously human
systems. We obsérved above in our discussion of [urrent definitions
of society that definitions'of this term typical y point, implicitly
or explieitly, toward a characteristic of inclusiveness or comprehenﬁl
sivenesstj Societies are more inclusive ot comprehensive then the'other
human systems that sociai'scientists stuay. Inﬁ ight of our'preuious
definitions, this characteristic by itself'is‘én ahequate defining'

characteristic for society. Thus, we may define”sgeiety (human society)

as the most'c;mprehensive human system of which aghuman individual is a .

member. In other words, a soc1ety is a human system wh1ch is not itself
©a subsystem of a more comprehens1ve human system | As a human system, a
society 1nc1udes, in addition to. 1ts mfﬁbeshlp, gll of the mutually
dependent behaviors of all of the soc1ety s members. Thus, comprehen:
siveness does not refer to the size of a system's membershlp, this term
refers to the relative inclusiveness of the behaviors of the membership.

A society, as the most comprehensive human system for its members),

includes all behaviors of all members which are at least quertial
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function of membership in any human system. Put another way, a society
subsumes alljsystem-dependent behaviors of each of its members. This
contrasts sharply with human systems that are not societies, for these
systems subsume only some portion of their members' total system-dependent
hehaviors. This characteristic, comprehensiveness, is what distinguishes
societies from other human systems. | .
ﬂsing this defining characteristic of comprehensiveness, it 1is

easy to define human subsystems. A human subsystem is a _human system

whose members are a subset of a more comprehensive humar system's

membership.' The subsystems 6f‘society include'suchbsystems as families,
clubs,_assbeiations, corporations, goverhments,,etc. The set of
'mutually dependent behaviors of these subsystems are a subset of the
society{swset of mutually dependent behaviors. Moreover, in reference
ta the individual members of a subsystem, the subsystem's sét of
mutqally dependent behaviors is composed of subsets ofgeacﬁﬁbf;the'
mehbers' total set of behaviors which are dependehtfhpon memhership in
.the soriety. o
Two addltlonal def1n1t10ns need to be offered- to reduce the
11k11hood of confus1on about these def1n1t10ns P011t1ca1 sc;ehtists_';"
' frequently refer to a system they call the 1nternationa1 system.“ Is*-
this not a mdre comprehens1ve system than society? It might seem so,

until ohe cons1dersvwhether the international system is a human system.

It is not.. The un1ts of. the 1nternat10nal system -are not 1nd1V1dual
human beings; they are soc1et1es Thus, we may identify another type

of system of 1nterest to social scientists.  Societal systems-are;ff

S ‘ TN
systems whose units are societies. Societal systems are not human-
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systems,:and therefore they cannot be more comprehensive than other

human systems.

Another possible_source,of confusion would be systems‘composed
of members from more than one society. International clubs andn
associations, and multinational corporations would fall in thls
category. . In contrast to societal systems these systems are human

ya,.

systems. We may des1gnate such a system as. 1ntersoc1etal human

system, and define it .as a human system whose membership includes

individuals from more than one society. The members of intérsocietal

-

systems .are still members of their own societies, and the behaviors

of each of the system's members which form them into an intersoc}etal

systei are nevertheless still part of their own respective societies.

The behavioral interactions which form the members intc.an intersocietal

T
T ~

[ . . RN

‘system are merely one point of contact between sociéties:

Y
There are a number of points that should be made about these

-~ definitions. First recall that our definition of system is applicable

to concrete systems« human systems, 1nclud1ng soc1ety, are thus con-

crete systems ThlS 1s one good reason for using thegterm "human system",

rather than the popular term soc1al system': it stresse& the concrete-
4 . . N
ness of th1s type ofxsystem For Talcott Parsons and many other

contemporary soc1al SC1ent1f1c theorists, the terms "socialisystem"

and ' soc1ety refer to- abstracted systems rather_than.concrete«syshpms

(e.g., see Parsons 1968 469; the d1scuss1on of the Parsons pos1t10n by R
Mlller 1978 19- 20 747 and the response of Parsons 1980). Thus, the

concept of : soc1ety employed here is based upon whatvParsons calls the

"common-sense not;on,of society being composed of concrete human”n




individuals, ‘a notion from wh1ch he dissents (1966 9) In sharp
. contrast to the Parsonian view, then both SOC1et1es and human systems
‘in general are viewed here as concrete entities 1n9the empirical world.
Composed of concrete entities, the system resultingrérom the.behavioral
interations of these entities are . also eonereteientities.

The second point returns us to the discus51on about'1nteract10ns
between the.members‘of different SOC1§tI€Sﬁ The several coneepts
proposed here.should ‘help us better‘conceptualizevthe.interaetion_o%'
societies. Soc1et1es always 1nteract (at least d1rectly) through’the‘

o v

mutually 1nfluence‘ibehav1or of their members However, the behaVLor

4"‘

) of each member, though 1nf1uenced by the behav1or of the other SOC1ety s

Y

[

member, is nevertheless still part of each member's own soc1ety;H.The_.

affected behaviors may then produce rippling effects throughout both

of the interacting individuals' own societies. Such ripplihg'effects

.*"“;. -

will be espeC1ally pronounced “when tﬂ Winteracting 1nd1v1duals are

=

strategically located in their own soc1et1es, as 1n the instance of

b
.

two diplomats negotiating the terms,of a peace*treaty. .
3 oS . C
This leads uq to a third p01nt iﬁ?societies‘are not territorial
. !
units, what are the boundaries of soc1et es? Sinceeall system-~

g dependent behav1orsfof a society's membersh1p are‘parﬁ of the society,

v.

the boundaries of a’ %OCletY are determined 51mplyab§5%§Ec1fying the

R
P

membership of "the soéiétV“‘“In general”*memb‘”

Shlp ina soctety would

K/‘!(‘ /
be determined y dentification of an individual's behavior as

‘-;workio% mutually dependent behav1ors As a member of o

1Y

my behav1or cannot vary independently of the other

This remains true eyen for' those with whomv-€

s
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<1 never’ come in d1rect contact for my behavior is nevertheless

