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Come, then, comrades; it would be as well





to decide at once to change our ways. We





must shake off the heavy darkness in which





we were plunged, and leave it behind. The





new day, which is already at hand, must 





find us firm, prudent and resolute.








Franz Fanon
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	Introduction

We find ourselves in the midst of a time of profound transformation in society in every part of the world. The pain of confronting youth culture, women’s liberation and modern art in Western civilization is familiar to the Third World as they encounter Western rationality, compound interest and transistors. This phenomenon extends even to those societies which we might like to have remain in idyllic innocence as “primitive”. The shift is basically a paradigm shift, brought about over the last fifty years as changes in technology, settlement, communications and transportation have transformed the universe which we experience. The accomplishment of man walking on the moon is, quantitatively speaking, simply another scientific advance. For people across the world to see their environment from afar as a small, cloudy planet suspended in nothingness, however, is a qualitative shift in consciousness. The moon walk is simply a rather dramatic example of the new sense of ourselves as human beings which pervades the latter part of the twentieth century.


We experience this social change in our common sense, in our common style, and in our common symbols. One no longer sees the universe as operating out of invariable fixed principles, as was common sense in the past. Bronowski, in the Common Sense of Science, (1935: 80-96, passim) observes that the world comes to us today as a tangle of possibilities, some of which are more probably than others. One no longer seeks after natural law, but operates more out of laws of chance, or statistical probability. In our lifestyle, as Harvey Cox pointed out in The Secular City, (1965: 10-17, passim), we are no longer tied to the compulsory intimate relationships of rural life in the past, but find ourselves, even if we live in a rural community, tending to live in mass society, characterized by functional relationships and a free choice of intimates. Finally, our very symbolic life has shifted from other-worldly images of hidden hands, great watch-makers, and inevitable progress to images of significance contained within life itself. We find futuric models, authentic human struggle, or even rational and internally consistent research designs as far more adequate ways of describing what is legitimate and worthwhile in life. In The Meaning of the Twentieth Century -- The Great Transition, Kenneth Boulding (1964: 28-9) describes our time as that of “post-civilization”. Others have called it “post-human”, such as the archaeologist Teillhard de Chardin (1962), and the time in which man has “come of age” (Bonhoeffer 1949). This situation I would describe as a paradigm shift of radically extreme dimensions. Every aspect of our lives is so discontinuous from that of two generations before us that change is almost imperceptible, because it is so complete. In this context, all of the sciences, but particularly the social sciences are also in transition.


It is anthropology, I would suggest, that is best equipped to deal in a well-informed way with the base for the massive cultural recreation task which faces our day. As Malinowski points out in The Dynamics of Culture Change, “The field of culture change is one in which it is impossible to keep apart the theoretical and practical issues involved” (1945: 6). There needs to be a way in which to pull together the diversity and richness of our understanding of cultural dynamics in such a way that that wisdom can be brought to bear upon local problems. Malinowski notes that 

	
	
	“..... in colonial policies we have perhaps the nearest approach to an experiment, at times almost a controlled experiment, to be found in social sciences ..... “(Ibid.: 7)

	THE

STUDY 

DESIGN


	The same could well be said of urban ghetto policy. In both cases, it is clear that the ever-increasing rapidity of culture change demands the creation of unprecedented models of operation. A simple way of systematizing anthropological models of culture is needed to allow those grass roots people now creating the direction of culture change to do so in an informed way. Of course, colonial and domestic policy will proceed without such a model, but the cost in human life and particularly in cultural gifts to civilization becomes increasingly prohibitive.


An anthropological model for practical usage by laymen as well as intellectuals must hold every bit of the rigor demanded of any anthropological model. As William Cozart points out in Model Building as a Way of Life  (1964: 3), any model must be “..... elegant, rational, and internally consistent .....”. For the layman, however, who may have but passing acquaintance with anthropological method, rationality is the key. His comprehension of a model is not on the basis of his acquaintance with past theory, but on the way the model itself organizes reality. Again, in practical operations, the model must be readily internalized. As Boulding points out in The Image (1956), visual rationality is crucial to comprehending and internalizing complexity.


In the following study I shall present a model of the social processes which offers a way of holding together anthropological social theory into a single graphic abstract. The study has two parts: First, I shall lay out the context for the social process model, and then I will present the model itself. The fourfold context will include the historical development of nomothetic or universalist thinking in anthropology, the theoretical stance of the social process model, its practical pre-suppositions, and its underlying rationale. The model section will be composed of a general introduction followed by discussion of the economic processes and dynamics, the political processes and dynamics, and the cultural processes and dynamics.



