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Force, Power, And String Being?

Sephen Reyna'
“I got theworld on a string, Stting on arainbow...” (A 1950s Frank Sinatra Song)

Persons reading this aticle's titte may reflect, “Force’, “Power” appropriate topics for
socid andyss, but what is “gring being’? They have a point. String being is not like a hammer
in a capenter's toolkit, an indispensable tool for every socioculturd theorist’s explanatory
project. So the burden of the following argument is to have readers in high spirits by the end of
its expogtion humming, “I got the world on a dring...”; confident that they have a new tool, a
dring being approach, for hammering together explanation of socid redities. However, this more
general argument, in turn, depends upon a related one that iethinks force and power so that they
can account for why being gets strung. The following section darifies why and how these
arguments will be crafted.

1. Background

Physcs has recently begun to formulae a dring theory that unifies in common
explanation the mogt inggnificant of sub-atomic paticles with dructures involving the entire
universe. At the heart of this new physics is an ontologica conviction that physcd redities are
andyzable as super gtrings (Greene 1999). If physics can have its super string theory, why not for
anthropology, a more modest discipline, a dring being theory. Physcad being has its strings.
Socid redity has its string being, in the sense that subsequent spaces of socid form are strung
together with their antecederts. 2

The previous sentence contains a mgor ontological clam. Socid being, minimaly a place
with more than one person, is not a redity tha smply is. People do not jus stand around
motionless. They do this. They do that. So what is is what gets strung together, this and that. Such
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2| am not trying to increase the attractiveness of the concept of string being by claiming that it is like super stringsin
physics. There is no ‘super string analogy’. However, | do believe that for different reasons for different realities
strings are, as L évi-Strauss might have said, good to think.



an ontology privileges inquiry to explan: what gets strung together and what does the stringing.
A theoretical project that addresses these questions pushes inquiry, as in the case of physcs, into
micro- and macroscopic paces. In socid redity the microscopic redm is interior space (hereafter
I-gpace), roughly sructures of the “mind’; while the macroscopic redm is exterior space
(hereafter E-gpace), roughly structures of human “society”. These two Spaces are not separate —
after dl minds are in people, and people ae in society- s0 that dtring being theory is about a
socid monism. 2 Thus anthropologists who investigate it are appropriately referred to as socid
anthropologists.  However, this is not the socid anthropology of Raddiffe-Brown and
Madinowski. Rather, because dructures of the mind ultimately involve the brain, anadyss of the
socid monign concans the formulation of generdizations explaining the inter-relationship  of
socid and biological dructures. Franz Boas (1938) dressed the centrdity of explaining such
relationships, so string being theory is ultimately a Boasian sort of socia anthropol ogy.

This paper firgd ventures into E-space where it seeks to explain, “What is out there’?
Next the paper seeks to account for, “what grings it together”? It is the answer to this question
that leads to tak about force and power. Something between force and power strings antecedent
socid events with their consequents, but | believe that there has been confusion in these terms
that obscures recognition of this something. So the two concepts are in part re-thought in terms of
causation. This accomplished the analyss goes “indoors’ to I-space and shows how force and
power make string being possible.

These two reaed arguments are presented in four following sections. The first section
makes a case for regarding socid redity as string being. The second section rethinks force and
power in a manner that both clarifies the different explanatory roles of the two concepts and
revives a Hobbedan, causd approach to them. The third section presents certain specifics of
force and power in Egpace, arguing that there is no escape from them. Findly, the fourth section
concludes the argument. A notion of a culturd neurohermeneutic system is introduced, and it is
shown how it in the Fspace of the human nervous system dlows force to have power in Espace
and, then, how this accounts for why socia redity is sring being. A concluson advertises some
of the benefits of this gpproach.

3 A previous work, Brain, Mind and Culture in a Social Anthropology (forthcoming), considered the inner space of
the social monism, and proposed that the connector in I-space was a cultural neurohermeneutic system (hereafter a
CNHS). So when you are minding your own businessit is your CNHS that minds the store.



2. String Being

The old song that began the previous section conjured up an image of a person holding
the world on a string. Perhaps the song has it a bit wrong. The world —at least the one in which
humans live- is a dring, actudly it is a vadt, knotted hodge-podge of drings. Let us begin to
formulate this perspective with an overview of E-space; which garts with the observation that
humans are not leopards. Leopards are the ultimate individudists. They live, for the mogt part,
solitary lives in vast, empty (of other leopards) spaces (Baley 1993). Humans, on the other hand,
bundle. They get together. They do so not out of caprice but because, unlike leopards, they
cannot go it as wel adone. The adolescent, who screams, “I want to be adone’, and then locks
himsdf in the toilet for hours on end, contemplating the ggnification of fadd blemishes,
conducts this semiotic inquiry as pat of a family. There is no done for humans. This point is old.
Aridotle in Politics had decided, “...man is ... a politicd animd” (1992: 59). Marx, two
millennia later, put it,” Man is in the mog literd sense of the word a ... socid animd” (1970:
35).

But how is this socid be conceptudized? There was a hegemonic, dructura-functiond
tradition thet crossed sociological and anthropologica borders to imagine the socid to be sets of
groups within an ‘organism’, a society, whose component groups on the whole acted efficiently
and rationaly to mantain equilibrium. 4 Thinkable, but hardly confirmed, it was decided in the
1970s  Such a view of the socid seemed more of a st of normative gods, a wish list of the way
things should be, rather than of an accurate portraya of actudities. This concluson launched
many a theoreticad ship, and not a few dips, to discover the socid. It is in this spirit of discovery
that preliminaries of a string being approach follow.

The socid certainly includes, a particular places and times, groups. Groups might be
minimdly defined as people regulaly interacting. The key word here is interacting. For
interaction to occur there must be parts that do the acting, and actions that are relations of
interaction between the parts. Structures are entities exhibiting parts and rdaionships, which
means that groups are dructures that have parts and relations. People are the parts, the actors.

4 This tradition is discussed in Turner and Maryanski (1979). Its most important propagators were Comte (1853),
Spencer (1971) and Durkheim (1950) in the 19 century and Parsons (1951) in sociology and Radcliffe-Brown
(1963) and Malinowski (1922 ) in anthropology in the 20" century. Structural functionalism was vigorously critiqued
beginning in the late 1960s (Buckley 1967, Black 1961, Giddens 1971). Versions of it are defended (Alexander
1998).



What they do to each other, the roles they play, are their relations. Groups are related to other
groups, though it is not necessarily the case that dl groups in a paticular time and place are
related to each other. Individua groups, and collections of groups, have their particular and
different higtories of coming to be, staying awhile, changing a bit, and finaly disappearing.

The different groups occupying a space each have their own hidories, some drongly
rdated to the histories of other groups, some less so. Some groups in a space are reated in
different ways to other groups. Other groups are effectively autonomous. So & any indant in a
goace the different groups which are there are concatenations, that is, they are co-occurrences of
those groups —rdlated and unrelated- with their own particular histories. Such concatenations are,
perhaps, more gptly imagined as hodge-podges, rather than organisms. A hodge-podge is
whatever groups and their organizations that happen to be in aspace a atime.

Individuds and groups in hodge-podges are doing time. The phrase “doing time’ is
American dang for being imprisoned. Now it is certainly true that vast numbers of people are in
socid groupings that are “iron cages’, to use Max Weber's term, so that they are literdly doing
time. However, | mean by the phrase something different. Socia redities take their time This is
a drong assartion: al sociad events occur over time. They are doing time. The preceding demands
something of an ontologicd shift. Socid redities involve time, which means that a notion of time
is required. This is where new ontologica ground begins because John Urry concluded in an
essay concerning time and space that, “The history of socid theory has been in some ways the
hisory of ther sngular absence’ (1996: 413). A notion of time is developed in the next few
paragraphs that is objectivist, pragmatic, etic, and linear. Time is the order of occurrence of
eventsin redlity.