1nd1rectly~1nfluenced by the1rs through a vast and, c0mplex cha1n of

-

behavloral 1nteract10ns On the other hand .my behav1or presumably-‘

Adoes vary 1ndependently (for the mostM@art) of the behav10rs~of the - 2

—_— e |

'fmembers of a Pygmy soc1ety Among contemporary 1ndustr1al SOC1et1es,i;;_Kf:m

2 . p

;volume of behavloral 1nteract10ns among their membersh1ps Neverthe~

-~ »

less, membership no doubt can be unamb1guously as51gned in most cases

through the use of varlous operatlonal criteria. ,
. o )

This is not to deny that there would be numerous fuzzy cases in

;;; bound1ng a society by spec1fy1ng rts membershrp The ex1stence of

fuzzy cases, however, does not const1tute a fatal objection to,a

part1cular conceptuallzatlonfof an entlty,'or the criteria for

: : . Lo o o .
.. bounding such an entity,. Such fuzzy eases ‘are a .common problem in

L

'ﬂscience, for entities-sometimes 1ntergrade" (Campbell 1958) Bfo-

Lloglcal populatlons, for example, are not always eas1ly bounded -and

e

" yet the concept of a populat1on and the cr1ter1a for bound1ng 1t aref

essential components in evolutlonary theory >

We have now. formulated a- deflnrt on of SOC1ety, as well as
necessary related concepts Gur goals 1n formulatlng the deflnltlon .

3

seem to have been met. F1rst we have w1ped the def1n1t10nal slate

p——

falrty“clean““”We“retaIned~the*underlying ngtion-of 1nclus1veness e

or;comprehens1veness, but we abandoned all,dther common criteria used
_in ef1n1 ng society. The deflnltlon is also s1mple' a slngle criterian

d1st1ngu15hes soc1et1es from other human syttems This 81ngle cr1ter10n
,also seems suff1c1ent for 1dent1fy1ng those entities we normally call

@ o N 4 o C
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of course, the s1tuat1on w1ll be less clear because of the large LT :’gtﬂul




societies. By- Ockham s: razor, ‘we- need—ao—othersT——li;xh&s—as—eefrect"'

our definition is nelther too broad nor too narrow. Neither does 1t IR

seem ambiguous'or_vague; certainly, it is less vague than current : T‘
definitions. }Wé_alsd seem to _have followed other rules for formulating
definitions: our definition is not circular; it is not stated in the

negative; and it proceeds per genus et differentia. Finally, because

our definition of society did proceed per genus et diffeﬁehtia, our

concept of society is clearly related to other basic concepts. It

should also be clearly related to the concept of culture. As we will

see, this can be easily accomplished given our definition of system

Culture. Ip the bpening paragraph of the discussion of current

defihitions-qf”culturé, we noted that despite a wide variety of

definitions, there seemed to be a common thread running through all
- o o . .

L LA v .
@ defih1t1@h§ of culture. That common thread is that the term ‘culture"

LT S . . .
refers in social science to human phenomena not capable of explanation
T

sGiéiy in terms of human biology. What phepomena would these be,

however? We have rejected mentalistic, entmtles 11ke ideas and values

\l» .
xl,\ d""
. that are inferred from behavior. Wé%ﬁ%ve also rejected material obJects
0
R4 / .

'bl

transformed by human behavior. What remains, of course, is human
behavior. Human behavior is thus the genus we will use in defining "
culture.

Vi -f} We have already referred to behavior in our definition of system.

A system is a set of units whose mutually dependéht behaviors form them L
iife ~ into a new unit. A human system, like any system, is.composed of two
. Lo .

sets: 1) a set of units, in this case human beings; and 2) a set of

mutually dependent behaviors, in this case a set of mutually dependent
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behaviors of humans. At this p01nt our sought for def1n1t1on of culture'ff

~ ‘should be obvious. We can define culture very s1mply as the set of

mutually dependent behaviors of the membershlp in a human system The

-

two distinct sets which make up a human system are therefore the member-

ship and the culture. Ne1ther set, by 1tself is a system .or at least

;fznot a concrete system Thus ,. even though culture is often sa1d to be a

system (e g Wh1te 1975), under these definitions a culture is not a

system. Rather, a culture is the ' systemness of a human system, the

behaviors of the units which form the& into a concrete entity of the

N

empirical world.

Before discussing this definition further, two other definitions

a

may be helpful. Egollow1ng our definitions of subsystem and culture,

we may define subculture as the culture of a humad:Subsystem. A sub-
culture is thus composed of the behaviors of the members of a subsystem
in virtue of which they form that subsystem. "Subculture" under this
aéfinition therefore differs considerably from one of the common uses of

this .term in social science, viz., for identifying a distinctive portion

of a larger culture, but not necessarily one associated with a concrete

e

subsystem.

We also need to make a sharp distinction between the concept of

1

' fsystem as here deflned and certain subsets of culture that are frequently

'“Tdentifled as systems. Thus, in discussing a seciety, social scientists

4

. & -
often refer to the techmological system, economic system, political

system, social system, etc.  Under our definition of system, these are

not systems, but rather analytical subsets of culture i.e., subsets of

culture which aggregate behaviors by some non-system criterion.

42 \
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These analytical subsets of culture are often treated as "abstracted
systems" or "analytic systems" (Easton 1965:37-45). Thus, Qhat
Talcott Parsons calls "society" and subsystems of society are all
analytiégl'subséts’of culture. Likewise, what David Easton calls a
\“politicalisystem” is an analytical subset.of culture and not a
system. Under thesé definitions, then, analytiéal subsets of culture

- . .
like the "economy" and "politics" are'ﬁot systems, subsystéms, or
subcultures. \

: 4

This is not to say that there are not relationships among the
parts of one of these analytical subseté of culture. Nor is it to say
that concepts like technology, economy, and politics should not be used.
It is.only to say that we should not canfuse concrete systems carved
by nature with analytic sets carved by the scientist. Under our
definition of system, the U.S. government is a system; Cbngress is a ¢
system; and the Federal Trade Commission is @ system. On the other
hand, "American politics" is not a system. If this term refers to .
the set of political behaviors of all members of American society, it
may be an important concept and an important object of study. 'However,
if we call it a "sYstem," albng,with concrete thingé like moleéules,
cells, organisms; and the U.S. government; we are using "system"
ambiguously, i.e., to refer to two quite different kindswof phenomena.
The result‘of such ambiguous usage is a conceptual muddle.

