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INTRODUCTION

’I"m-: “culture concept of the anthropologists
and sociologists is coming to be regarded
as the foundation stone of the social sciences.”
This recent statement by Stuart Chase ! will
not be agreed to, at least not v.ithout reserva-
tion, by all social scientists,? but few intellec-
tuals will challenge the statement that the idea
of culture, in the technical anthropological
sense, is one of the key notons of contem-
porary American thought. In explanatory im-
portance and in generality of application it is
comparable to such categories as gravity in
physics, disease in medicine, evolution in biol-
ogy. Psychiatrists and psychologists, and, more
recently, even some economists and lawyers,
have come to tack on the qualifying phrase
“in our culture” to their generalizations, even
though one suspects it is often done mechani-
cally in the same way that medizval men added
a precautionary “God Willing” to their utter-
ances. Philosophers are increasingly concerned
with the cultural dimension to _heir studies of
logic, values, and ®sthetics, and indeed with the
ontology and epistemology of the concept it-
self. The notion has become part of the stock
in trade of social workers and of all those occu-
pied with the practical problenis of minority
groups and dependent peoples. Important re-
search in mediciae and in nutrition is oricuted
in culeural terms. Literary men are writing
essays and little books about culture.

he broad underlying idea is not new, of
course. The Bible, Homer, Hippocrates, He-
rodotus, Chinese scholars of the Han dynasty
—to take only some of the more obvious
examples — showed an interest in the distinc-
tive life-ways of different peoples. Boethius’
Consolations of Philosophy contains a crude
statement of the principle of cultural rela-
tivity: “The customs and laws of diverse na-
tions do so much differ that the same thing
which some commend as laudable, others con-

*Chase, 1948, §9.

®Malinowski has referred to culture as “the most
central problem of all social science” (1939, 588).
Curiously enough, this claim has also been made by a
number of sociologists — in fact, by more sociologists
than anthropologists, so far as our evidence goes.

* Cf. Honigshsim, 1945.

demn as deserving punishment.” We find the
notion in more refined form in Descartes’ Dis-
course on Method:

. . . While traveling, having realized that all those
who have attitudes very different from our own are
not for that reason barbarians or savages but are as
rational or morz so than ourselves, and having con-
sidered how greatly the sclf-same person with the
sclf-same mind who had grown up from infancy
among the French or Germans would become
different from what he would have been if he had
always lived among the Chinese or the cannibals . . .
1 found myseclf forced to try myself to sce things
from their point of view.

In Pico della Mirandola, Pascal, and Montes-
quieu one can point to some nice approxima-
tions of modern anthropological thinking.
Pascal, for example, wrote:

I am very much afraid that this so—called nature
ray itself be no more than an early custom, just as
custom is second nature . . . Undoubtedly nature is
not altogecher uniform. It is custom that produces
this, for it constrains nature. But somctimes nature
overcomes it, and confines man to his instinct, despite
every custom, good or bad.

Voltaire’s ® “Essai sur les moeurs et i'esprit des
nations” is also to the point. To press these
adumbrations too far, howevecr, is liEe insisting
that Plato anticipated Freud’s crucial concept
of the unconscious because he made an in-
sightful remark about the relation between
dreams and suppressed desire.

By the nineteenth century the basic notion
was ready to crystallize in an explicit, general-
ized form. The emergence ot the German
word, Kultur, is reviewed in the next section,
Part I. In developing the notion of the “super-
organic,” Spencer presaged one of the primag
anthropological conceptions of culture, al-
though he himself used the word “culture”
only occasionally and casually.* The publica—

*In a secondary source we have seen the following
definition of culture attributed to Spencer: “Culeure
is the sum toral of human achievement.” No citation
of book or page is made, and we have been unable to
locate this definition in Spencer's writings. Usually,
certainly, he treats culture in rouEhly the sense em-
ployed by Martthew Arnold and other English human-
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tion dates of E. B. Tylor’s Primitive Culture
and of Walter Bagehot's Physics and Politics
are 1871 and 1872. Bagehot’s “cake of custom™
is, in essence, very similar to Tylor's “culture.”
The lacter slowly became established as the
technical term because of the historical asso-
ciations of the word and because Tylor de-
fined its generic imPlications both more sharply
and more abstractly.