This is objectivig in the sense that there are orders of occurrences of socid events —firg,
second, third, etc- that are out there and, as such, are objective. There may be debate about how
well these sequences are known. However, assertions that events exhibit no tempora order lacks
credulity because such clams would have to insg, ‘it is not the case that fird you bring ar into
your nose or mouth, and then, second it travels down your throat to your lungs; and this later
insistenceis absurd.

Further, tempora order sill occurs if there are different cultural conceptions of that order.
The order may be apprehended differently in different conceptions of time but the actudity of the
order remains the same. The British and the Nuer had different conceptions of time (Evans-

Pritchard 1939). However, fird there was a time when the British did not colonize the Nuer, and



second there was a time when they did. Now the culturd terms describing this redity may
change, but the cuturd terms are descriptions of the redity, not the redity —fird no British
colonization, second British colonization. Assertions that culturd conceptions of time are time
itself confuse ideass about redity with the redity. The mistaking of the word for the thing is
reffication. Dismissd of the redity of tempord orders because they may be different culturd
conceptions of such ordersis reification and, as such, is an epistemic blunder.

This is not to deny that culturd consderations may influence the order of occurrence of
those events. For example, among many in the U.S. it is culturally gppropriate to say “thank you’
after recaelving some favor. So tha firs somebody receives something; then out of their cultura
mind comes the prompt “say ‘thark you'”; followed by the utterance, “thanks’. There is tempora
sequence herer firgt the person accepts something; second they give thanks. The sequence may be
influenced by the person’s culture but it, the tempord sequence, is an objective redity out there
in E-space.

The approach to time is eic in the sense that different observers are able to take the same
socid events and to arrange them, on the basis of observation, into the same sequences of what
came fird, second, third, etc. Both the Nuer and the British can figure it out: first the ar comes
into the nose and mouth; second it goes into the lungs. The approach is pragmdtic in that no more
is asked of time than that it is, as true as can be apprehended, orders of occurrence of events.
There is not essence of time. Findly, time is linear in the sense that an event that is firg came
before an event that is second that came before an event that is third. First, the bowman lets the
arrow fly. Second it flies towards the target. Third it hits the hull’s eyes. Time's arrow is Sraight,
just as the archer's arrow. It may seem an oversmplification to consder time to be linear. But
some redlities are, others are not. Time appears to be one of the former. Even the chaos theorist
Prigogine (1997) argues for the irreversibility of eventsin the arrow of time. °

Given the preceding notion of time it is possble to underdand why individuas and
groups ae doing time. Let us begin with an incontrovertible observation. Individuds act.
Actions, be they discursve or nonverba use of the body, take time. This leads to a second
incontestable observation. Individuas act together. This means that a group of individuds
discursve and practica actions occur at different points. Such actions are coordinated to get

® The literature on time is enormous. Urry (1996) reviews some of this as it pertains to social theory. Cultural and
phenomenological approaches are analyzed in Gell (1996). Such views do not preclude that in the text. On the
contrary, one studies how people culturally classify tempora experience in order to more fully understanding the
temporal ordering of events.



something done. The term coordinated means that the actions occur in a tempord sequence, like
the movements of dancers in a balet. Coordinated action is a social event. Socid events that have
a regular tempora order of occurrences are strung out. A string is socid events that are strung
out.

The concept of dring just presented is related to that of process. Raymond Firth had
defined “socid process’ as “the arrangement of action in sequences in conformity with sdected
socid ends' (1951: 36). Different drings of hodge-podges are socid processes so long as it is
recognized that the ‘arrangement’ Firth refers to is tempord, the “sequences’ he talks of are those
of socid events, and that what these processes do is not aways in rigid conformity with “ends’.
A dgring is a particular socid process. Hodge-podges are assortments of strings, concatenations of
socia processes. It is hdpful to distinguish between different types of strings.

Often, by the time of the last event in a dring, something gets done. What gets done may
be said to be a practice. The sequence of socid events producing the practice is a practical string.
For example, among the Bama of Chad, the man agriculturd activity is the cultivation of
sorghums and millets. Cered production occurs as follows. Firg a farmer with his son, other kin,
or friends clears a fidd. The coordination of ther actions as they hack down, pile up, and burn
brush means tha ther actions ae those of the socid event “dlearing”. “Planting” follows
clearing. Here a man and usudly his younger son wak through the fidd. The man pokes holes in
the ground with a gtick and drops in seeds. The son pours in water and stomps the hole closed.
Poke and stomp planting is a second socid event that aways happens after clearing. It is
followed by other socid events like weeding, harvesting, threshing and storage; each with its own
coordination of action. So Barma grain faming involves sx socid events —clearing, planting,
weeding, harveding, threshing, and doring- sequentidly drung out over time Thee socid
events are the practica dring for cered farming. Wherever you go in Barma territory from
January, when clearing darts, to the end of October, when the harvest is brought in, farmers are &
some point in this practical string.

Prectices are often combined into inditutions that perform some function. This too can be
andyzed in terms of drings, but it requires introduction of the additiona notions of pardld
drings and knotting. Strings that co-occur a roughly the same time in different spaces may be
said to be paralld strings. However, sometimes a socid event occurs in one string that attaches
antecedent socid events to another dring. Such strings are knotted. Ingtitutions knot together
different prectical drings cregting a network of knotted practicad drings. This geometry might



itsdf be thought of as an ingtitutional string; with it imagined that such a drand is more like a
rope woven of smaler practical knotted strings. What an inditutiona string does, or tries to do, is
its function. Individud actions are organized over time into strings that in turn become knotted
into practicd and inditution strings.

To illudrate the preceding, we return to the Barma to discuss thar inditution of the
family. The persons in a household (bé) are a family. These are usudly some combination of
fathers and married sons, or married brothers with wives, children, and aged kin. A Barma family
peforms multiple practices that dlowed it to peform a reproductive function. This means that
there are often a any time a number of parald srings occurring. For example, cooking occurs at
the same time tha farming is practiced. This latter involves a number of socid events that begin
with gking cered from the granary; proceeding to place it in a mortar and pounding it into a fine
powder with a pestle; cooking it in boiling water; and findly putting it in a container and serving
it. These socid events usudly involved two women —a mother and daughter or Sgters. The initid
event in this “cooking” practica dring knotted it with the earlier described “farming” practica
gring.

It happens that lovemaking is accomplished a roughly the same time that cooking and
faming ae practiced. A dring of socid events for lovemaking, a leest for a married woman,
begins on the afternoon of the day that it will occur. A wife who will make love has someone ad
her to make a smdl charcod fire in a brazier. She puts wooden chips into the red embers, which
give off a perfumed smoke. Next she hoigts her robe, and squats, gingerly, over the cods in such
a fashion tha her body comes to exude a smoky fragrance. Then tha evening, after the med,
when dillness reigns, she retires to where her husband deeps. Perfumed they make love. Barma
have a number of terms by which they describe intercourse. Often they use the Chadian Arabic
word niknik. This niknik practical dring runs roughly pardle to faming and cooking srings.
However, to my knowledge, there is nothing in making love that leads to farming or cooking.
Nor is there anything in faming and cooking that leads to making love. Thus even though the
inditution of the Barma family is a busy place, lovemaking appears not knotted with other
practices. There are padld lovemaking, faming and cooking practica rings, with the latter
two knotted together, al contributing to the function of reproducing the Barma hodge- podge.