	THE

HISTORICAL

DEVELOPMENT


	Context of the Model


In Man and His Works, Herskovits notes, “One of the earliest postulates of anthropological science was that the ends achieved by all human cultures are basically the same .....” (1952: 233). This assumption supported the theory of the “psychic unity of mankind” which held that the resemblances between the institutions of different cultures are to be accounted for by the different capacities of human beings. No attempt at drawing cultural comparisons could have proceeded without this assumption of cultural equivalence. Herskovits points out that this theory was directly behind the work of Spencer, Tylor and Morgan (Ibid).


Out of this stance, social theorists of the nineteenth century put heavy emphasis upon the need for a nomothetic model of cultural equivalences or universals. As Comte put it in his massive System of Positive Polity:

	
	
	“..... it becomes every day more evident how hopeless is the task of reconstructing political institutions without the previous remodeling of opinion and of life. To form then a satisfactory synthesis of all human conceptions is the most urgent or our social wants .....” (1875: 2).

	
	On a basis of sketchy ethnographic evidence and total ignorance of the mechanism of inheritance, the evolutionists of this period advocated the creation of universal cultural laws. The trend toward faith in inevitable progress of mankind was rather marked. As Tylor observed in The Origins of Culture:

	
	
	“On the one hand, the uniformity which so largely pervades civilization may be ascribed, in great measure, to the uniform action of uniform causes: while on the other hand its various grades may be regarded as stages of the development of evolution, each the outcome of previous history and about to do its proper part in shaping the history  of the future .....” (1871: xi)


	
	It was through this work that was begun the task of delineating the universal aspects of culture. Tylor, for instance, in his Anthropology, foreshadowed future systems when he delineated culture as consisting of the following aspects:

	
	
	“..... language; the ‘arts of life’ -- the food quest, implements, dwellings, clothing, fire-making, cooking, and what would today be called economics (barter, money, commerce); the ‘arts of pleasure’ ‑‑ poetry, drama, dance, the graphic and plastic arts; ‘science’ -- counting, weighing, and other methods of reasoning about the physical world, and magic; the spirit-world or religion in its various forms; history and mythology; and ‘society’ or social institutions .....” (1881: passim).

	THE

THEORETICAL

STANCE
	Clark Wissler’s system, while more usefully arranged, was similar in content (1923: 74). Murdock’s catalogue approach, in “The Common Denominator” in The Science of Man in the World Crisis (Linton, ed. 1945: 123-42) is vastly more inclusive than other schemes. He includes a total of forty-six categories, but offers little rational relationship among them.


The key distinction between the work of nineteenth-century anthropologists and those of the twentieth century is in the elaboration of the role that the aspects of culture play in relationship to each other. The primary figure in the shift from nineteenth to twentieth century thinking is Boas. Whatever else may be said of him, it is clear that he trained an entire generation of American anthropologists in the understanding that the “solid work” had not been done in anthropology, and that theory and method should be held off until serious empirical data-gathering was done (Harris: 259). It was through this push toward a more “scientific approach” that the description of cultural aspects began to take serious form as a useful tool in talking about culture.


I would point to Emile Durkheim’s work, The Rules of Sociological Method, as the clearest articulation of the application of scientific reasoning to cultural variables in such a way as to give functional strength to the delineation of cultural universals. Durkheim points out that a social fact is a thing altogether distinct from its individual manifestations; it is an abstraction of behavior (1938: 7-8). His definition of a social fact is as follows:

	
	
	“A social fact is every way of acting, fixed or not, capable of exercising on the individual an external constraint; or again, every way of acting which is general throughout a given society, while at the same time existing in its own right independent of its individual manifestations .....” (Ibid: 13).