Even in this century after “culture” was
fairly well established 1n intellectual circles as
a technical term, certain well-known thinkers
have not used the word though employing
highly similar concepts. Graham Wallas, while
familiar with anthropological literature, avoids
the term “culture” (he occasionally uses “civi-
lization” — without definition) in his books,
The Great Society (1914) and Our Social
Heritage (1921). However, his concept of
“social heritage” is equivalent to certain defi-
nitions of culture:

Our social heritage consists of that part of our
“nurture” which we acquire by the social process of
teaching and learning. (1921, 7)

The anthropologist, M. F. Ashley-Montagu,
has gecently asseited that Alfred Korzybski's
concept of time-binding (in AManhood of Hu-
munity, 1921) “is virtually identical with the
anthropologist’s concept of culture.”” (ig51.
251)

The editorial staff of the Encyclopredia of
the Social Sciences (vol. I, p. 202) in their
article on “War and Reorientation” correctly
describes the position reached by tiic anthro-
pological profession at about 1¢930:

The principal positive theoretical position of the
early decades of the 20th century was the glorification
of culture. The word loomed miore important than
any other in the literature and in the consciousness
of anthropologists. Culture traits, culture complexes,
culture types, culture centers, culrure areas, culture
circles, culture patterns, culture migrations, cultural
convergences, cultural  diffusion — these  segments
and variants point to an attempt to grapple rigorously
with an eclusive and fluid concept and suggest inci-

ists. For example, “taken in its widest sense culture
means preparadon for complete living” (1895, 514).
Cf. George Elioc’s Silas Marner, Chapter I: “. . . Silas
was both sane and honest, though, as with many
honest fervent men, culture had not defined any chan-
nels for his sense of mystery, and it [sic] spread itself

dencally the richness of such a concept. Concern
was rife over the birth of culeure, its growth and
wanderings and contacts, its matings and fertiliza-
dons, its maturity and decay. In direct propordnn
to their impadence with the classical tradition an-
thropologists became the anatomists and biographers
of culture.

To follow the history of a concept, its dif-
fusion between countries and academic disci-
plines, its modifications under the impact of
broader intellectual movements, is a charac-
teristically anthropological undertaking. Our
purpose is several-fold. First, we wish to make
available in one place for purposes of refer-
ence a collection of definitions by anthropolo-
gists, sociologists, psychologists, philosophers,
and others. The collection is not exhaustive,
buc it perhaps approaches exhaustiveness for
English and American social scientists of the
past generation. We present, thus, some
sources for a case study in one aspect of re-
cent intellectual history. Second, we are docu-
menting the gradual emergence and refinement
of a concept we believe to be of great actual
and still greater potential significance. Third,
we hope to assist other investigators in reach-
ing agreement and greater precision in defi-
nition by pointing out and commenting upon
agreements and disagreements in the definitions
thus far propounded. Considering that the
concept has had a name for less than eighty
vears and that until very recently only a hand-
ful of scholars were interested in the idea, it
is not surprising that full agreement and prcci-
ston has not yet been atrained. Possibly it is
inevitable and even desirable thar representa-
tives of different disciplines should emphasize
different criteria and utilize varying shades of
meaning. But one thing is clear to us from
our survey: it is time for a stock-taking, for a
comparing of notes, for CONSCIOUS awareness
of the range of variation. Otherwise the no-
tion that is convcyed to the wider company of
educated men will be so loose, so diffuse as to
promote confusion rather than clarity.® More-

over the proper pathwafv of inquiry and knowledge.”

% One sometimes feels that A. Lawrcnce Lowell:s
remarks about the humanistic concept of culture is
almost equally applicable to the anthropologicak:
“. .. I have heen entrusted with the difficult task of
speaking about culture. But there is nothing in the
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over, as Opler has pointcd out, thc sense given
the concept is a matter of considerable prac-
tical importance now that culture theory un-
derlies much psychiatric therapy as well as the
handling of minority problems, depf:ndent
peoples, and even some approaches in the
field of international relations:

The discovery and popularization of the concept
of culcure has led to a2 many-sided analysis of it and
to the claboration of a number of diverse theories.
Since aberrants and the psychologically disturbed are
often at loggerheads with their cultures, the attitude
toward them and toward their treatment is bound to
be influenced by the view of culture which is
accepted . . . it is obvious that the reactions which
stem from different conceptions of culture may
range all the way from condemnation of the unhappy
individual and confidence in the righteousness of the
culeural dictate, to sharp criticism of the demanding
society and great compassion for the person who has
not been able to come to terms with it. (1947, 14)

Indeed a few sociologists and even anthro-
pologists have already, either imph’citly or ex-
lictly, rejected the concept of culture as so
groa as to be useless in scientific discourse or

world more elusive. One cannot analyze it, for i
companents are infinite. One cannot describe it, for it
is a Protean in shape. An attempt to encompass its
meaning in words 1s like trying to seize the air in
the hand, when one finds that it is everywhicre except

S

too tinged with valuations. The German so-
ciologist, Leopold von Wiese, says “. . . the
word should be avoided entirely in descriptive
sociology . . .” (1939, pp. 593-94). Lundberg
characterizes the concept as “vague” (1939,
p- 179). In the glossary of technical terms in
Chapple and Coon’s Principles of Anthropol-
ogy the word “culture” is conspicuous by its
deliberate absence.® Radcliffe-Brown and cer-
tain British social anthropologists intluenced
by him tend to avoid the word.

We begin in Part I with a semantic history
of the word “culture” and some remarks on
the related concept “civilization.” In Part II
we then list definitions, grouped according to
principal conceprual emphasis, though chis
arrangement tends to have a rough chrono-
logical order as well. Comments follow each
category of definitions, and Part II concludes
with various analytical indices. Part III con-
tains statements about culture longer or more
discursive than definitions. These are classi-
fied, and each class is followed by comment by
ourselves. Part IV consists of our general con-
clusions.

within one's grasp.” (1934, 11§)

* Except that on p. 695 two possible deletions were
overlooked, and on p. §80 the adjective cultural sur-
vived edidng.
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GENERAL HISTORY OF THE WORD CULTURE

1. BRIEF SURVEY

As A preliminary to our review of the
various definitions which have been given
of culture as a basic concept in modern an-
thropology, sociology, and psychology, we
submit some facts on the general semantic
history of the word culture — and its near-
Xnonym civilization —in the period when

ey were gradually acquiring cheir present-
day, technical social-science meaning.

Briefly, the word culture with its modern
technical or anthropological meaning was
established in English by Tylor in 1871,
though it seems not to have penetrated to any
general or “complete” British or American dic-
tonary until more than fifcy years later —a
piece of cultural lag that may help to keep
anthropologists humble in estimating the

*Tonnelat (Civilisation: Le Mot et I'liée, p. 61.
See Addendum, pp. 37-8, of this monograph) says
of the development of the more general sense of
culture in French: “ . . il faudrait distinguer entre
Temploi du xviie siécle et celui du xviiie: au xviie
sidcle, le mot ‘culrure’ — pris dans son scnse abstraic
—aurait toujours été accompagne d'un complément
grammatical désigaant la mariére cultivée: de méme

e I'on disait ‘la culture du blé;” on disait ‘la culeure

lettres, la culrure des sciences.’ Au contraire, des
écrivains du xviii¢ si¢cle, comme Vauveniriucs et
Voltaire, auraient €té les premiers a emiployer le mot
d’une fagon en quelque corte absolue, en lui donnant
le sense de ‘formatien de Tesprit’ Voltaire, par ex-
emple, écrit dans la Henriade, en parlant de Charles

Des premiers ans du roi la funeste culeure

N'avait que trop en lui combattu la nature.”

Febvre (1930, discussion on Tornnelat, p. 74) remarks:
“La notion allemande de Kultur enrichit et compléte
12 notion frangaise de civilisation.” In the same dis-
cussion Saen adds: “Le mot culinre, dans 'acception
de Herder, a passé en France par lintermediaire
d'Edgar Quinet. Cependanc Condorcet a déja propagé
en France des idées analogues a celles de Herder.”
. "The French Academy’s Eighth or 1932 edition of
its Dictionary gives “lapplication qu'on met a per-
fectionner. . . ."%; then: “culture générale, ensemble
de conmaissances. . . ."; and finally: “par extension de
ces deux demier sens, Culture est quelquefois main-
tenant synonyme de Civilisation. Culture gréco-
ladne. . . . Today many of the younger French
anthropologists use the word as freely as do English
and American.