So socid process is individud actions organized with other individuas actions over time
into socid events. Sequences of these become practicd drings that in turn are knotted into
inditutiond grings. It is often the case that drings from one inditution knot with those of other



inditutions. The result is a hodge-podge, a vast fabric of different knotted strings, with each and
every dring being socid events strung out over time. So it is in this sense that the socid redlities
of hodge-podges can be said to be string being. For example, the U.S. in the fal of A.D. 2000
was a hodge-podge. There were clearly a vast number of practices and inditutions in it. Three of
these were the basebal team of the New York Yankees, the University of New Hampshire, and
the Office of Specia Prosecutor of the U.S. Department of Justice. Each of these was strung out
a a paticular point in its gring being. The Yankees were ‘winning the World Series. The
Univergty of New Hampshire was “downgzing’. The Office of Specid Prosecutor was “winding
up’ its invedtigation of Presdent and Mrs. Clinton. These inditutions were doing what they were
doing because of their particular, largely unrdated to each other, inditutiond strings. It would be
the socid andydt’s responshility to discover the sequences of socid events, and their knotting, in
the pardld drings of these inditutions to more fully explan them. It is time to recapitulate the
argument of this section.

Why then is concaving of socid redity as dring being useful?  The answer to this
guestion is that socid redities occur over time Older ontologies, like those of the structurd
functiondigs, tended to imagine redity as something fixed, frozen in space and time like Mount
Everes. But Mount Everest is not motionless. Over time it is actudly growing larger. At the root
of dl redities —naturd and socid- is their extenson in time. This means that theoretica systems
that andyze socid redities must represent socid events doing time. However, conceptudizing
socid redity in this manner means tha the plates of ontologicd undersanding have shifted.
Socid being not longer smply is. Rather what is is strung out over time. Hence it is string being.
If the preceding is accepted, our next problem is to consder what strings being together? This

leads us to reconsider the concepts of force and power.



3. Rethinking For ce and Power

“Societiesare ... networks of power” (Mann 1986: 1)

“I think of relationships as possessing force: relationships drive people..., impart a
directiondity...” (Wolf 1982: 386)

“It is in the sphere of force rdations tha we mug try to andyze the mechanisms of
power” (Foucault 1980: 97)

Cryptic as these three fragments are concerning force and power, they contain centrd
elements for the two notions re-conceptudization. Mann and Wolf assert that power and force
are not just some place in Espace. They are everywhere. They are that space. Strings in Espace
“ae ... networks of power”. “Reaionships’ in E-space possess force. Further, according to
Foucault, thinkers “mugt” consder force to “anadyze’ power. Findly, returning to Wolf, and this
turns us to the dringing of being together, force in E-gpace drives and “imparts directiondity”.
Now “directiondity” is a sequence of socid events marching somewhere, to marriage or to war,
which is to suggest that ultimately it is force that has the power to string being together. Three
propositions, volunteers in the re-visoning of power and force, are contained in these fragments.
Fird, there are no gtrings in the hodge-podges of Espace free of force and power. Second, force
makes power. Bluntly put: No force, no power. Third, it is the making of power by force that
drings antecedent socid events to subsequent ones. The argument below begins by exploring
obscurities in definitions of force and power and, continues by offering an undersanding of the
terms congstent with the preceding three propositions. Attention turns first to force.,

Problems with Force and Power

There have been two problems in the understanding of force. The first concerns its
theoretical importance. To apprehend this, condder K. Deutsch, a political scientist influenced by
Parsons, writing in the 1960s. He wrote, “Power is neither the center nor the essence of politics. It
is one of the currencies of palitics... Force is another and narrower currency.... All of these are
important, but each is replaceable by the others, and dl are secondary” (1963. 124). Walter
Buckley, a sysems theorist, and a centra figure in the critique of Parsonian theory, was even

more sweeping in his refusd to dlow force a role in the socid. It was irrdevant, because it was
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“... a purely physca phenomenon outside the redm of the socid or psychologicad” (1967: 186).
Giddens took such theorists to task for ther systemaic ignoring of the rise of the teritoridly
bounded state and its association with military power (1987). Nevertheless, even he contended,
“The exigence of power presumes structures of domination where power that ‘flows smoothly’ in
processes of social reproduction (and is, as it were ‘unseen’) operates. The development of force
or its threat is thus not the type case of the use of power. Blood and fury, the heat of battle ...
these are not necessxily the higorica conjuncture in which the most far-reaching effects of
power are ether fdt or edablished” (1984: 257). Force for these thinkers is “secondary”
(Deutsch), not the “type casg’ (Giddens), and “ outsde the redm” (Buckley) of andyss.

While the tradition represented by these three does not incude dl socid thinkers, it has
been influential, and it has meant force has not been seen as a concept that is especialy important
when explaining socid being. However, there is a counter-tradition that has seen force as terribly
important. Nietzsche thought the world to be “a play of forces’ (1966: 130). Gramsci believed
that socid ‘movement’ ultimady resulted from changes in different ‘relations of force (1988:
200-209). Clearly, as the quotations, which opened this section, indicate, both Foucault and Wolf
believed force to be teribly important in human life These gentlemen have been trested until
recently as the “bad boys’ of socid theory, Maxids or worse. Neverthdess, the exisence of
their views suggests a problem with the concept of force. Its theoretical importance is contested.

A second problem with the concept of force concerns an ambiguity in it that derives from
its uncertain scope. The scope of an idea refers to the amount of redlity it represents. “Dog”
represents less redity than “anima” and is sad to be of lower scope. Conaultation of an English
dictionary reveds tha a& some times force is synonymous with violence as in the phrase, “the
U.S. has resorted to force in its genocidal dedlings with Native Americans throughout much of its
history”. However, a other times the term is given a broader scope and equated with coercion as
in the phrase, “he was forced by her logic to accept her concluson”. So force may have a broad
scope and refer to coercion in generd, or a narrow scope and refer only to violent coercion. The
problem here is that the term in English is smply unclear, meaning two different violent or
coerced redlities. It istime to consider power.

There has been a very consderable increase in the study of power in recent socia and
culturd thought. ® There are problems with the concept. A problen with the understanding of

® Power becomes a central topic only in the late 1970s, especially as aresult of the work of Foucault, Bourdieu, and
Michael Mann. However, Comte, Spencer, Morgan, Tylor, and Durkheim do not make power central to their
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power that | want to discuss is subtler than those with force but does concern, as was the case
with force, not fully recognizing that current usage of the term has it referring to two different
redities. With power, however, the problem is not smply one of the scope of the concept, it is
that the concept denotes two different redities. Condder the following recent definitions of
power. Talcott Parson's dtates, “Power ... is generdized capacity to secure the performance of
binding obligations by units in a sysem of collective organization ..” (1967: 308, emphess
added). ‘Power’, according to Wrong, “...is the capacity of some persons to produce intended and
foreseen effects’ (1979: 3; emphasis added). Giddens too defines power as “...the capacity to
achieve outcomes’ (1984: 257; emphass added). Smilarly, it is according to Dowding, “the
ability of an actor to bring about or help bring about outcomes’ (1996: 5). Parsons, Wrong, and
Giddens define power in terms of ‘cgpacity’. Dowding defines it in terms of ‘ability’ but, of
course, the ‘ability’ to do something is the ‘capacity’ to do it. Parsons wrote in the 1960s, Wrong
in the 1970s, Giddens in the 1980s, and Dowding in the 1990s. These gentlemen are sgnificant
contributors to contemporary socid thought which suggests that capacity definitions of power
have been important over the last forty years. However, such definitions exhibit a common flawv
that isreveded by two examples below.