	
	A model of society, then, is not concerned with the particular practices of a particular group of people except insofar as they operate as the common consciousness of what it means to participate in the given society. It is this commonness or statedness or self-consciousness which distinguishes a social fact from any routine activity of a society, rather than a mere repetition of an activity throughout a culture. The next issue, then, is the relationship among social facts. Durkheim is very explicit here that the cause which produces a social fact and the function of that fact in the society are separate entities:

	
	
	“When, then, the explanation of social phenomenon is undertaken, we must seek separately the efficient cause which produces it and the function it fulfills .....” (Ibid: 95)

	
	Survivals, he points out, are always more abundant in social groups than in biological organisms. Frequently a social fact which comes into being to perform one function, changes its function while yet remaining the same social fact in its basic makeup. One does not look then, outside the society for the functions of social facts within the society, but rather to the interaction among the social facts by which they establish their functions. The weight of social evolution is placed within the society rather than upon the forces which impinge upon it. Perhaps a better way of saying that is that an external impact upon the society will not have an invariable effect, but will be dealt with by the alteration of all of the internal dynamics of the society. As Durkheim puts it, “The first origins of all social processes of any importance should be sought in the internal constitution of the social group .....” (Ibid: 113). Durkheim then goes on to cite variations in social groups which cause similar social facts to play different functions. He points particularly to the differing degree of participation in the maintenance of social facts in different societies. Karl Deutsch, in The Nerves of Government, sums up well the theoretical role that Durkheim and his colleagues played in anthropology as he describes the emergence of general systems theory in the twentieth century:

	
	
	“Mechanic, organismic and historical models were based, substantially, on experiences and operations known before 1850 ..... A major change in this situation began in the new development in communications engineering, with its extensive use of self-monitoring, self-controlling and self-steering automatic processes. By making equipment that fulfills the functions of communication, organization and control, significant opportunities were gained for a clearer understanding of the functions themselves .....” (1966: 75)

	
	
Malinowski pulled together the insights of the functionalists and structuralists as to the dynamic interactions of social facts into a design of the imperatives and responses which any culture operates out of. This model assumes that the social imperatives call into being social responses, or aspects of culture. The responses take institutional form, but are never altogether synonymous with a given institution. His model, in tabular form, is as follows:

	
	Imperatives
1. The cultural apparatus of implements and consumer’s goods must be produced, used, maintained, and replaced by new production.

2. Human behavior, as regards its technical, customary, legal or moral prescription must be codified, regulated in action and sanction.

3. The human material by which every institution is maintained must be renewed, formed, drilled, and provided with full knowledge of tribal tradition.

4. Authority within each institution must be defined, equipped with powers, and endowed with means of forceful expression of its orders.
	Responses
1.
Economics

2.
Social Control

3.
Education

4.
Political Organization



	THE

PRACTICAL

PRESUPPOSITIONS
	In another section of the same book, Malinowski describes the imperatives and responses of the religious and aesthetic elements of culture (1944: 92-119). The social process model is based in these presuppositions, as the most viable way to hold together the demand for rational models of the aspects of society and the dynamic framework of society as an integrated system which is assumed in our time.


The social process model is a series of interlocking triangles which deal abstractly with the process of creating commonness of social facts which goes on in any society at any time. Figure 1 is the basic social process model, representing level 0, the social process as a whole, and level 1, the processes of economic commonality, political commonality, and cultural commonality. This basic model can be expressed as, the social process of humanness is a dynamic, which is made up of economic commonality, political commonality, and cultural commonality. The model is thus out to hold inclusiveness, in that each level down further delineates the contents of the level above it.

	Figure 1
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	THE

MODEL

RATIONALE


	
The model describes social processes. By this is meant the arenas of activity in which a society is always about the task of creating commonality. This is the same thing as a social fact. Processes are not reducible to their institutional manifestations. For instance, the process of education will go on whether there is an educational structure or not. And yet to deal with the process of education one must include educational structures.

In addition to the processes, the model is also understood in terms of its dynamic relationships among the processes. No process takes place in a vacuum; rather, it takes place in interaction with all of the other processes. The process of economic commonality, for instance, operates in continual interaction with both political and cultural commonality, and they with it. At every moment each process is creating, judging and sustaining all of the others, and being created, judged and sustained by the others. Appendix A offers the first-level dynamics of the model in chart form. This diagram is helpful in seeing the distinction between the processes and their dynamic interrelationships.


The social process triangles operate out of a single abstract rationale. The foundational, or lower left, pole of any Triangle pertains to the drive for self-preservation. In the context of the whole social process, this is the process of economic commonality. Within the economic process, this is common resources; within the political process it is order, and so on (see figure 2). The foundational pole of any triangle is that without which the other two processes do not go on. Without life sustenance through the economic, for instance, one’s polity and culture has no relevance. Within economic commonality, there is no possibility of production or distribution but that there are resources to start with.