*Tonnelac (Civilisation: Le Mot et Tldée, p. 61.
Sce Addendum to our Part 1) says that Kultur is

tempo of their influence on even che avowedly
literate segment of their society. Tylor, afcer
some hesitation as against “civilization,” bor-
rowed the word culture from German, where
by his time it had become well recognized
with the meaning here under discussion, by a
growth out of che older meaning of cultiva-
don. In French the modern anthropological
meaning of culture ! has not yet been generall
accepred as standard, or is admitted only wit
reluctance, in scientific and scholarly circles,
though the adjective cultural is sometimes so
used.®> Most other Western languages, includ-
ing Spanish, as well as Russian, follow the
usage of German and of American English in
employing culture.® ¢

Jan Huizinga says: *
What do we mean by Culture? The word has
emanated from Germany. It has long since becn
accepted by the Dutch, the Scandinavian and the
Slavonic languages, while in Spain, Italy, and America
it has also achieved full standing. Only in French
and English does it still nicet with a certain resistance
in spite of its currency in some well-defined and tra-
ditional meanings. At least it is not unconditionally
interchangeable with civilization in these two lan-
guzges. This is no accident. Because of the old and
abundant development of their scientific vocabulary,
French and English had far less nced to rely on the
German example for their modem scientific nomencla-
ture than most other European languages, which
throughout the ninetcenth century fed in increasing
degree on the rich table of German phrascology.

“certainement un calque direct du frangais culture.”
Febvre (1930, pp. 38—39) takes a similar view, citng
especially the parallels berween the 1762 definition of
the Academy’s dictionary and that in Adclung’s
(1793 edition). The prescnt authors agree that both
civilization and culture were probably used in French
before they were used in either English or German.
Our main poinc here is that for the generalized con-
ce;l)t——sometimes called the echnographic or anthro-
pological sense, which did not emerge until the nine-
teenth century —the French came to use the word
Civilization, the Germans Cultur and later Kultur,
and thac English usage divided, the British unani-
mously employing Civilization until Tylor, and in part
thereafter to Toynbee, but Americans accepting Cul-
ture withour reluctance.

¢ Huizinga, 1936, pp. 39-40. Huizinga does not pro-
ceed to a systematic definition of his own.
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According to Germin Arciniegas, Paul
Hazard observes that the German word Kulwur
does not occur in 1774 in the first edition of
the German dictionary, but appears only in the
1793 one.’ For some reason, Grimm's Deut-
sches Worterbuch ® does not give the word
cither under “C” or “K” in the volumes that
appeared r&spectively in- 1860 and 1873, al-
though such obvious loan words as Creatur
and cujoniren are included, and although the
word had been in wide use by classic German
authors for nearly a century before. Kant, for
instance, like most of his contemporaries, still
spells the word Cultur, but uses it repeatedly,

ways with the meaning of cultvating or
becoming cultured — which, as we shall see,
was also the older meaning of civilization.

The carlier usages of the word culture in
German are examined in detail below.

The ethnographic and modern scientific
sense of the word culture, which no longer
refers primarily to the process of cultivation
or the degree to which it has been carried,
but to a state or condition, somctimes des-
cribed as extraorganic or superorganic, in
which all human societies share even though
their particular cultures may show very great
qualitative differences — this modern scnse we
have been able to trace back to Klemm in
1843, from whom Tylor appcars to have in-
troduced the meaning into Fnglish.

Gustav E. Klemm, 180: 47, pblished in
1843 the first volume of his Allgericine Crltur-
geschichte der Menschheit, which was com-
pleted in ten volumes in 1852. In 1854 and
1855 he published Allgemcine Culturwissen-
schaft in two volumes. The first of these

¢ Arciniegas, 1947, p. 146. “Le moc ‘Kultur’ — qui,
en allemand, correspond en principe a ‘civilisa-
don’ . .." The 1774 and 1793 dictionaries are pre-
sumably Adeclung’s. He spells Cultur, not Kuﬁur.
His definition is given below.