Congder, for example, that in 1779 Tahitians armed with clubs, one redlity, brought about
the desth of Captain Cook, another redity. Smilaly, on June 28, 1914, a young Bosnian
revolutionary with a gun, one redity, assassnated the Archduke Ferdinand, beginning World
War |, another redlity. The fird redity in these two sets of redities involves capacity. The second
redity in these two sets was the result of what the capacities did, the outcomes. The point here is
that it is observed that a capecity is one redity (Tahitians with clubs, a Bosnian with a revolver)
and outcomes are something else again (a dead Capt. Cook, an assassinated archduke). Because
the redities are different, and because the former brings on the latter redity, to more truthfully
represent what heppens, these differences need to be explicitly and clearly terminologicaly
sgnified. But this is exactly what cgpacity definitions of power do not do. The gaffe here is not

explanations of social life. In anthropology disregard of the concept of power lasted well in through the middle of the
20" century. Power was not part of the historical particularism of Boas, Kroeber, Lowie, Bendedict, and Mead.

Social anthropologists prior to World War Il were interested in ‘equilibrium’ not power. Power had no role in the
neo-evolutionary cultural materialism of White, Steward, and Harris, no role in Levi-Strauss' structuralism, no role
in the ethnoscience of Goodenough and Loundesbury, no role in the hermeneutics of Geertz. Reviews of power in
anthropological literature note its theoretical marginalization in the late 1970s (Fogelson and Adams 1977) and
again, two decades later (Cheater 1999).
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that the capacity conception of power utterly misrepresents the being it is supposed to signify;
like calling your spouse, Dieter, by the name of your lover, Rocky. Rather, the problem is one of
obscured representation; redlities that need to be kept separate -capacity and outcome- get
jumbled together; like dressng Rocky up in some of Dieter’s clothes.

Thus, the concepts of force and power appear in disarray. Force is dismissed as an
unimportant concept.  Its scope is dlowed to vary in an unspecified manner. Power conflates two
different redities in the same concept when these need to be didinguished in order to
comprehend how these redlities work together. Frankly, the two concepts need to be dressed in
new meanings, if only to get Rocky out of Dieter’'s clothes.

A Causal Approach

There is an earlier, causd tradition of the undergtanding of power that can be useful in
resolving some of these problems. Thomas Hobbes, irascibly legitimating absolutism, as England
supplanted monarchica with parliamentary rule, was a polymah trained both in the ats of
naturd and politicd science. As a person familiar with developments in the physica sciences,
especialy those of Galileo, he took the 17" century view of power in celestid mechanics and
goplied it to power in human redms asserting:

“... correspondent to cause and effect, are power and act; nay those and these are the
same things, though for diverse condderdtions, they have divers names. For whenever
any agent has dl those accidents which are necessry requidites for the production of
some effect in the patient, then we say that the agent has the power to produce that
effect.” (Hobbes, in Champlain 1971: 68)
In this quotation Hobbes conceptualized power as a form of causdity. ’ Certain recent writers
maintain this tradition. For example, Simon dates, “For the assertion ‘A has power over B, we
can subgtitute the assertion” A’s behavior causes B's behavior”. (1952: 5)
The ggnificance of grasping that power is about causdity is that it darifies tha we are
equaly concerned with two matters, cause and effect. A question of some interest is, what terms
might be usad to designate the particular class of causes and effects found in Espace? Here | find

mysdf a odds with both Hobbes and Smon, who as we have seen identify power as the cause of

" Hobbes' linkage of power and causality continued into the 18" century (see Berkeley 1962: 94, Hume 1963: 32-
40). In the 19" century the recognition that power was a form of causation tended to be lost, perhaps because the
study of power in human affairs tended to be ignored.
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human effects. | shall argue that it makes better sense to suggest that forces are causes. However,
in order to make this argument, it is necessary to consider causation.

Causdity is an account of how nature works based upon the acceptance of four
generdizations. Fird, causdity involves two classes of being, antecedents, the causes, and
subsequents, the effects. Second, antecedents and subsequents exhibit in Hume's fdicitous
(1739) phrase ‘congtant conjunction’; i.e, they are dways found together. Third, they exhibit
spatio-tempora order. Causes come first in space and time, effects come later. First the couple
makes love, usudly in the space of a bed (though kitchen snks have been used, in a pinch). Then
she has a child, usudly in the space of a hospitd. Fourth, causes produce effects. There have been
epigemologicd jihads waged over the term “produce’. | follow W. Samon (1998) and
understand it to mean that there is a physca connector that links cause to effect, dlowing the
former to have its effect. For example, making love is a cause, a child is the effect, and the
couples reproductive systems are the connector. Smilarly, smoking is a cause, cancer is an
effect, and the connector between the two remains a deadly mystery.

Let us return to Hobbes. Remember that in causdity, causes are antecedents, they come
firs, and are linked by the physicd connector, to what comes next as a result of the cause, the
subsequent. What Hobbes did when he associated power with cause was to ignore a tradition in
physics -from Gdileo (1564-1642) to Newton (1642-1727)- which understood physica force as a
“push” involved in motion (1988: 154). For example, Newton's Second Law -F=MA- quantifies
the push as being equa to the mass of a body times its accderation. Now “pushes’ are
antecedents. They come before and push something somewhere. In the redm of human action
what does the pushing are the various capacities to get things done.

Thus, in the socid causd anaytic leing developed, “force’ is a push, or pushes, the cause
of what happens. Force in E-space is human capacities in antecedent socid events to push
connections with subsequent events. This view of force solves the problems previoudy identified
for it. Force is eevated in theoretica importance to rank with power. Further, force is not only
violent force. It is anything with the capacity to push something dse. When your mother
wheedles you into edting your spinach, by promising you a cookie for desert, e is exerdsng
force. Crucidly, no force, no causes, and if there are no causes, there can be no effects or powers.

8 The utility of causation as away of understanding the natural world was questioned at the turn of the 20" century
(Russell 1983). This skepticism persisted among some roughly through the first half of the century. However, since
that time the concept has been rehabilitated. The reasons why this occurred can be found in Bunge (1959), Miller
(1987), Samon (1984 ) and Pearl (2000).
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What, then is power? Definitions of power are legion, but it is commonly accepted that
power is concerned with consequences. Consequences are outcomes that have been produced by
antecedents, i.e,, they are effects. Power, so congtrued, is not a cause. It is an effect. Thus, power
in E-space is the effect of a cause, the subsequent socid events that are the outcome of force. The
understanding of power here advocated resolves the earlier noted obscurities with regard to the
term — capabilities concern force; outcomes, power - but it does so by reducing the andytic
absolutism of power. Power is no longer an absolute arbiter of what happens in human redities
What happens is explaned by causation and in the reddm of human causation the sudy of the
pushers (force) is just as important as that of the pushed (power). Why take such an approach?
Because that is the way the world works. Some bodies are pushed, and others are the pushers.®
Some may offended by the preceding, believing its evocation of the drug world to be an outburst
of rhetorical intemperance. | do not believe s0. You are pushed and pusher because there is no
escape from force and power in E-space. This case is made in the followings section.

“No Escaping”

Michd Foucault in History of Sexuality (1978) spoke a great dea about power. He wanted
readers to recognize that even in redms which might seem less condrained, like those of
pleesure, that there was “no escaping power”; that it was an “dways-dready present”
“omnipresence’ (lbid.. 82,93). Below it is argued that there is no escape from both force and
power. Discussion begins with force.