To return to our main concern, the proposed definiﬁion of culture
is consistent with the traditional view that culture consists of human

phenomena not capable of explanation solely in terms of human biology.

However, the definition avoids commonly used terms like "extrasomatic" and
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40
"nongenetic" for two reasons. First, the phrase "mutually dependent
behaviors" is used in order to relate the definition of culture to other
definitions. This also makes clear the similérity between human systems
and the larger general class of concrete systems whose units are uﬁited
by their behavioré! Second, the phrase "mutually dependent.behaviors”
emphasizes that the behaviors included in culture are system-dependent,
withqut implying that these behaviors have no genetic base or are some-
how wholly independent of'humah biology. |

In a sense, the proposed definition goes back to E. B. Tylor's

classic definition, for Tylor's enumerative définition of culture
included the critical phrase "acquired by man as a member of society"
(1871:1).A The defidtiqn proposed here says essentially the same thing,
but in systems terminology (and also extends the concept of culture to
all human ;ystems). Thus, the cultural behavior of an individual is-
tﬂat portion of his or her behavior which is at least barély dependent
upon membership in a human sbciety. This is not to say that cult;ral
behavio; is -independent of biology, for<a11 human behavior is a function
of an interaction of genotype and environment (among the useful discus-
sions of this now widely a@cepted positioh are Freeman,~1970 and Barash,
1978:23-24). Nevertheless, not all human behavior is cultural béhavior.
Classifications of human behavior within psychology are still in a state
of flux, and it would therefore not be wise to phrase the definition
itself in terms of any particular scheme of classification. However,
we can at least divide human behavior into the cultural and the non-
cultural, and demarcate these two categories in light of current know-

ledge.
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Non-cultural human behavior includes, first, genetically-fixed
responses to envifonmental‘stimuli that are unaltered by the iedividual's
prior eXperience. Unconditioned reflexes ﬁould fall in this category.
Knee-jerks and eye—blinks.are appropriate examples as long as these
responses are unconditioned Byvthe individual's experience. However,
knee-jerks, eye-blinks, and other reflexes may be conditioned, which
means that the behavioral response to a particﬁlar etimulus may be
altered by the individual's prior experience. For example, the Hindu
yogi is capable of altering or inhibiting a number of visceral and
reflexive fesponses because of his conditioning. ihus, the uncondi-
tioned refleg is non-cultural; the reflex cbnditioned by system
membership is cultural. (as in the case of the ?ogi). ’
| A second type of non-cultural behavior is system-independent
condltloned behav1or, i.e., "learned" behavior which is iedzpendeutﬁ5ﬁﬁ; e

7" : \.r " - . -.‘:‘4 )

»,’l""_,‘
of membershlp 1n a human system. For exampégs 1earn1ng to av01d '»‘_\

4. z

touchlng red glow1ng obJects, as a result of hav1ng been burned in .

- ,A' ,_’

the past could presumably take place 1ndependent1y of an 1nd1v1dual s
membership in a human society. . In other words, learned behavior and
‘cultural behavior are not synonomous. Leerned'behavior,,of which
cultural behavior is one. speciee, is beﬁavior which is not genetically
fixed, i.e., response depends upon prior conditioning. Seme'learned
behavior may be system-independent, and thus non-cultural. Imagine,
for example, a genuine feral child. Such a child would no doubt have

a substantial repertoire of learned behaviors. Uﬁder the definition

of culture proposed here, none of these learned behaviors would be

cultural behaviors, because none would be even a partial function of

membership in a human system.

45




42

In distinguishing the non—cultufal sphere; we have already dis-

. tinguished the cultural:' cultural behaviors are those behaviors which
are at least a partial function of membership in a human societ&. In
other words, cultural behaviors are those beha;iors of human individuals
that are conditioned‘by their.experi;nce as members of human systems.
‘This includes not only interactive behaviors with other system members,

_ but an§ behaviors conditioned by system membership. Such behaviors may

G

- and do occur when member individuals are alone and even isolated. All
such systeﬁ-depéndent behaviors are cultural, whether'théy would be
classified as technological, economic, political; social, religious,
gdéational, or whatever. The set of all such behaviors, for all
members of é society, is the culture of that society. The subsets of
this set of behaviors which form sﬁbsets of the society's members into
subsystems, are the cultures of those subsystems (subcuitures"relative
to the whole society's culture).

Under this definition of culture, do animals other than humans -
"have" culture? Social scientists, especially anthfopologists, have
often wéxed eloquent in singing the praises of homo sapiens as the
'oply culture-possessing or culture-bearing animal.6 Leslie White,
for example, consistently maintained this position (1969). Holloway
says that culture is '"a human domain"-—"somethiﬁg unique to man" (1969:
395). >Others, however, have questioned the limitation of culturg to
humans (e.g., Harris 1964:173-195; Harris 1979:122-123). One's
position on this issue is profoundly influenced by_oﬁe's definiton
of culture. .Because of differences in &efinitibns, many who have

argued over this issue have probably talked past one another. For

iqg
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the definition proposed here, the issue of whether animals other than

=4

humans can be said to ”havet}hulture is 1rrelevant for culture has been
: defined with reference to human systems. To the extent that other
.;;nlmal systems, like those of the social .insects, contain a set of:
behaviors which are_not genétically fixed, and which are a partial
function of system membership, those who study such animals might
find useful the concept of culture propoged here. That, honever, is
their concern, and not the concern of social scientists.