* Grimm, 1860, contains curios as well as Creatur.
In the lengthy introduction by J. Grimmn chere is
nothing said about dcliberate omission of words of
foreign origin (as indeced all with initial “C” are
foreign). There is some condemnation of former
unnecessary borrowings, bur equal condemnation of
attempts at indiscriminate throwing ouc of the lan-
guage of well-established and useful words of foreign
origin.

An cvaluation of Klemm’s work is given by R. H.
Lowie, 1937, pp. 51-16.

works is a history of Culture, the lacter a
science of it. The first sentence of the 1843
work says that his purpose is to represent the
gradual development of mankind as an entity
— “die allmahliche Entwickelung der Mensch-
heit als eines Individuums.” On page 18 of the
same volume Klemm says that “it was Voltaire
who first put aside dynasties, king lists, and
battles, an(f sought what is essential in history,
namely culture, as it is manifest in customs, in
beliefs, and in forms of government.” Klemm’s
understanding and use of the word “culture”
are examined in decail in § ¢ of Part L.

That Klemm? influenced Tylor is un-
questionable. In his Researches, 1865, at the
end of Chapter I on page 13, Tylor’s refer-
ences include “the invaluable collection of
faces bearing on the history of civilization in
the ‘Allgemeine  Cultur-geschichte  der
Menschheit,” and ‘Allgemeine Culturwissen-
schaft, of the late Dr. Gustav Klemm, of
Dresden.” In his Researches Tylor uses the
word culrure at least twice (on pages 4 and
369) as if trying it out, or feeling his way,
though his usual term still is civilization (pp.
1,2, 3,4 €tc. ... 361).

The tenth volume (1920) of Wundt's
Volkerpsychologie 8 is entitled “Kultur und
Geschichte,” and pages 3-36 are devored to
The Concept of Culture. Wunde gives no
formal definition, but discusses the origin of
the term and the development of the concept.
The word is from colere, whence cultus, as
in cultus deorum and cultus agri, which latter
became also cultura agri. From this there de-
veloped the medizval cultura mentis; ® from
which grew the dual concepts of geistige and

*Not to be confused, of course, with his one-vol-
ume Elemente der Volkerpsychologie, 1912, which on
account of its briefer compass and transladon into
English is often mis-cited for the larger work. This
latter is described in its subtitle as: An Inquiry into
Laws of Development; the shorter work as: Outline
of a Psychological History of the Development of
Mankind. The one-volume work is actually an evolu-
tonistic quasi-history in the frame of four stages—
the ages of primitiveness, totemism, heroes and gods,
and development to humaniry.

® Actually, Cicero (Tusculan Disputations, 2, 5, 13)
wrote “cultura animi philosophia est.” Cultus meant
“care directed to the refinement of life” and was also
used for “style of dress,” “external appearance and
the like.”
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materielle Kultur. Wundt also discusses t‘hc
eighteenth-century  nature-culture  polarity
(Phomme naturel, Naturmensch); and he finds
that the historian and the culture historian
differ in evaluating men’s deeds resPectivelv
according to their power or might and accord-

ing to their intellecrual performance — which
last seems a bit crudely stated for 1920; how-
ever, it is clear that in actually dealing with
cultural phenomena in his ten volumes, Wundt
conceived of culture in the modern way.1®

2. CIVILIZATION

Civilization is an older word than culrure
in both French and English, and for that
matter in German. Thus, Wundt 1! has Latin
civis, citizen, giving rise to civitas, city-state,
and civilitas, citizenship; whence Medizval
civitabilis [in the sense of entitled to citizen-
ship, urbanizable], and Romance language
words based on cilisatio.'? According to
Wundt, Jean Bodin, 153096, first used civiliza-
tion in its modern sense. In English, civiliza-
tion was associated with the notion of the
task of civilizing others. In eighteenth-century
German,’® the word civilization still empha-
sized relation to the state, somewhat as in the
English verb to civilize, viz., to spread political
[sic] * development to other peoples. So far
Wundt.

Grimm’s Worterbuch gives: civilisieren:
erudire, ad humanitatem informare, and cites
Kant (4:304): “Wir sind . . . durch Kunst und
Wissenschaft cultiviert, wir sind civilisiert . . .
zu allerlei gescllschaftlicher  Axtigieit und
Anstindigkeit . . . 7 (Ve become cultivated
through art and science, we become civilized
[by attaining] to a variety of social graces and
refinements {or decencies]).