	Figure 2



	


	THE

MODEL

INTRODUCTION

THE

ECONOMIC

COMMONALITY
	The Social Process Model

On the lower right hand pole of any triangle is the communal pole, which pertains to the relationships of power and decision-making in the midst of any social group. Hobbes wrote in this arena of the need for any social group to counteract people’s fundamental tendency to destroy each other by creating a social contract. The maintaining of this common social contract in any triangle is the communal aspect.


The final dynamic of the social process in any triangle is the top pole, the rational dynamic. This is the dynamic which dramatizes the uniquely human in the triangle; it is the spirit which makes participation in the social process worthwhile. This is the arena of the symbols, style and stories which give significance to the whole. Without this process there would be no commonness, because there would be no mechanism for keeping human consciousness in being.


It is in the dynamics of the foundational, communal and rational aspects of any triangle that the social group creates its social commonness.

The social process model is designed as an analytical filter which illuminates the social dynamics at any level of complexity. Although it is a working model at present, it has undergone intensive revision and correction for comprehensiveness and clarity over the year of 1971 by a full-time staff of 600 people, and a four-week intensive work session in July involving approximately 1,000 people from across the world. I have participated in planning and carrying out the workshops from which this model was created in my position as a staff member of the Ecumenical Institute. Appendix B is a recent publication by the Ecumenical Institute, giving a general picture of the nature of this research situation.


The section of the document which follows relates both the processes and the dynamics of the model as they have been developed thus far. The descriptive paragraphs isolate particular processes, while the dynamical paragraphs delineate the relationships which actually constitute the process itself. The delineation of social processes and dynamics is the first step toward discerning the current problems and contradictions, and formulating the proposals and vision which our times demand.


The social dynamic of humanness is a process, one aspect of which is creating economic commonality. This foundational pole was chiefly the articulation of the nineteenth century, although the activity itself has always been going on. Adam Smith, Karl Marx, and Thomas R. Malthus are key authors in the modern theoretics of this arena. Durkheim, in The Division of Labor in Society (1947: 203) points to the foundational nature of the economic process when he notes that even if political activity were absent, economic activity would continue:

	
	
	“Social solidarity would then be nothing else than the spontaneous accord of individual interests, ..... The typical social relation would be economic ..... resulting from the entirely free initiative of the parties .....”

	
	Marx was also clear that the fundamental human relationship was an economic one. In the rise to power of the bourgeoisie, he saw that an economic system which separated the laborer from his labor by making it a commodity, completely altered the social dynamics of the entire society:

	
	
	“The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal patriarchal, idyllic relations ..... and has left remaining no ther nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous “cash payment”. In one word, for political exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation .....” (1888: 15)

	
	
Economic commonality is organizing material means in order to sustain human life. Through such means a society taps resources of wealth, systematizes creation of goods and services, and regulates mechanisms for dispensing these usable commodities. These three dynamics are named common resources, common production, and common distribution. Without this process of creating economic commonality, a society can neither support itself nor guarantee its future existence.

	
	

	
	Common Resources

Common resources indicate the process of appropriating the available material and energy for utilization by society for the sake of sustaining life. Marx notes that nothing is in itself a resources -- it must be named or employed as such:

	
	
	“In themselves, money and commodities are no more capital than are the means of production and of subsistence. They want transforming into capital .....” (1886: 92)

	
	Common resources refer to the decisional provision of the earth’s reserves in conjunction with human capacities and developmental techniques. Natural resources involve the claiming, harnessing and developing of the earth’s environmental products. Human resources are the sum total of human energy and ability which can be employed in the corporate task of sustaining life. Technological resources organize the accumulated scientific and industrial methods and allow for the invention of new methods.


Common resources denote the raw materials of elements, energy, and knowledge used to sustain human life. The process of common resources provides the basic materials for economic commonality. They confine the availability of elements necessary for economic commonality. They uphold economic commonality by asserting the existing flow. Common resources potentialize common production. They define the arena of engagement. The continually replenish the reserves of common production. In relation to common distribution, common resources generate the system of distribution. This dynamic sets the levels of common distribution. The final relation between common resources and common distribution is that of nurturing the distribution mechanism.

	
	Common Production

Commons production indicates the process of transforming the earth’s resources into usable form for the sake of sustaining and improving the quality of life. In A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Karl Marx describes the cruciality of production:

	
	
	“The mode of production in material life determines the general character of the social, political and spiritual processes of life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but rather their social existence that determines their consciousness .....” (1904: Author’s Preface, p.11)

	
	Obviously, Marx tends to overemphasize the importance of production in the overall social process, but it is nevertheless true that the relationships which take place in production in a society play a very important role in relation to the social and cultural dynamics. Common production is the mobilization of tools, personnel and processes necessary to generate goods and services. Production instruments are equipment and methods which allow for the preparation of usable material. Production forces engage the human resources and expertise to produce finished goods or services. Production systems employ operational rationales to effectively coordinate manpower with production equipment.