Defining :culture as a species of hunan behavior runs counter to
long-standing objections within anthropology to including behavior

7

1tself 1n culture Marv1n Harr1s, who notes this has been an

"h1stor1cally touchy p01nt," at- one t1me excluded behavior from the
des1gnat1on "cultural " even thou‘H‘the ent1re focus of h1s fascinat- .

ing The Nature of Cultural Things was human behavior (1964:22). He

managed this by definiﬂg?hulture as the set of "scientific concepts':

.

y-
used for the study of'hangn behaV1or (Harr1s 1964:168- 169) Thus,
while the object of study 1s human behavior, the content of culture

under this definitlon-1é‘hot‘human behaV1or itself, but the operational
4

\

concepts used fqr‘study1ng;1t If this is the correct interpretation

of his arg gt, Harrli; s fused the concept of culture with culture

1tself--that 1s,

g2}

fjricél“referrent of the concept of culture.
A v

| S, R
Acutely sensltLVe »- a number of leg1t1mate methodological and episte-
, RO P SRR

mological problems, Harr1s reached the untenable conclusion that when

;study our concept of culture. It should be noted,

we study culture‘w
parenthet1cally, that Harr1s'has more recently defined culture as "the

learned repertory of thoughtsfand act1ons exhibited by the members of

social groups . ;p: % (1979 47)
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ffhough White disagreed with Kroeber and Kluckhohn on this issue df

In their classic review of concepts.of culture, Kroeber and

Kluckhohn also objegégeo includiﬁé behavior itself in culture (1952:

155-156,181). They maintain that rather than behavior, culture

includes "patterns of-behaviof." There aré three problems with their
reésoning on this issue. First, for.a'social scientist to describe a
"pattern" in something is to measure that someihing (in the broad sense
‘of measurement). Thus, to define culture as patterns of behavior is

to confuse measurements of a-thing with the thing itself. This is
comparable to a hiologist confusing his measurements of a gghe pool
with tﬁe gene pool itself. Second, the term "pattern" as afdefini-
tional criterioh is as vague as '"shared" or "socially inherited."

What would be a patEern for one observer would not be a pattern for
another. If we are to study "patterns' when we study cultﬁre, we

will Bé studying the perceptions of observers on'what constiiute
patterns. Third,fone.of the reagons that Kroeber and Kiuckhohn give
for excluding behavior from cultﬁre is their view that human behavior
is the suﬁﬁect matter of psychology (1952:155). They reasoﬁ, theréfore,

L]

that behavior must be excluded from the domain of culture if anthropology

is to reserve this concept for itself. This jealous, disciplinary

~boundary maintenance has also been a common theme in White's work (even

behavior--see 1959:228-229). It is difficult to imagine, however, a
more inapprbp}iate gu%?e for formulating the definition of a scientific
corcept. Rather than concepﬁs which isoiate and divide the.scieﬁces of
human behavior, we neea.concepts which link and integrate them.

This don';-tread¥6n-my-discipline attiéude, which is certainly not

limited to any one discipline, is a serious obstacle to the generation

. :
. 5.
LT
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of a general theoretical framework for the social sciences. Given the
definition Qf culture proﬁosed here, which has been formuiated without
'regard for disciplinary boundaries, one could even suggest (if:one Qere
so inciined) that a more appropriate name for the sociai scie#ces would
be the "cultural sciences." This class of disciplines would;include all
sciences concerned with QPman behavior which is s&stem-conditioﬂed.

In fdrmulating this definition of culﬁure; we égain_seém to have
met our goals. Thg definition is simple, and yet it is cléérly‘related
to the concepts of system and society. The definition also seems con-
sistent with all ;f the rules we identified.for formﬁlating definitioﬁs.
In addition, we wiped the slate fairly clean by abaﬁdoning the typical
criteria used.in defining culture. Neverthelessirthe pfoposed definition
is not wholly inconsistent with current definitions. Thus, éulture is
not restricted -under the proposed definition to shared behaviors; on the
other hand, shared beha;iors are also not. excluded from culturé. - Under
this definition, the extent to which behaviors are "shared" among member;
of a .system is a characteristic of a culture, and thus a matter for
empirical investigation. Cultufe is also not restricted to socially )
inherited behaQiors,;and yet.those behavi&rs of the members of a society

<

that are similar to the behaviors of. previous generations are still part

of culture. The extent to which the ‘culture of a society is similar to,
. *® \ . - .

or differs from, the cu}ture of that society at some previous time is
s{mply‘thi rate of its cultural evolution. ‘Likedise, while culture ié
defihed so as to exclude ideas, standards, and sé'on, in the sense of
unobservable mental entities, it is also defined so as to include ideas, -

.
standards, and so on in another sense--as a certain class of behaviors.

P
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In addition, culture as defined here excludes material objects, and yet

it includes all cultural behaﬁiorS'associated with theféétegory traditidn-

>

a}ly called "material culture."

A few additional virtues of'this defin}tion of culture may élso be
identifieqa First, under the prgposéd definitién éhe abominable_;erm
"SOCiOCUlt;ralh would Pe relegated to the terminological dustbin. Most ol
useé of this term see&ga result ;f authors being unsure of themselves

because of ambiguous and vague concepts. Of course, a combination of

two pooi concepts is hardly an improvement. 'SeEond, this definition of %

culture makes no specific assumptions about the biologiéal foundations

of the capacity for cultural behavior. Consequently, no position on
current controversies regarding sociebiology is'built into the-
definition. The definition should therefore not be rendered obsolete

by future research; nor does the definition operate so as to dictate

b
~

answers on questions open to research. Finally, this definitiom of ©
culture, while simpler than the classic definition of Tylbr, neverthe-

less still incorporates the essence of Tylor's definition, for the

‘behaviors included in culture are those which are at least a partial

function of an.individual being "a member of society."

Glossary. The textual presentation of this series of related : »

.definitions may have made comparison difficult.' A glossary-should

facilitate comparison and therefore help reveal the logical relation-

ships among the proposed definitioﬁsl;

\

I. System. A set of units whose mutually dependent‘béhaviors
: form them into a new unit. \

Subsystem. A system whose units are;a subset of the set of
units of a more comprehensive system.

20



Analyt1cally, a system,1s composed of two sets: 1) the
set of units themselves, and 2) the set of mutually °
dependent’behaviors of those units.

II. Human System A system whose units are human-beings.

Membershlp The set of units in a human system.

.
I

Soc1et The most comprehensive human system of. wh1ch
human 1nd1v1dual is a member - -

: Human Subsystem. A human . system whose members are a subset
of a more comprehen51ve human system s membership.

‘Soc1etal System A system whose nn;ts‘are societies.
Intersoc1etal Human System. A humén system whese membership
1ncludes 1nd1v1duals from more than one soc1ety..