*In the remainder of the scction on The Con-
cept of Culture, Wundt discusses nationality, human-
ity, and civilization. Here he makes one distinction
which is sometimes implicit as a nuance in the English
as well as the German usage of the words. Cuiture,
Waundr says, tends to isolate or segregate itsclf on
national lines, civilization to spread its content to
other nations; hence cultures which have developed
out of civilizations, which derive from them, remain
dependent on other cultures. Wundt means that, for
nstance, Polish culture which in the main is derivative
from European civilization, thereby is also more
;Peciﬁcally derivative from (“dependent on") the

rench, Italian, and German cultures.

*Wundt, 1910-20, vol. 10, ch. 1, § 1.

*To which Huizinga, 1945, p. 20, adds that the
French verb civiliscr preceded the noun civilisation
—that is, 2 word for the act of becoming civilized
preceded one for the condition of being civilized.

If Kant stuck by this distinction, his culti-
vated refers to intrinsic improvement of the
person, his civilized to improvements of social
mterrelations (interpersonal relations). He is
perhaps here remaining close to the original
sense of French civiliser with its emphasis on
pleasant manners (cf. poli, politesse) and the
English core of meaning which made Samuel
Johnson prefer “civility” to civilization.

The French verb civiliser was in use by
1694, according to Havelock Ellis,'® with the
sense of polishing manners, rendering sociable,
or becoming urbane as a result of city tife.

According to Arciniegas, the Encyclopédie
Frangaise says: “Civiliser une nation, c’est la
faire passer de I'état primitif, naturel, 3 un état
plus evolué de culture 18 morale, intellectuelle,
sociale . . . [car] le mot civiliser s'opposc 3
barbaric.” 17 As to the noun civilisation,
Arciniegas says that the dictionary of the
French Academy first admitted it in the 1835
edition. C. Funck-Brentano makes the date
1838 for French “dictionarics,” but adds chat
there is one pre-ninctecnth—ccntury usc known,
Turgot’s: “Au commencement de la civilisa-
tion.” 18

® However, we find that the 1733 Universal-Lexi-
con aller Wissenschaften und Kunste, Halle und
Leipzig, has no articles on either civilization or cul-
ture.

1 Governmental control as 2 means to Christianiry,
morality, trade?

*Ellis, 1923, p. 288.

*In the sense of cultivation, cultivating.

" Arcinicgas, 1947, pp- 145-45. He docs not state
under what head this quotation is to be found, and
we have not found it —sce next paragraph.

* Funck-Brentano, 1947, p. 64. Both Arcinicgas and
Funck-Brentano arc in error as to the date —it was
the 1798 edition; Turgot did not use the word; and
there was not only one instance bur many of pre-
nincteenth century French usage of civilisation.
The history of the French word has been most
exhaustively reviewed by Lucicn Febvre in his essay
“Civilisation: Evolution d'un Mot et d'un Groupe
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We find in the Encyclopédie '® only a juristic
meaning for Civiliser, namely to change a
criminal legal action into a civil one. The fol-
lowing article is on CIVILITE, POLITESSE, AFFA-
BiLrre.  Incidentally, culture appears as a
heading only in CULTURE DES TERRES, 20 pages
long. In che French of the nineteenth century,
civilisation is ordinarily used where German
would use Kultur. One can point to a few
examples of the use of culture like Lavisse’s:
“leur culture était toute livresque etscolaire;” =¢
but it is evident that the meaning here is educa-
tion, German Bildung, not culture in the an-
thropological sense.

e English language lagged a bit behind
French. In 1773, Samuel Johnson still ex-
cluded ciuvilization from his dictionary. Bos-
well had urged its inclusion, but Johnson
preferred civility. Boswell 2! notes for Mon-
day, March 23, 1772:

I found him busy, preparing a fourth edition of
his folio Dictionary. He would not admit “civiliza-
tion,” but only “civility.,” With great deference to
him, I chought “civilization™ from “to civilize,” better
in the sense opposed to “barbarity,” than “civility.”