Force

Appreciation of the “omnipresence’ of force depends upon a greater specification of the
nature of force in Egpace. Let us begin with Michae Mann who in Sources of Social Power, did
not take an explicitly causa approach to power Stuations, but who did emphasize a didtinction
between “power” and “sources of power” (1986). This was recognition that theoretica treatments
of power must dso condder its “sources’; posng the question, what does Mann mean by

“sources’? Here he answers by saying that they are “overlapping networks of social interaction”

% |t isimportant to grasp the depth of the change that is being proposed in the understanding of power. Readers are
asked to reject as incorrect the very way the English language expresses power. In Englishisit is perfectly correct to
say “people have power”. But this oversimplifies reality. People do not directly “have” power. They have something
else, force, which gives power. Similarly, it is said that “people exercise power”. However, a more precise way of
putting it is that people exercise force to achieve power.
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that are “ingtitutional means of attaining human goals’ (lbid.: 2, emphads in the origind).
“Means’ of doing something are the ability or capacity to do it. The “sources of power” are the
“inditutiond means’. It is they that are force. However, Mann's “inditutiond means’, in the
terms proposed earlier in the aticle, are the dtrings of practices or inditutions in hodge- podges.
Force, then, is the capacity a some antecedent time for such grings to achieve outcomes upon
other drings a some subsequent time. The term “socid forces’ will be used to didtinguish these
forces from other, inanimate ones. The preceding raises the question, what makes antecedent
actions in groups into socid forces? This it is argued beow, is a consequence of different
organizations of resources.

Force Resources

A resource is something materia that gets used by actors in socid events when a socid
force gets made. Further, it is something that is necessary, though not necessary and sufficient,
for the socid force. For example, a hoe is an agricultural resource. You cannot work Barma soil
unless you can get into it. So hoes that dig into the earth are necessary in farming. However, there
are other tools than hoes that work the land just @& well, or better, such as spades or ploughs. It is
in this sense that hoes are necessary, if not necessary and sufficient, force resources in a farming
practica gtring. Resources, then, are what necessarily gets used during the meking of a socid
force. There are four varieties of resources. The fird of these involves instruments - tools,
monies, eic. - inanimate things that individuds use to make things happen. A second force
resource is practical or discurdve action. Discursive action is used of the body to write or speak.
Practical action is use of the body, usudly with tools, to get something done. Labor, of course,
has been a particularly important sort of practical action in economic groups. A third force
resource is cultural.

Culture involves dgns of the times learned and weskly shared by those in hodge-
podges.’® A distinction (Reyna, forthcoming) has been made between neuronal and discursive

culture; with the former learned and stored in corticd memory networks and the later contained

10 Cultural anthropologists as theoretically divergent as Levi-Strauss, D’ Andrade, and Geertz would want culture to
be defined as systems-or schemas, or structures- of signs. Certainly, signs can be shown to have systemic properties.
However, | am not certain of the ontological status of such demonstrations. Are cultural schemas conjuring tricks of
the ethnographer’s art or are they something that exists in some reality? This question has been posed by others
(Burling 1969 ). Its answer remains contested. The idea that everybody in a culture shares exactly the same signsis
absurd. Cultural signs are bundles of meanings, with most individuals sharing some but by no means all of the
meanings. Cultural sharing isweak at best.
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in speech or writing. Further a didinction is made between perceptual and procedural forms of
neurond and discursve culture, with the former being information about what is and the later
information about what to do about it. The use of culture as a force resource is the writing or
spesking of some message based upon some culture. It is the communication of messages from
cetan actor's neurona into discursve culture that moves into other actors neurond culture
concerning what to do about what is, and of course what is are other force resources of action and
tools. Choreographers arrange human body movements over space and time in the dance.
Culturd force resources are aso choreographers arranging other force resources over space and
time. Their messages specify who are the actors and what are their tools, as well as how to use
them, in particular structures of force.

The fourth variety of force resources is authoritative and is redly a particular type of
cultura resource; being formally sanctioned cultura information specifying actors rights and
responghbilities to indruments, actions, and culturd information. The notion of a sanctioned
resource is one that will have other resources added to it to augment the force of which it is a
component. The concept of a formaly sanctioned authoritative resource concerns rules gpplying
to populations (laws or regulaions) that have been specified by some procedure (a vote in the
case of laws, an adminidrative decison in the case of regulations). Authority is culture with a
club, the forma sanctions, to help it ouit.

Different sorts of force in the drings of practices and inditutions can be identified in
terms of the sort of resources that predominate in their exercise. Military and police indtitutions
rely upon indruments of violence and can be sad to exercise violent force. The jingles of
advertisng agencies rely upon discursive cultura messages, and so may be said to be exercises of
culture force. However, it needs to be remembered that al structures of force are organizations of
different combinations of resources.

The argument concerning the “omnipresence’ of force can be summarized as follows.
Srings knotted into inditutions, or collections of inditutions that utilize resources are sad to be
structures of force. A process of utilizing the resources is an exercise of force. Because dl srings
in hodge-podges have some resources, they have some force. This means dl individuds al the
time are pat of drings that force is “dways-dready present” in every socid event of every
practicd or inditutiond gring throughout a hodge-podge. However, different practices and
inditutions have hugdy varying amounts of force Equaly different actors in different roles
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within practices and indtitutions have hugdy varying amounts of force. This means that there are

some big time pushers out there. It istime now to consider the fruits of force.

Power

Power is the fruit of force Power is any effects of such exercises. The emphasis upon
any is ddiberate. Certain renderings of power, most famoudy Parsons (1963), emphasize god
attainment. Mann adopted such an understanding when he said, “...power is the ability to pursue
and attain gods’ (1986: 6). A god is something one intends, and it is certainly true that actors in
bundled practices exercise force intending to do something (i.e. atain gods). Thus, power in this
view is only the effects that were intended;, but there are unintended effects. Machiavelli dedlt
with such outcomes in The Prince in terms of fortune. Something unplanned was due to fortune
and, he advised the Prince, that “...fortune determined one half of our actions...” (1516: 74).

This means that a definition of power which redricts the concept only to atanment of
intentions excludes certain aspects of what happens as a result of exercises of force when such
exercises have unintended effects. How important unintended effects have been in the knotted
drings of higory is unknown. Machiavdli thought they were very important. | agree. Certainly
there was no medievd Fugger merchant who planned, “Let there be mercantile, Fordist, and post-
Fordig capitdisms’. Shit hgppens, and so did cepitdism. However, the dgnificance of
unintended consequences can never be known if no diginction is made between intended and
unintended powers, because there is no information with which to cdculae the rdative
frequencies of the intended and unintended consequences of different exercises of force. We shdl
make the digtinction. Intended powers ae effects that were premeditated by actors exercisng the
forces that brought on the effects. Unintended powers are effects that were unplanned by the
actors exercising the forces that brought on the effects.

There is additiondly a tendency to indst on a dichotomy between consensua and
coercive powers, with the former based upon consent and the latter on force, (and ‘force here is
understood as violent force). The ingstence upon a consensud/coercive power dichotomy is old

1 permit an observation concerning power that may appear paradoxical, but is not. Power can be first fruit of force,
but force can be a first fruit of power. What is being claimed here is that exercises of force can have powers that at
some latter time can be used as force resources in further exercises of force. Consider, for example, what happened
when one feudal lord attacked and defeated another. A famous case of this was when William, Duke of Normandy,
defeated Harold Godwineson, King of England, at Hastings in 1066. Harold' s defeat was an exercise of violent force.
It had the power of adding to the now King William’s vassals those of England in addition to those of Normandy.
This gave to the Conqgueror four to five thousand knights beyond those from the continent (Douglas 1964: 273).
William had exercised violent force to have the power of accumulating additional violent force.
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and influentid. It goes kack at least as far as Machiavelli (1516), was central to Gramsci, (1971);
in anthropology it is important to the Comaroffs (1991) and Pierre Clastres (1977), and in socid
philosophy to Habermas (1981). However, if the conclusons concerning force made in the
immediately preceding section are accepted, then an argument can be made that questions the
utility of a notion of consent. There are two problems with the term. The firgt of these is tha the
notion of consensus often seems to be amply a “big lie’ b cloak the redity that most people in a
state do not consent to their governance.