Common production is the transformation of the earth’s gifts into exchangeable goods. In relation to economic commonality, common production actually develops exchangeable goods. It delineates the nature of the economy. It continues to provide form to the economic system. In relation to common distribution, common production promotes the flow of goods and services by making them available. It conditions the flow by dictating the level of supply. Common production supports the level of distribution as it appears within the economic sector. Common production designs the utilization of common resources. It selects and expends the stock of available common resources. It perpetuates common resources by demanding their availability.

	
	Common Distribution

As the rational aspect of the economic process, distribution is seen in this model as the key to the economic maintenance of any society. Heilbroner’s classic, The Making of Economic Society, lays out very simply the struggle with distribution which is always present in some form in a society:

	
	
	“..... an inadequate solution to the distribution problem reveals itself in social and political unrest or even in revolution ..... If society is to insure its steady material replenishment, it must parcel out its production in a fashion that will maintain not only the capacity but the willingness to go on working. A viable economic society is not only one which can overcome the stringencies of nature, but one which can contain and control the intransigence of human nature .....” (1968: 9)

	THE

POLITICAL

COMMONALITY
	Common distribution indicates the process of designing the allocation of goods and services for the sake of meeting the demands for the physical well-being of all mankind. Common distribution included managing the use of property; establishing the methods of transferring goods, services, and instruments; and researching the production demands. Property claims release and channel materials, protect personal possession, and allocate excess production. Exchange mechanism entail organizing the marketing of goods, ordering the employment process, and designing financial investment. Consumption plans are the process of evaluating and equalizing the demands and needs of the society.


Common distribution is the allocation of a society’s goods and services. In relation to economic commonality, distribution designs the system of dispersion. At the same time it regulates economic commonality. By its action and reaction, it maintains the market dynamic. Common distribution expands common resources as it makes resources available on a wider scale. It reflects the values of common resources and then regulates their output. It also nourishes their development. In relation to common production, common distribution places a demand for goods and services. It regulates the output in common production, and promotes innovation in this arena.


Figure 4, on the next page, demonstrates the processes of the economic commonality down to the fourth level, which is one level below what we have described here, and thus gives a contextual view of the economic process.


The social dynamic of humanness is a process, one aspect of which is creating political commonality. Despite his clumsy style, Auguste Comte was a signal articulator in this area. As he rather painfully put it in The Positive Philosophy:

	
	
	“The scientifc principle of the relation between the political and the social condition is simply this; -- that there must always be a spontaneous harmony between the whole and the parts of the social system, the elements of which must inevitably be, sooner or later, combined in a mode entirely conformable to their nature .....” (1896: II, 218)

	
	This communal pole of the social processes is the point at which any social group structure its internal and external relationships. It has to do with social ordering, decision-making, arbitration, and guaranteeing the minimal rights or expectations of people within and without the group. This process was broken open in its modern statement in the eighteenth century, in the work of such writers as Hobbes, Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Thomas Jefferson. The agonizing decisional struggle of the French and American revolutions shows through in the clarity and vociferousness of their work. Perhaps the most helpful images these writers produced were in the area of the social contract -- the sort of consensus which a social group enters into to preserve itself as individuals and the whole, and to wield greater might corporately than they could as the same-sized collection of individuals. Rousseau puts the image very clearly in his A Treatise on the Social Contract:



	
	
	“Now as men cannot create new powers, but only compound and direct those which really exist, they have no ther means of preservation, than that of forming, by their union, an accumulation of forces, sufficient to oppose the obstacles to their security, and of putting these in action by a first mover, capable of making them act in concert with each other .....” (1776: 17)

	
	Political commonality is the process of individual and corporate human relationships within the community that enables it to function as a social unit. This requires that the process of political commonality structures the social forms, implements the will of the people, and serves the community’s well-being. These three dynamics are corporate order, corporate justice, and corporate welfare. Without the function of political commonality, the society’s structures, which relate person to person and group to group in all dimensions of life, would collapse, causing social chaos.