‘III. Culture. The set of mutually dependent behav1ors of the
' membersh1p in a human syftem.

Subculture. The culture of a human subsystem._, _
. »‘E "‘7‘""'
Analytical.Subset-of Cilture. A subsef of ‘a culture wh1ch
aggregates behaviors by some non-system critegion.

TOWARD AN ALTERNATIVE SOCIAL SCIENCE PARADIGM.

v
5

We have now formulated definitions of: botl‘ society and culture, as -

well as several related concepts. The definitions are quitefsimple.

- This alone is an advantage over current definitions. In add1t1on the

I

A

proposed definitions are also more prec1se than current vague def1n1t10ns

This would be sufficient by itself to justify adoption of the new defini-

tions.‘.These_definitions are also unambiguously interrelated, because

both definitions héve:been,derivederom a base definition of system. The

‘two. new concepts should therefore not become as eésily entangled when



.Conceptually fruitful . Py

_ through their use in a successful sc1ent1f1c theory A new set of

they-arefused. Relatedly, the'foundation (concept of systeé;fand)process

for reaching these definitions should allow us to expand the'set“ofldefiniJﬁiiio

B i

tions. Thus, we should easily be able. to define additional concepts w?ich

...

complement these base concepts In other words, these concepts should be.
. »

v

These virtues of the proposed definitions support a caséhfor their
adoption in the social sciences. However, as we observed at the beginningf

of this paper, the value of scientific concepts can be confirmed only

E]

R

“';E'concepts can therefore be evaluated with any assurance only 1n the long

v al "ﬂ '-'

"run, as, perhaps a few SC1entlsts who see merit in the new. concepts begin A

‘ﬁ‘..'_.._\"\‘, ’

us1ng them with evident success. Th1s is the final, and the only con-,";'ﬁi

clus1ve test of the value of a scientific concept. .Neither the'advocateff°

nor the critic of new concepts can say anything definitive about them when

’

they are first proposed. The” advocate cannot 'prove"” the utility of new

'concepts, and the critic cannot prove: that they lack utility

Even if a definitive evaluation of the concepts we ‘have formulated
can only come ﬁluh time, we may nevertheless'’ be able to speed that
. ‘t, 1

process along by sUggesting theoretical probléms which the new concepts

may help resolve. If these concepts do indeed carve at the joints,

.they should help resolveva number of old social science problems. Two

of those old problems are closely intertwined: the mechanism’and
processdof cultural evolution, and the relationship between,micro and
ma££8'iévé15 of analysis.

It is'widely recognized, at least implicitly;\that_the foundation'

of cultural evolution is the behavioral adaptability of individual
. _ ‘ .

s

y



“xfi-evolutlon (Langton 1979), a theory wh1ch would prOV1de llnks bet

”'H_':of such an- 1ntegra£1ng theory would go a long way toward resolV1ng the

7 facilitate the development of a "behaV1oral theory" of cultural

~_whole systems of wh1ch they are members.
'two sets, the membersh1p and the culture In emp1r1cal research these

’ butlon,-sex d1str1butlon, etc. One other set of varlables is also o

7_relevant. Systems have env1ronments, a concept we have not been able' -

'”gthe content of the socigl SC1ent1St s emp1r1cal woxld ":f;c_-f o f:- f§-::*‘

human beings. The behavLors of human 1nd1v1duals ‘are thus the‘units
of selection 1n cuffural evolutlon, as a number of authors: have
recently argued (e g ) Ruyle 1973 212 21& Durham 1976 96; Love 1977 . :

33; R1cherson 1977 lhAlS Barkow 1978 13; Harrls 1979 60 -61). Con-

/' - K

o

ceptualizing culture as. the mutually dependent behaylors (the system-

ness) of a concrete system'of human beings allows us. to V1ew cultural

' evolutlon as a séet of mutually dependent behav1oral adaptatlons of

G

system members to the1r 1nd1v1dual an1ronments Th1s view should 7 . o

'I ’ - -

1
\

bmacro soc1al science and learnlng theory 1n psychology The development

'm1cro macro problem in. the soc1al sclences, i.e., the problem of the

relatlons between the behav1or of 1nd1v1duals and the behav1or of the “__f

T
Aot

ot Vi

A br1ef but more detalled explanation of thls perspect1ve may be

helpful Recall that a SOC1ety or other human system is composed of

two sets become sets of var1ables If culture is the" set of var1ables

)

of interest to the soc1al scientist, the set of membersh1p character-v .

istics becomes one set -of 1ndependent variables used for: explanatlon

» \_ o ‘ ~

'Included here would be s1ze of populatlon, genet1c her1tage, age distri- .

v . . : [

to explore here The env1ronment then constltutes another set of . N' e

variables for expla1n1ng culture These three sets of var1ables exhaust

b e

. . 3 .0
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But. what - is an "environment?" Although we cann}} d1scuss the

“:#\§§%i§h1t1on here we may define enV1ronment ‘as that which is external

to a system and rel;{ant to the-system S operat1on. This m1ght be a

' useful def1n1t1on of enN1ronment but-how can we concretely conceptﬂhl-

'\
\\

ize- the énv1ronment of a complex ent1ty l1ke a soc1ety° Given our
F
def1h1t1ons, the task is actually rather s1mple F1rst we must apply

K

the concept of env1r0nment to the 1nd1V1dual member of ‘spciety. Forf

our purposes, the env1ronment of .the 1nd1v1dual 1s that wh1ch is

%
external to the 1nd1V1dual and relevant to the 1nd1v1dual s behaV1or

Now, the enV1ronment of a society has two components, a phys1cal

‘ .
As

P
env1ronment and an 1nter*§oc1eta1 eDV1ronment The 1nd1V1dual also_z

4

. has these'two components 1nfh1s/her enV1ronment “i.e., the phyS1cal .

>

non- human world, and other soc1et1es (or str1Ctly speak1ng, ‘the

behaV1ors-of other‘soc1et1es meMbers). The envlronment of a soc1ety,'

‘then, is composed of (1s the set of) all these two-component enV1ron-Wh"

Ve

1" . ments for all of the soc1ety ER members It 1s only through its.