For example, Hobbes in Leviathan explaned that people must obey ther “Sovereigne’
because it is “..as if everyman should say to everyman, | Authorize and give up my Right of
Governing my sdfe, to this Man, ...on this condition, tha thou give up thy Right to him and
Authorize dl his Actions in like Manne™ (1651: 227). The problem here is that “everyman” did
not “Authorize’, i.e, consent to, the “Sovereigne's’ rule. Certainly not everyman who was poor,
the bulk of the population; nor everyman who was a woman, about a haf of the population; nor
everyman who was of the middling sort, much of the rest of the populaion. These people were
completey excluded from politicd life until the early twentieth century and you cannot consent
to something that you do not participate in. Hobbes knew this very well. Return to Hobbes' text.
He did not say that “everyman” “Authorized” the sovereign, but only that it was “as if” they had.

So Hobbes knew that there was no consent, and told a big lie that made it seem ‘as if’ there

Was.12

A second problem with the concept of consent is more fundamenta. Not only is consent a
big lie, it does not exist. Appreciate that all powers, not some, result from forces because powers
are effects, forces are causes, and effects have their causes. To deny that all power results from
force is to deny causdlity, which is not credible. Because coercion is another term for force, then
the point being made here is that al powers are coerced. Consder the case of where a woman
consents to marry her suitor. Now the woman's consent did not spring into her mind out of
nowhere. Rather, her suitor followed a procedurd culturd strategy of caled “courting”, and this
was a dring of socid events that were an exercise of culturd force. Possbly the courting string

included showering her with roses, an icon of his “affection”; respectfully ligening to her views,

12 5ome will insist that, at least in contemporary democracies, there is a right of universal suffrage so that every
person can vote and their vote is an act of consent. However, perhaps the vote itselfis now the big lie. Thereisa
literature that suggests that contemporary democracies like the US are oligarchies (Mills1956; Domhoff 1970, 1978,
1996; Parenti 1983). This view is contested (Dahl 1961). However, my sense of this literature is that few scholars
really think that the democracies of advanced capitalist states are especialy democratic, which justifies their offering
suggestions as to how to rectify this situation (Cf. Habermas 1998).
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an index of his “commitment”; taking her to meet his family, a 9gn that he was getting “serious’;
and, findly, tdling her tha he “loved her more than life itsdf”, symbolizing, that they were,
indeed, a “couple’. Over time the courting procedures worked and the woman fdl “in love’ with
her suitor. O course, one of the procedures of being in love is to “marry”, so when her lover sad
“let’s do it”, she consented. When you “consent” to something it is because exercises of cultura
force have make you dedre it. So it does not seem vdid to distinguish between coerced and
consensud power, if consent is [culturaly] forced.

A counter-argument to the one just made is that the woman could say “no” to here suitor
and, in fact, had probably said “no” to other suitors. So she was free to consent, or not, to the
exercise of force that is courting. A response to this argument is that there are more and less
effective suitors. Courting where the suitor took his intended to a McDonad's, as an icon of his
“affection”; whipped down his pants and showed her his technique for fating the Nationa
Anthem, as an index of his “commitment”; and findly took her to the porno flick, ‘Derrida Does
Dallas’, asan index of his*“seriousness’, isunlikely to be very effective.

Thus, the ability to achieve intended powers depends not upon consent but upon the
effectivity of the force gpplied. So, rather than closng the inquiry by saying that something
occurred because of soi dissent consent, it might be recognized that consent results from exercise
of force, and s0 to more fully understand what happened it is better to investigate the effectivity
of force. This concept, origindly formulated by the sructurd Marxigts (Althusser and Bdlibar
1970), is not a “how much” concept but a “how does’ one. Productive force is how much force
produces how much power. Effectivity is understood as explanation of how does force come to
have its productive force.

Limited and uncertain effectivity of force explan why the knotted drings of hidory are
full of unintended powers. For example, defeat of the British by the ragtag amy of the U.S
during the American “Revolution” was a function of the unexpected decline in the effectivity of
His Mgesty’s violent force. Ordinarily, much of this force was concentrated in the various
practicd grings of the Navy. Normdly, this inditution commanded the sea.  Extraordinarily, for
a brief time in the late 1770s and 1780s, the French navy gained this control, and implemented a
navel blockade upon the British land forces opposng the American rebes. The blockade
rendered the British army ineffective. The British at this time were a bit like a bad suitor. They
had their force. They exercised it. It turned out to be ineffective.
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So, to recapitulate: nihil ex nihilim, nothing comes from nothing. Effects come from
causes. Power comes from force. Things that happen in the knotted strings of Espace are powers
of forces. No individud, no collections of individuds can command, “Time Out”, and turn off
caudity, any more than they can turn off time Foucault was on to something. There is “no
excaping” force and power because there is no escgping causdity. This leads us to the find
question, how does force have the effectivity to produce power?

4. How Force M akes Power

We need to be clear what is being explained when showing how force has power. Socid
redlity was argued to be dring being. Such being was said to congst of strings. Strings were said
to be sequences of socid events. Further, there was no escaping that these strings conssted of
sequences of antecedent socid events, having a particular force, which produced a particular
power, of the subsequent sociad event. Therefore, in order to understand how force makes power
what needs to be explained is how any force in any antecedent socid event can produce powers
in a subsequent socia event. If one knows how this occurs, one knows how strings are made, and
<0 one knows why socid redlity is string being.

Force and power are events in Espace. However, in order to explain how force can have
power t is necessary to go “indoors’ into I-space. It is necessary to explain why the journey is
required. Recollect that the re-conceptudization of force and power has them as a form of
causation. Cause is to force, as effect is to power. Further, recadl that just as cause has effect,
force has power, because there is some physica connector between them. Find the connector and
you have explained how force has power.

The physca connector of force to power is in I-space. It is neurd networks, something
quite physica.’® Specificadly, it is hypothesized that neurond srructures indude a cultural
neurohermeneutic system (hereafter CNHS), a group of cortical and sub-cortica structures,
interprets antecedent the force of antecedent sociad events, according to an interpretive hierarchy,
congructing the neurobiology of dedre, which desres become subsequent actions that become
parts of subsequent socid events. These latter socid events are powers made by the force acting

through the CNHS. In order to make this pogtion plausble it is necessary to firgt present the

131t is not argued that the CNHS is the only connector in I-space. There are others. For example, in healthy persons
the reproductive system connects the causal force of intercourse to the power of the birth of a child.
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gructure and functioning of the CNHS as an interpretive hierarchy and, then, to describe how it

transduces forces into powers.

The CNHS and the Interpretive Hierarchy

The human centrd nervous sysem consgsts of hundreds of hillions of neurons linked in
over a trillion ways However, Hundert (1989) smplifies this complexity by explaining that the
centrd nervous sysem may be divided into enormoudy interrdlated input, centra, and output
areas. Operation of these three regions makes the centrd nervous system into a causa connector.
The terms input, centrd, and output derive from systems theory. Input areas are those where there
are dructures that bring something into a system. The brain’s input area is its different afferent
neural pathways that lead from receptor organs — eyes, ears, nose, etc. - through the thalamus into
the brain. The central area is where the afferent neura pahways end in the brain, largdy in
different corticd and sub-cortical areas. Here, properly spesaking, is where the CNHS is located.
Output areas are those that take what has been transformed and put it out of the system. The
output area in the brain are the efferent neurd pathways that lead from the pre-motor and motor
cortex, thence to the basa ganglia and the cerebelum, down the spind chord to the different
organs of the body, especidly muscles which make discursive and practica actions.