	
	Corporate order

Herskovits, in his Man and His Works, describes the function of internal order in a society as the power-backed enforcement of social norms:

	
	
	“A social norm is legal if its neglect is met by the application, in threat or in fact, of the absolute coercive force by a social unit possessing the socially recognized privilege of so acting. Here the essential element is authority. The legal has teeth ..... (1952: 345)

	
	Order in this model points not only to this internal function of ordering, but also to the function of external defense. Corporate order indicates the process of assuring social stability for the sake of enabling equitable decision-making and promoting the common good. It is the enforced, basic pattern of the internal and external relationships which define the social existence of a given community. Common defense is a given community’s set of relationships to other communities. Domestic tranquillity forcefully maintains the internal stability of a given society. Legal base is the written and unwritten rationale of a given society which informs, protects, and defines the established social existence.


Corporate order enforces social stability. In relation to political commonality, corporate order provides the security which is essential for a functional society. Further, it harnesses social power. Finally, it sustains the equilibrium of social power. In relation to corporate justice, corporate order originates the systematic use of social power. It determines the extent of the power required. It protects and nurtures the social system. In relation to corporate welfare, corporate order provides the necessary stable environment. It also tempers the excesses of individual and corporate demands. Finally, it enables creative engagement in the entire society.

	
	Corporate Justice

Corporate justice indicates the process of determining and administering equitable control for the sake of protecting our social well-being. This process is somewhat easier to see in societies which operate as states than in less formally-organized ones, but it is always present in some for or other. In the United States Constitution, for instance, the basic seven articles describe the general functions of justice which go on in any society:



	
	
	“Article 1: All legislative Powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives .....

Article 2: The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America .....

Article 3: The judicial Power of the United States shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish .....

Article 4: Full Faith and Credit shall be given in each State to the Public Acts, Records, and judicial Proceedings of every other State .....

Article 5: The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose Amendments to this Constitution .....

Article 6: All Debts contracted and Engagements entered into, before the Adoption of this Constitution, shall be as valid against the United States under this Constitution, as under the Confederation .....

Article 7: The Ratification of the Conventions of nine States, shall be sufficient for the Establishment of this Constitution .....”

(Nice, ed. 1965: 507-20, passim)

	
	Corporate justice spells out the consent to be governed, ensures equitable structures, and provides the link between bureaucratic structures and the grassroots. Legislative consensus preserves the people’s voice, reconciles conflicting interests in the society, and considers the relevant facts in societal decision-making. Judicial procedure is the interpretive and mediative aspect of decision-making. Executive authority coordinates decision-making structures, as well as formal and informal expertise around the social symbolic power of social expression.


Corporate justice mediates the tension between what is necessary to sustain an ordered community and the demand for the well-being of the community. In relationship to political commonality, corporate justice enables the decision-making process of the people to guide the body politic. It exposes reductions in political commonality by forcing articulation of the social conflict before the total community. It upholds the inalienable rights of the citizens by administering the rational, deliberative process of societal consensus. In relationship to corporate welfare, corporate justice defends the basic rights of all people. It limits the corporate welfare by subsuming standards of fairness under the value of the community’s survival in history. It enables corporate well-being by supporting the necessary structures that guarantee equity. In relationship to corporate order, corporate justice executes controlling laws that provide the order needed to protect internal and external intrusions of society. It limits true corporate order by holding all men in the community accountable to the popular will. Finally, it administers the ordering process of the society to prevent its collapse.

	
	Corporate Welfare

Corporate welfare indicates the process of directing the benefits to serve the people for the sake of maintaining stability and determining the use of power towards organization of the fabric of human life. Hamilton remarks in Federalist Paper #1 that the “role in world history of the American people” is to decide whether government can go on on the basis of “reflection and choice”, or whether they are destined somehow to be created only on the basis of accident or force (1961: 26). This sort of statement holds together the vision of rights and dignities which this society understands itself to be out after. In the same arena are the actual rights which the individual can expect from his society, out of the consensus of the society as to what humanness is about. In this country, for instance, we talk about “Life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness”. Every society has a way of holding its members’ life, their understanding of participation in society, and their image of a significant life as rights. Corporate welfare is the assuring of the basic necessities, rights, and authentic participation within a society. Secure existence is securing the provision of life’s necessities. Political freedoms are the means of providing individual and corporate rights and privileges within a society. Significant engagement is the creation of avenues for authentic participation.