';'=1nd1v1dual members that a soc1ety has an enV1ronment 9 A s9c1ety

L » N o = ' — ‘ .N,w

”“has no senses except those of its members

P
But there ‘is an add1t1onal cons1derat1on, for in contrast to

NN

soc1ety, the 1nd1v1dual has a third component 1n h1s or her_enV1ron-A'

ment--the cultural environment, l.e., the cultural behayiors"of~allf,_

of the other members of the-individual’s society. It is because of ;

th1s that the tw0 component non-cul u al enV1ronment both acts upon

u.the ind1v1dual only relat1ve to -his culj_ral env1ronment, and is ‘able

H»; to act upon the ent1re system by affect1ng the behaV1or of a s1ngleA

¥

.u'ﬂé _member »'In the Q}rst 1nstance, act10n of both- the 1nter soc1etal and -

v

2o ow
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physical environments on the behavior of the'individual are.dependent
N - for their effects.upon.the individualls;other envir6nment, his cultural
environment.v In the second.instance,.since the behavior of'one.
individual'is potentially an environment for all other'members of the

“ soc1ety, action of the- 1nd1Vidual s non-cultural env1ronment on h1s/her
o behavior: can produce behav1oral changes throughout the ‘entire system.

»

Within this perspective, cultural evolutjon-can "be seen as the

ompos1te producthf ﬁhe mutually dependent adaptations (coadaptations)

of the members of a human system to the1r changing 1nd1v1dualgphys1cal

and 1nter-soc1etal environments. This,~in short, is the process of
cultural evolution, i.e.; the interrelated set of steps or operatidns
through which_cultural evolution occurs; The'effectxof viewing the
process of cultural evolution'in this Way is a conceptual linkage of
micro and macro levels .While the scientist concerned with macro
variables w1ll not want to trace all changes to discrete individuals,

this could nevertheless, 1n,pr1nc1ple,.be accomplished with this
i*perspectivef

This perspective, however, allows us to .80 even further in prov1d-
ing linkages‘between_levels=of analysis. As stated above, the unit of

selection in cultural evolution is the behaVior of ind1v1dual humans
: Ea - 1

: %
‘Individual humans are material entities phySicochemical systems The
env1ronments of 1nd1v1dual humans are themselves composed of "’ phys1co-

,‘. x

‘chemiCal'elements. “And finally, the means through which the environments
_of human individuals act upon them are physicochemical. Thus, the physico-

chemical level can be linked, through the means above, and'through inter-

. . : ' ‘- ™ *
mediate levels, to the level of whole societies and their cultural

~: . C oy

: . T . ' .
evolution. That is not to say that social scgientists should concern




. . . 5 2
. ~ themselves with physics and chemistry. Accebtipg links between levels
. . L & '
’ of analysis is no threat to disciplines at levels above the ground

- . .
. level. Accepting those links is only to accept the unity of science

‘ and to eSchew mystical conceptions of processes at higher levels:

3

If the ﬁoncepts proposed here have all of the virtuéé'discussed,.

as well ag théoretiqal significance, they should prove to be highly‘
“" R : . . N v 0
. successful alg@natives to current concepts. Of course, the process

K3

"of replacement would B% unsettiing. Those wedded to old concepts may
: frown upon new #nd seemingly radical definitions of familiar terms. __
. If-that is 1ike1y;'one could consider coining new terms for these

“ definitions rather than using old terms with established, even if

» P

.végue and ambiguous, usages.. On€ reason for-not folldwing this course
\ . .

is that there are important connectioﬁs between the proposed definitions
and éurrent definitions. Thesévdefinitions are not wholly new. More
impdétantly, howgver; {f t;e old concepts are as unsound as our analysis.
has suggested, it is‘ihpoptant‘that the new definitions be pitted against
the old in ordefkth5t thejnew may supplant the gld. The old definitions
are theoretically pernicipué. | |

As we noted in the early part of this paper, the social sciencés
have no general laws. Such laws, which are essential for a péwqrful
deductive framework, afé mé:;1y statements of relationships among |
concepts. If the sociél sciences' most basic concepﬁs are fund;mént-
ally unsound, usé.df those concepts Y}ll make the formulation of
suécéssfu} general 1aﬁs inherently.impossible. Thus, the old, flawed

' concepts must be supplanted. If‘the concepts we have proposed are the

apprbpriate replacements, we shbuld be able to formulate general 1éws

-
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for the social sciences through use of these concepts. Such general
laws, together with the concepts, would constitute foundations for an

" alternative social science paradigm.

Q7

. : L
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NOTES
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Stephen Bennett, Gustav Carlson, Richard Crandall, David de Giustino,
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cations with Ronald Cohen, Beth Dillingham, Alex Fraser, Morton Fried,
Marvin Harris, Barry Isaac, John McEvoy, Elman Service, M. Estellie Smith,
Sheldon Smith, and G. L. Ulmen. Of course, helpful counsel implies
neith?r substantive agreement nor responsibility for inadequacies.

The self-sufficiency criterion is not only common; it is also very
old, going back at least to Aristotle. Aristotle distinguished the polis
from other forms of human association because in the polis humans found,
he thought, full self-sufficiency. Of course, Aristotle's concept of
self~sufficiency goes beyond most such concepts, for his concept was
connected with a teleological view of the development of the polis. The
polis was fully self-sufficient, thought Aristotle, because only in the
polis could man achieve "his"full potential as a moral, spiritual, and
intellectual being (1962:8).

2Miller defines concrete system as a '"nonrandom accumulation of
matter-energy, in a region in physical space-time, which is organized
into interacting interrelated subsystems and components" (1978:17).
Ervin Laszlo argues convincingly that "the more rigorous and technical
definitions of system make it clear that only one variety of systems
can be meaningful included in this definition, and that is the variety
Miller terms concrete system" (1975:16).

3See Berrien 1968:14-15; Bertalanffy 1968:54-56; Buckley 1967:
41-45; Bunge 1979:21; Hall and Fagen 1968:81; Kuhn 1974:21-22;
‘Marchal 1975:462-465; Miller 1978:16; Rapoport 1968:453.

41t is beyond the scope of this work to discuss particular -examples
of operational criteria for bounding societies. Campbell's paper (1958)
would be one relevant starting point for this problem.