Crucidly, the brain's input area actudly connects with antecedent forces out in E-space.
This is because ‘antecedent force is something happening in a socid event. What happens is
discursgve or bodily action. These give off physcd traces;, ether sound waves with air molecules
in the case of the speech of discurdgve action, or light waves and photons in the case of bodily
action. Air molecules and photons contact receptor organs. This is what is meant by the assertion
that the input area connects with the antecedent forces.

The receptor organs of the input areas re-present the incoming ar molecules or sound
waves into dectrochemica information about that force. This information, caled simuli or
dgnds in the standard neuroscience literature, because it is information about the force in
antecedent socid events, | term force stimuli. Further, the input, centrd, and output aress are
physcdly joined and tranamit dectro-chemicd information between each other. This information
represents antecedent redity in the sense that it re-presents being as dectro-chemicad simuli or
sgnds of that being.

What happens in the centra area? Here, properly spesking is where the CNHS operates

through a process involving the operation of an interpretive hierarchy that metamorphoses force
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gimuli into responses to those forces. These “force responses’ are dectrochemica simuli that
move dong efferent neurd networks to ultimately become discursve or bodily action. Such
actions are components of a social event, a power, caused by the antecedent force.

This interpretive hierarchy that transduces force <imuli into force responses is
hypothesized to operate a four levels, those of automatic response, sensational world, life world,
and dedire. These levels are discussed below.

Automatic Response

Once, while waking in a parking lot next to a library - dimly logt in thought - something
happened, and before | knew what, | had jumped a milel When | returned to earth, | recognized
that the car of a student racing for a scarce parking space had been bearing down on me. | sensed
something, was unaware of it, and suddenly, automaticaly, | was making like the rocket in a
NASA rocket launch. Thisinterpretation of the force of the car was entirely automatic.

The neurohermeneutic process involved in this form of interpretation involves the
reception of stimuli of the present world, a car’s motion, and ther transmisson aong the optic
nerve to the thadamus. There this information goes dong two neurad pathways, one of which
produces automatic responses. One circuit goes to the amygdaa, the other to the sensory cortex.
However, the dimuli dong the thdamic-amygdaa pathway arrive prior to those taking the scenic
route in the thaamic-cortical pathway. So before the cortex can function and represent ‘car’, the
amygdda had swung into operation sending information to various pats of my autonomic
nervous sysem and leg muscles to jump. Such automatic interpretation involves sub-cortical
neurd pathways that teke a “direct thdamo-amygdala path” but because this pathway bypasses
the cortex, it is unable to benefit from cortica processng, which means that “the amygdda’ has
only “a crude representation of the simulus’ (LeDoux 1996. 164). Automatic interpretations
occur without extensve corticd involvement and without any consciousess of the
representation.

Sensational-world

The second level of interpretation roughly corresponds to awareness of the “sensation” of
the physical properties of a car without the recognition, ‘car’! Such an interpretation has been
made when an individual has represented the properties of a stimulus in her or his bran - what it

looks-, andls-, and sounds-like. The successon of such interpretations as individuds go about
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their daly affars creates a particular representation of redity; a world of sersations, i.e, a
‘sensationa-world’. [A word on nomenclature: sensational  representations will  be  placed
between dashes, culturd sgns between quotation marks. Thus a ‘ca’ is a cultura classficaion
of the sensation /car/.] What isthe neurobiology of sensationd-worlds?

Initidly there is a unimoda processng of sensory simuli in the primary sensory aress of
the poderior cortex. “Unimoda” here means tha only a single sense - eg. Sght or sound - is
represented; with hearing being processed in the primary auditory area of the tempora lobe,
visgon in the primary visud aess of the occipitd lobe, amdl in the primary olfactory area of the
frontal lobe, and taste and touch in the primary somatosensory area of the parieta lobe. Then this
unimodad sensory information is trangmitted to the association cortex. This is the large area
throughout the posterior and frontal cortex that is not involved in the primary representation of
sensation. Unimodal sensory signas are tranamitted to activate networks in aress of “polymoda”
memory, where dghts are given sounds, smdlls, tastes, etc. These gppear based in “polysensory”
convergence zones, a least some of which ae in the prefronta cortex (heresfter PFC).**
Activaion of the convergence zones seems to give a sensationd world interpretation its most
complete representation in terms of its physical properties.

So, to illudrate, out there in a person's redity is a red thing going vroom. The
electrochemicd ggnds of that being flow to the visud cortex in the occipitd lobe and the
auditory cortex in the tempord lobe where the sights and sounds of this force resource are given
unimoda representation.  Then, these dgnads flow on to networks in the polysensory
convergences zones where unimodal become polymoda representations and the sSghts and
sounds of the being are represented together. A /car/ comes to occupy the person’s sensational

world. It istimeto consder thethird leve of interpretation.

Lifeworld

It will be recdled, from the section on reflexes, that as soon as | was on the ground, |
perceived that the /car/ was a ‘car’. Once individuads have made the association - moving object,
a‘car’ - which is the dasgfication of a present sensation with a perceptud sgn in their neurond
culturad memory, then they have re-interpreted their sensationd world and are a a third leve of

interpretation which occurs when the signds of force stimuli go beyond sensory aress to regions

14 Discussion of unimodal, polymodal, and polysensory areas in the association cortex can be found in Fuster 1989:
194).
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of the cortex cdled associdiona to retrieve cultural memories that have been associated with
sensations. This happens when information bearing the sgnd of some gimuli flows into the
anterior and middle regions of the tempora cortex, epecidly in the posterior third of the superior
temporal gyrus (Wernicke€'s ares). Here meanings of words, i.e. perceptuad neurond cultura
memories, are retrieved, connecting a /car/ with a ‘car’. Thus, a digtinction should be made here
between that pat of the memory neurd network holding memories of sensations and that part
holding culturad memories of sensations dgns. The former pat of the network will be caled
“sensationd”’; the latter part “meaningful”.

Equaly some incoming force simuli follow a drcuitry into the limbic sysem. This st of
bran sructures represents the emotiona qudities of information because two important
dructures in the limbic sysem -the amygdda and the orbitofrontal PFC- remember the emotiona
ggnificance of physicad and culturd representations. Thus, force stimuli come not only to be
associated with particular sensations and culturd Sgns, these sensations and Sgns  themselves
become associated with fedings. For example, it is likely that your limbic sysem will roar into
operation, like a furnace on an Arctic morning, flooding you with fiery anger if you see a /person/
who isyour ‘worst enemy’.

So people have triply interpreted when both the sensationa- and life-world portions of a
memory neurd network have been activated, firg in the sense of representing the physca
properties of redity, second in the sense of culturdly representing the physica representation,
and third in emotiondly representing the cultural representation of the physca representation.
This third levd of interpretation, in Edmund Husserl’s terms, provides people with what they fed
is ther “..only red world, the one tha is actudly given through perception, that is ever
experienced and experienceable -our everyday life-world” (1970: 49). Its re-re-representations
besow culturd and emotiona meaning; and such meaning gives life, i.e, it creaes life-worlds.

It istimeto go to afourth level of interpretation, that of desire.

Desre

You work for a dart-up internet company -Beyond.com+ sdling life insurance to the
recently deceased. Business is dead. Your boss fires you. Your life-world is a shambles. Angry
and frightened you figure, ‘got to get a new job'. This combination of a plan, ‘get job’, plus a
sourt of emotion, anger/fear, is dedre. It is the fourth level of interpretation. Life-worlds organize
sensations by giving them meening. Desires organize life-worlds by providing understanding of
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what to do about them. Dedres, then, are a fourth level of interpretation, where persons interpret
thar life-worlds to formulate intentiond and emotiona representations of what to do. [Desres
will be noted in the text by placing them in double dashes. Thus, the sdes person whose life-
world was threatened as a result of dismissd, formed the desire of //getting a job//.] *° This poses
the question, how does the neurohermeneutic system produce such desires?