The activity of corporate welfare assures that the rights, privileges, and obligations of society are available to serve all. In relationship to political commonality, corporate welfare provides motivation for cooperation in a society. It demands specialized care structures. It provides a cohesive social base. In relationship to corporate order, corporate welfare calls forth internal and external stability through creating a common voice. It curbs the raw power of society. Corporate welfare allows for every human being to attain dignity. In relationship to the dynamic of corporate justice, corporate welfare enables responsible participation. It demands comprehensive grassroots structures. It provides a basis for continued social affirmation. 


Figure five, on the next page, demonstrates the processes of the political commonality down to the fourth level, which is one level below what we have described here, and thus gives a contextual view of the political process.

	THE

CULTURAL

COMMONALITY
	
The social dynamic of humanness is a process, one aspect of which is creating cultural commonality. The cultural commonality is the rational, or organizing, pole of the social process. Durkheim’s category, the “conscience collective”, seems to hold the significance of this pole. Paul Bohannan, in an article entitled Conscience Collective and Culture (Wolff (ed.) 1960: 78-9), points out that the French term conscience translates into English as both “conscience” and “consciousness”. For Durkheim, then, internalized sanctions of the society are amalgamated with awareness of the social milieu. Bohannan goes further to note that Durkheim uses conscience also to point to the shared awareness or consciousness of life of a society -- not only what a society holds as its images of humanness, but also how it rehearses, quickens, and transmits those images. The social process is this activity of commonly signifying what humanness is through internalized sanctions, the common sense of the social milieu, the images of humanness itself, and the acting out of those images. It is clear in any discussion of this dimension of life today that we find ourselves in the midst of a void in language to describe empirically what activities in society we are pointing to. It seems that this is the arena in which it is most difficult to distinguish social science from psychology, theology, or just plain hogwash. It is clearer than ever before, however, that the cultural processes of society are peculiarly powerful. Hitler, modern advertising, and social movements of all sorts point to the incredible power and objective weight as cultural fact which these activities have. It is perhaps most crucial of all that anthropology organizes its profound wisdom in objective description of the universality of the cultural processes.


Cultural commonality is the means of giving an external rationalization to internal consciousness. Each society continually interprets the collective knowledge, organizes the collective mores, and symbolizes the common life struggle of its members. These processes of communal wisdom, communal styles, and communal symbols shape cultural commonality. Without cultural commonality, human society acquires no significance in sustaining and ordering itself, and the social process is denied the vision necessary for its continued creative response.

	
	Communal Wisdom

Bohannan cites Durkheim (Ibid: 81) as understanding perception to be broken up into “representations”. These representations are communicable images or categories into which data can be classified. These images and categories are learned as one is socialized, and rehearsed as the basis for his continued social engagement. Bohannan goes on to note that the images and categories are not merely indicative, but also prescriptive:



	
	
	“The representations refer either to material objects or to categories of material objects, on the one hand, and to expectations of behavior, on the other .....” (Ibid)

	
	Communal wisdom points to the process of creating commonness in a society’s representations.


Communal wisdom indicates the process of transmitting methodologies that a society has developed for the sake of providing a common base from which each man can understand himself as significant and participate meaningfully in his society. Communal wisdom includes the processes of developing the practical techniques, utilizing human methodologies, and disclosing the ultimate self-understanding of each man as he relates to all that is. Useful skills, foundational to the continuance of knowledgeable generations, are the cultivation of manual and technical expertise and humanitarian services. Accumulated knowledge, the appropriation of accrued insights, releases practical capabilities and contributes to the ultimate values of a soviety. The process of final meanings is realized through the lifting up of the social values which provide a rational consciousness for everyday life experience.


Communal wisdom is the total body of knowledge which lays the foundation that allows all men to participate effectively in their society. This wisdom generates the common memory of the community. Yet, by upholding past values, communal wisdom circumscribes the societal expression. An ongoing society is ensured by the building of necessary methodologies from communal wisdom. The common store of knowledge provides for new relationships. It calls into question unconventional style. However, it sustains communal styles by affirming the consistent. Communal wisdom creates symbol by naming and identifying the common experience. Because of its insistence on authenticity, it restrains symbol. Wisdom formalizes common existential experience.

	
	Communal Style


Communal styles indicate the process of actualizing the life stance of a society as it communicates its collective knowledge for the sake of embodying the significance of its worldview. While “lifestyle” is a term commonly used today to pertain to everything from style of dress to religious patterns, we must delineate it more clearly for anthropology. It seems that the locus of style in any culture is in the concrete activity of relating to others -- the opposite sex, one’s kin, and one’s community. It is in this arena that the process of creating style commonness is indispensable. Lucy Mair, in An Introduction to Social Anthropology, notes:

	
	
	“The family is the institution within which the cultural tradition of a society is handed on to a new generation (by the process which in technical jargon is called ‘socialization’).” (1971: 77)

	
	The family, in playing this function, is inextricably related to the sexual images and roles of the culture and to the community affiliations. It is this three-way dynamic which comprises communal style.