" “While societies are bounded merely by specifying their membership,
bounding other human systems is more difficult. The difficulty arises
because human systems other than societies do not include all system-
dependent behaviors of their members, but only those behaviors in virtue
of which they form the particular system. .

6Actually, to say that humans "have" or "acquire" culture is a
rather odd way of speaking, even using some current definitions. Given
the definition proposed here, it is probably inappropriate to speak.of
the "acquisition of culture." It is especially inappropriate inasmuch
as the behaviors of no two individuals are identical,; On the othg% hand,
the individual is conditioned by his or her experience . in society@fand
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in that sense, perhaps the individual "acquires" his cultural behaviors.
In some ways, however, it might be just as appropriate, or more so, to ,
say that the individual emits culture.

A noteworthy exception is Bagby, but he limits culture to non-
hereditary "regularities of behavior" (1953 539). Hoebel also defines
culture in terms of behavior ('"learned behavior traits"), but he says
these traits must be shared and inherited (1956:168).

. 8For an attempt to deal with the issue of individualism versus

holism employing a systems concept 51milar to that proposed here, see
Bunge 1979.

ke
» e

Mason and Langenheim have made €EIS same- point in regard to
biological macro-units: "There are no phenomena operationally
significant to such aggregates of organisms as species, stands,
communities, associations, or floras except™ as summations or as
logical products of phenomena operationally significant to the
included or associated individuals" (1957: 331)

29




56
REFERENCES

Aberle, D. F., A. K. Cohen, A. K. Davis, M. J. Levy, Jr.;.and F. X.' Sutton
1950 The Functional Prerequisites of a Society. Ethics, 60: 100-111.

Aristotle :
1962 The Politics of Aristotle. Translated by Ernest Barker. New
York: Oxford University Press. !

\

Bagby, Philip H. -
1953 Culture and the Causes of Culture. American Anthropologist,
55: 535-554.

Barash, David P.

1978 Evolution as a Paradigm for Behavior. In Michael S. Gregory,
" Anita Sllvers, and Diane Sutch, (eds.), Sociobiology and
- HumanvNatureT;]San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,f13-32.

Barkow, Jerome Hoowout -

1978 Culture and Soc1ob1ology American Antropologist, 80: 5-20.
Bergmann, Gustav g  79*” CT .

1957 Philosophy of Sc1ence Madlson pniversity of Wisconsin Press.

Berrien, F. Kenneth

1968 General and Social Systems. New Brunswick: Rutgers University
Press.

Bertalanffy, Ludwig von .
1968 General System Theory Foundations, Development, Applications.
New York: George Braziller. )

Bohannon, Paul ' ‘ '
1973 Re-Thinking Culture: A Project for Current Anthropologists.
Current Anthropology, 14: 357-365.

Buckley, Walter
1967 Sociology and Modern Systems Theory. Englewood Cliffs:
‘ Prentice-Hall. '

Bunge, Mario-
1979 A Systems Concept of Society: Beyond Individualism and Holism.
Theory and Decision, 10: 13-30.

Campbell, Donald T.
- 1958 Common Fate, Similarity, and Other Indices of ‘the Status of

Aggregates of Persons as Social Entities. Behavioral Science,
3:  14-25.

Chinoy, Ely
.1970 Society and Culture. In Peter I. Rose (ed.), Study of Society:
An Integrated Anthology, Second Edition. New York: Random House.

N ’ .
Y', N - @)

60



1:..". ' ‘ 57

Cohen, Morris R. and Erfest: Hagel
1934 An Introduction to’ Loch and 801ent1f1c Method. New York:
Harcourt Brace ‘and World L

Durham, W1111am H '
1976 The Adaptive Slgn1f1cance of Cultural Behavior. Human
Ecology, 4: 89-121. '

Easton, David B
1965 A Framework for P011t1ca1 Analysls Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice- Ha11 Inc ' ‘ .

Fairchild, Henry Pratt (ed Yo -
1967 D1ct10narY‘of Soclology -Totowa: Littlefield, Adams.

Freeman, Derek R e

1970 Human Nature and Culture . In R. 0. Slatyer (ed.), Man and
the New: ﬁlology Canberra Augtralian National University
Press, 50 75 L C :

. Gerard, R."W. R A .
1964 Ent1tat10n An1morgs, and Other Systems In Mihajlo D. Mesarovic
’ (ed.), V1ews on General Systems Theory Huntlngton New York

Krleger, 119 124 o . ) S ’

s Goodenough Ward H . . . s ’

o 1971° Culture, Language and Soc1ety Addison-Wesley Modular
. Pub11cat10ns Module 1971 Readlng;.}Addison4Wes1eyw.

‘Graham, George . R : " : o

T 1971 Methodologlcal Foundatlons for Polltlcal Analys1s ) Waltham, ,
Mass Xerox }. i ; . L v.‘, ’x N

. Mall, A.D., and R.'E. Fagen . - . o

e . +..1968 Definition of System. *In Walter Buckle a(edu),jModgrnféystems
ST " Research" for. the Behavioral Scientist: Ansource-Book. Vi :
S Ch1cago A1d1ne 81 -92. EREE o
o Harr1s, Marv1n 1,."" S ' LT S R )
' ﬁ . 1964 The. Nature of Cultural Things. New York 'Random House R
. : ‘ - 1979 Cultural Materialism: . The Struggle for a Sc1ence of Culture S :
C s TR New York Random House ‘ R S .;wjﬁ e
) Hempel, Carl G: o

1952 Fundamentals of Concept Formation in Emp1r1ca1 Sc1ence Ch1e3go~';:f',
_ Un1vers1ty of Chicago Press -

Hobbes, Thomas _ . , SRR
1962 LEV1athan New York: Collier. N N

Hoebel E. Adamson ., % B
: 1956 . The Nature of Culture In Harry L. Shapiro (ed) Maﬁ“ Cu1ture,2;5' Lo
'and Society. New York: Oxford Un1vers1ty Presgy. 16§H181 L S

T
'-.k v A
) .

&




58

Holloway, Ralph L., Jr. '
1969 Culture: A Human Domain. Current Anthropology, 10: 395-412.

Hoult, Thomas Ford , -
1969 Dictionary of Modern Sociology. Totowa: Littlefield, Adams.