Working memory appears to answer to this question. Alan Badddey first proposed this
concept in the 1970s (1992). He and others recognized that what went on in such memory was
not jus remembering things that had recently happened, but involved ‘thinking and reasoning’
(LeDoux 1996: 270). Working memory might be thought of as the brain “working” in the sense of
performing cognitive processes concerning its present life-world to make an interpretation about
what to do abouit it. What neurobiology operates during working memory to form desires?

Answers to this question are contested. However, one matter appears established. The
PFC plays “..a role in ... working memory” (LeDoux 1996: 273). Further, it is known that
“...powers of reason and the experience of emotion decline together...” with damage to the PFC
(Damaso 1994: 54). The conjunction of reason and emotion is what was earlier termed desire.
Thus a damaged PFC results in ‘disrupted’” desire (Pribram 1997: 361). Hence, the PFC is the
centrd place in the bran manufacturing desre. However, though there have been numerous
sudies concerning the PFC and of its relaions with other regions of the brain, ‘little consensus
has emerged concerning the ‘functiond specidizations (Duncan & Owen 2000: 475) of its
parts. However, enough is known to venture the speculation that the PFC uses culture to produce
desire.

Specificdly, it gppears that life-world representations include an emotional “fix” upon
force stimuli. They may be fixed as ‘good’ or ‘bad’. It then becomes the chore of the PFC to
retrieve procedura neurona cultura memory bearing upon what to do about the life-world. The
specific chores performed by the PFC seem to include retrieva of neurona culture and, then,
involvement of different parts of the brain to cdculate how the procedures of the neurona culture
might be redized in a manner that diminates ‘bad’ or maintains ‘good fedings. For example,
you are a Barma, and you see /something/. This is a sensationd representation. You recognize it
to be a tobio (lion), and you are scared. This is a life-world representation. Working memory and

15 |'s emotion or intention more important in desire? Elsewhere (Reyna , forthcoming) | have dealt with this question
and propose that it is really a not very useful one to consider. The more useful question is what are the respective
roles of emotion and intention in desire? In the position | develop emotion selects and motivates intentions.
Intentions provide plans of action that ultimately derive from procedural culture.
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your PFC operate.  Your working memory retrieves the Barma procedura cultura response to a
lion, ‘climb atreg. You think, ‘I'll climb a tree’. You have formed an intention about which you
fed ‘good’. Now you have an intention and an emotion that is a strong desre to run and climb a
tree. It is crucid to grasp that working memory runs on perceptual and procedura culture,
something learned and not in the genes. So understood, the PFC appear to be an organ of culture.
It remains to draw the argument together explaining how force generates power, and thereby how
being is strung together.

At some antecedent point in point in being, an exercise of force occurs in E-space
involving practicd and discursve actions. These actions give off, among other things, sound and
light waves that contain information about the exercise of force. The receptors and afferent
neurons of the brains input area embody this information into I-space and transmit it to the
central area as force simuli. There the CNHS makes increasingly complex interpretations of
these simuli. The sensory cortex interprets their sensory properties, providing a sensationd
interpretation of the force stimuli. You see and hear forces bearing down upon you. Parts of the
limbic sysem and the associationd cortex further interpret the culturd and emotive properties of
the force simuli providing a life-world interpretation of them. You know the meaning of the
forces that are bearing down upon you.

The PFC and other parts of the cortex involved in working memory “work” on this life
world to provide an interpretation of what to do about it based in consderable measure upon the
procedures of procedura culture. When these have produced intentions that you fed good about
you know not only what is and what it means, but what you desire concerning the forces bearing
down upon you. Dedre, of course is eectrochemical messages transmitted by the efferent
neurons of the output area to the muscles. Contraction and relaxation of muscles in particular
sequences is action. If you say something, it is discurdgve action. If you do something it is
prectica action. These actions are back out in E-space a a subsequent point of being. These
actions are power caused by force. So force has power among humans, for one reason, because of

acausa connector, the CNHS. It istime to draw some conclusions.



27

5.“1 got theworld on a gtring”

The preceding has argued that a conception of string being with its causd understanding
of force and power might be added to a socid scientist’s theoretica toolkit. Four uses of such an
ingrument will be stressed; one of which alows its practitioners to have the world on astring.

A firg use of a dring being goproach is that it obliges explanation of matters that were
previoudy underdeveloped. Specificaly, it focuses attention on two areas. The firg of these is
upon force. As noted in the text, there has been a surge in interes in power in recent socid
science literatures. However, power is what happened and, frankly, while it is important to know
what happened, it is more important to know why. A gtring being gpproach, with its view of force
as that which causes different powers, centers the emphasis upon andyzing the forces that make
powers. It is useful because it concentrates explanatory labor where it needs to be, on why what
happened occurred.

A second underdeveloped area upon which a dring being approach focuses inquiry is
upon the explanation of how force produces power. If it is asserted that force makes power, as a
sring being approach does, then a question that has to be answered is, how? This article has
offered one answer to this question; a causd explanation, based upon the notion of a CNHS.
However, it is entirdy likely that there will be attempts to explain the production of power that
do not rey upon neuroscience. Further, even explanations of the production of power that rely
upon undergandings of the brain will have to be revised as knowledge of the brain becomes
increasingly more complete.

The preceding suggests a second gpplication of the string being approach. Boas it will be
recaled bdieved that in some way the biologicd and the culturd were a “whole’ (1938). So the
anthropology that he creasted included biologicd and culturd sub-branches. Recently, these sub-
disciplines have been increasingly a loggerheads over the respective explanatory scope of
biology and culture. This is because certain sociobiologicdly oriented biologicad anthropologists
have suggested that genes, which evolved as a result of naturd sdection, explain culturd and
socid phenomena. The mgority of socioculturd anthropologists believe that neither culture nor
socid events are in the genes. This leaves the Boasan view of the biologicd and culturd as a
“whol€’ in tetters.

A dring being approach is useful as a way of rethinking the whole and as a way of
encouraging a new, mutudly supporting, divison of intelectua labor in anthropology between
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sociocultural and  biologica scientists. This divison is one where socioculturd  anthropologists
document the knotted strings in the hodge-podges of E-space and a new variety of biologica
anthropologists, cultural neuroscientists, explan how some variant of the CNHS, based on
revised knowledge of brain structure and function, operates as a physicad connector transforming
force into power in I-space. It is not in the genes but in how the brain uses culture. Such a
divison of labor offers the posshbility of a more complete accounting of reations between the
socid, biologicd, and culturd.

A third use of the dring being agpproach is that it provides a research dtrategy for
addressing questions concerning free will and freedom. Regardiess of how much one desres free
will and freedom, people with great accumulations of force control people with lesser supplies of
force. Further, one cannot free onesdf from these forces if one nether knows about nor
understands them. Anthropologists gpplying a dtring being approach andyze more completely
how humans are controlled by discovering what forces have what powers, and by explaining how
those forces come to have their effectivity. Such knowledge done does not guarantee freewill and
freedom. However, it certainly isa condition of it.

A fourth use of a dring being approach results from recognition that socid redity
happens over time. Consequently, explanations that include time in ther andyses ae to be
preferred for their grester redism. A gtring being approach is a way of thinking about strings of
sociad events over time. This means that this gpproach obliges its practitioners to include time in
their analyses. Thinkers who use it literdly have the socid world they are andyzing on a gtring
or, more likely, on a number of drings. They will be gtting on a rainbow, compared with those
who use atempora approaches, because their explanations will more accurately depict redlity.
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