Communal styles include preserving the various roles, maintaining covenantal and sexual mores, and shaping organizational forms. Cyclical roles are the dramatization of the varying life-stances of a community’s members. Procreative schemes embodies the male and female roles, covenantal relationship, and societal forms enabling the continuation of the human race. Cultural structures are the illustrative processes which make a society aware of itself, both as a whole and at every level.


Communal styles are the social enactment of a community’s worldview. Communal styles provide the ordering of relationships essential to social commonality. Those relationships require re-evaluation of the basic social dynamic. Communal styles provide continuity to the common functions which establish the social patterns. Communal styles provide the ground of common life experiences from which the communal symbols are generated. But communal styles also demand authenticity of these symbols. Through insisting on the continual grounding of communal symbols in real life situations, communal styles intensify the illumination of the community’s symbol system. Communal styles provide the concrete experiences on which the community reflects in order to formulate its common wisdom. Communal wisdom is tested by style in the various social functions and structures. Communal styles sustain communal wisdom as they embody the social expertise.

	
	Communal Symbol

Perhaps the most difficult of the cultural processes to articulate is that of a society’s symbolic system. While it is clear that language, art, and religion are highly overt, public manifestations of culture, we tend to understand the values which they represent as inherently subjective experience. Hugh Dalziel Duncan pulls together work of George Herbert Mead, Bronislaw Malinowski and Kenneth Burke to talk about symbolic action as a “dramatic” process, having five elements:

	
	
	“..... namely, the stage (situation or environment) on which the act takes place, the kind of act it is (social function), the roles involved in the action, the ways in which communication occurs within the act, and the kind of social order which is invoked as the purpose of the act .....” (1968: 16)

	
	Through the use of this analytic model, Duncan is able to document his statement that “Society arises in, and continues to exist through, the communication of significant symbols” (Ibid: 44). Sapir (1956) in linguistics, Cassirer (1953) in social art, and Durkheim (1926) in religion, have pushed in similar directions in their particular fields. While the controlling element of social analysis in the eighteenth century tended to be in the political processes; in the nineteenth century, the economic processes, we find today that the cultural processes, and particularly that of common symbols, is a more helpful mode for comprehending social change. At the same time, of course, it is obvious that the economic and political processes are still critical to understanding what is going on in social change. The fundamental bias of this model is toward the symbolic.


Communal symbols indicate the process of setting the context for the sake of collective knowledge and life modes. Communal symbols are given form through developing self-conscious verbalization, releasing creativity, and grounding the eternal mystery. Corporate language articulates and interprets human experience. Social art reflects the depths of human experience, enabling man to grasp himself afresh, thereby releasing raw creativity. Common religion communicates man’s relationship to the ultimate mystery through his graphic images, universal ceremonies, and collective stories.


The use of communal symbols is the means by which a group of people is continually reminded of the values and beliefs that bind him together. Communal symbols reveal new possibilities and motivate a people to common action. They call into question the operating images of society and demand a new response within culture. They embody the common vision, thereby spurring and enriching sociality. The incentive for communal wisdom is provided by symbols. They demand relevance and authenticity of communal wisdom. Communal symbols uphold valid ideologies of communal wisdom. They give birth to new dimensions of cultural modes in communal styles. The functions of the cultural roles in communal styles are determined and circumscribed by communal symbols. They provide the context for the goals and actions of a people in their communal styles.

	CONCLUSION
	
Even the most naive human being today is aware that there is something unprecedented about out times, even if it comes to him only as color television and a phenomenal degree of defiance on the part of his children. This uniqueness of our time seems to be focused in the total transformation of our basic paradigms of living, and this is as true in Samoa as it is in Chicago. The foregoing model, while it is yet highly abstract and unfinished, seems to point in the needed direction in that it provides a way of describing any social dynamic simply and rationally, which gives people a way to objectify the rapid, often terrifying changes which they find themselves engaged in. Unless such tools are made available to the common man across the globe, there is serious question whether he will have the fortitude to continue to struggle with the chaos which he experiences in his personal and social life, let alone forge out the new paradigms which his future is requiring for his survival.
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