Isaak Alan C.

1981 Scope and Methods of Political Science: An Introduction to
the Methodology of Political Inquiry, Third Edition..
Homewood, ILL: Dorsey Prss. ®

_Kaplan, Abraham R

gL e Conduct of Inquiry: HéEHBESlE§§'?S?wEEHZGIS¥§i“Eéienqé3
Scranton: Chandler. L

Keesing, Roger M.
1974 Theories of Culture. Annual Review of Anthropology, 3: 73-97.

Kroeber, A. L. B W?“*:ﬂfif?f? :
1917 The Superorgan1c American Anthropologist, 19: 163-213.

Kroeber, A. L., and.Clyde Kluckhohn
1952 Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions.
Cambridge: Peabody Museum of American Archaeology and
o Ethnology, Harvard Unlver51ty
Kuhn Alfred L EROI RN S )
1974 The Loglc of S001al Systems A Unified, System-Based
Approach to Social Sc1ence San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kuhn, Thomas S.
1970 The Structure of Sc1ent1f1c Revolutions, Second Edition.
Ch1cago University of Chicago Press.

Langton, John
1979 Darwinism and the Behav1oral Theory of Sociocultural
Evolution: An Analys1s American_ Journal of Sociology, .

o 85: 288:309. : S K
Laszlo Ervin N .

l975 The Meaning and S1gn1f1cance of General System Theory
Behav1oral Science, 20: 9-24.

Levy, Marion J., Jr.
1952 The Structure of Society. Princeton University Press.

Loflln Marv1n D., and Iris R. Winogrond .
1976 A Culture as a Set of Beliefs. Current Anthropology, 17: 723-725.

Love, Thomas F.
1977 Ecological N1che Theory ‘in Soc1ocultural Anthropology
A Conceptual Framework and an Application. American
Ethnologist, 4: 27-41.

'5,.2 |




Marchal, J. H. '
' 1975 On the Concept of a System Philosophy of Science, 42: 448-468.

Markarlan E. S.
1977 The Concept of Culture in the System of Modern Sciences. In
Bernardo Bernardi (ed.), The Concept and Dynamics of Culture.
The Hague: Mouton, 103-118
Mason, Herbert L , and Jean H. Langenhelm ’
1957 Language Analys1s and the Concept of Env1ronmént Ecology,
i 38 2, 325 340. - Coeeds

O L 2 i e

> e amn Doy feumen
»,.z; ~ . e
Fe Vs

Mayhew Leon H. L Ve . :
.:1968 Society. “International Encyclopedia of the Soc1al Sciences,
= 14: 577-586.

1971 Society: Institutions and Act1v1ty Glenview:}»Scott Foresman.
> - . :

R hepererts e o e

Miller, James Grier RN
1978 Living Systems. New York: _Mcﬁrawlﬂillﬁ_

e Parsons;, . Talcott ™ ‘e ‘ T
o 1966 Societies: Evolutlonary and Comparatlve Perspect1ves
o . Englewood Cliffs:” ‘Prentice-Hall'; . R
-17%1968 Systems Analysrs -Social Systems’ Internatlonal Encyclopedla
i of the Social Sc1ences, 15: 458-473.
1973 Culture and Social .System Revisited. -In Louis Schnelder and
Charles M, BonJean (eds ), The ‘Idea of Culture in the Social
Sciences. Cambridge: - Cambrldge Unlverslty Press, 33-46.
, 1980 Concrete Systems and’"Abstracted" Systems tﬂBehav1oral Sc1ence, /
- 25: 46-55. S - i : ”

| Parsons, Talcott, and Edward Al Sh1ls l o
1951 .Toward a General: Theory of Actlon Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1951 o S S

Peterson Riichard A '

1979 .Revitalizing the Culture Concept - Annual Review of Sociology,
5 137- 166

Pye, Lucian W. '
1968 P011t1cal Culture. International Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences, 12: 218-225. .
e 1973 Culture and Political Science: Problems in the Evaluation of
‘ the Concept of Political Culture. .In Louis Schneider and
Charles M. Bonjean (eds.), The Idea of Culture in the Social
Sc1ences Cambrldge Cambrldge Un1vers1ty Press, 65-76.
Rapoport, Anatol
1967 Mathematical, Evolutlonary, and Psychologlcal Approaches to
. the Study of Total Societies. In Samuel Z.-Klausner (ed.),
The Study of Total Societies. Garden City: Anchor, 114-143.
1968 Systems Analysis: General Systems Theory. International
,Encycloped1a of the Social Sciences, 15 452-458..

ERIC - 63




L - 60

Richerson{.Peter J. '
1977 Ecology and Human Ecology: A Comparlson of Theories in the

B1010g1ca1 and Social Sciences. Amerlcan Ethnologlst b: 1-26.°

Robinson; Richard - o T
1954 ‘Definition'““Oxford' Clarendon:Press

Rodin, M1r1am, Karen Mlchaelson, and Gerald M. Britan
1978 Systems Theory in Anthropology Current Anthropology, 19:
747~ 753
Ruyle, Eugene E.
1973 Genetic and Cultural Pools Some Suggestions for a Un1f1ed
Theory of Blocultural Evolutlon Human Ecology, 1: 201-215.

 Service,:Elman R.. - » ' ;

. 1968 Cultural Evolution.- Internatlonal Encyclopedla of ‘the Soc1a1
";ﬁf , Sciences, 5:221~ 228 _ S v

o 1871 Pr1m1t1ve Culture. London John Murray. . .. // '

Vermeersch Et1enne s /
1977 An Analysis of the Concept of Culture. In Bernardo Bernardi
(ed ), The Concept and Dynamlcs of Culture The Hague/
Mouton 9~ 73 .

Weiss, Gerald
1973- A Scientific Concept of Culture. American Anthropelogist,
75: 1376-1413.

White, Leslie A. . , -
1959 The Concept of Culture. American Anthropolog% t, 6F 227-251.
. 1969 The Science of Culture: A Study of Man and Civilization.
‘ New York: Farrar, Strauss and Giroux.

1975 The Concept of Cultural Systems: A Key to/Understanding Tribes’

and Nations. New York: Columbia University Press.

/

.. B T g