This seems indicative of where the center of
ravity of meaning of the word then lay.
%ohn Ash, in his 1775 dictionary, defines
civilization as “the state of being . vilized, the
act of civilizing.” Buckle’s use of the noun
in the title of his History of Civilization in
England, 1857, might still be somewhat am-

d'Idées,” forming pages 155 of the volume Civilisa-
tion: Le Mot et Ildée, 1930, which constitutes the
Deuxi¢me Fascicule of the Premiére Semaine of
Centre International de Synthise, and which presents
the best-documented discussion we have seen. We
summarize this in an Addendum to the present Part
1. On pages 3-7 Febvre concludes that Turgot himsclf
did not use the word, that it was introduced into the

ublished text by Turgot’s pupil, Dupont de Nemours.

he first publication of the word civilisation in
French, according to Febvre, was in Amsterdam in
1766 in a volume entitled L’ Antiquité Dévoilée par ses
Usages. Febvre also establishes by a number of cira-
dons that by 1798 the word was fairly well established
in French scholarly Literature. Finally (pp. 8-9), he
makes a case for the view that the English word was

biguous in implication, but Lubbock’s (Ave-
bury’s) The Origin of Civilization, 1870,
which dealt with savages and not wich refine-
ment, means approximately what a modern
anthropologist would mean by the phrase.22
Neither of these titles is referred to by the
Oxford Dictionary, though phrases from both
Buckle and Lubbock are cited — with context
of Egypt and ants! It must be remembered
that Tylor's Researches into the Early History
and Development of Mankind was five vears
old when Lubbock published. The Oxford
Dictionary’s own cﬂ}:)rt—in 1933! — comes
to no more than this: “A developed or ad-
vanced state of humin society; a particular
stage or type of this.”

Huizinga *3 gives a learned and illuminating
discussion of the Dutch term, beschaving,
literally shaving or polishing, and of its rela-
tions to civilization and culture. Beschaving
came up in the late eighteenth century with
the sense of cultivation, came to denote also
the condition of being cultivated, blocked the
spread of civilisatie by acquiring the sense of
culture, but in the twentieth century was in-
creasingly displaccd by culiuur,

Huizinga also points out that Dante, in an
canly work, “Il Convivio,” introduced into
Italian civiltd from the Latin civilitas, adding
a new connotation to the Latin original which
made it, in Huizinga’s opinion, a “specific and
clear” term for the concepe of culture.

borrowed from the French.

We had available the 1780-8: edition published
in Lausanne and Beme. Ciwiliser is in vol. 8. Accord-
ing to Berr’s discussion on Febvre, 1930 (as just cited in
full in our note 18), p. 59, the participle from this verb
is used already by Descartes (Discourse on Method,

- Part II).

® Lavisse, 1goo-11, vol. VIL, I, p. 30, cited by
Huizinga, 1945, p. 24. The reference is to the seven-
teenth-century “noblesse de robe.”

® Quoted in Huizinga, 1945, Y z21; also in New
English (Oxford) Dicuonary, vol. 2, 1893, “Civiliza-
don,” under “1772 — Boswell, Johnson, XXV.”

®For instance, Goldenweiser, Early Civilization,
1922.

® Huizinga, 1945, pp. 18-33. Dante’s Ciuviltd, p. 22.
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3. RELATION OF CIVILIZATION AND CULTURE

The usage of “culture” and “civilization”
in various languages has been confusing.*
Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary defines both
“culture” and “civilization” in terms of the
other. “Culture” is said to be a particular state
or stage of advancement in civilization.
“Civilization” is called an advancement or a
state of social culture. In both popular and
literary English the tendency has been to treat
them as near synonyms,?® though “civiliza-
tion” has somerimes been restricted to “ad-
vanced” or “high” cultures. On the wholc,
this tendency is also reflected in the literature
of social science. Goldenweiser's 1922 intro-
duction to anthropology is called Early Civil-
ization and all index references to “culture”
are subsumed under “civilization.” Some

writers repeatedly use the locutions *“culture,
or civilization,” “civilization, or culture.”
Sumner and Keller follow this practice, but in
at least one place make it plain that there is
still a shade of difference in their conception:

The adjustments of society which we call civiliza-
tdon form a much more complex aggregation than
does the culture that went before . . . (1927, 218¢)

Occasional writers incline to regard civiliza-
tion as the culture of societies characterized by
cities — that is, they attempt or imply an
operational definition based upon etymology.
Sometimes there 1s a tendency to use the term
civilization chiefly for lterate cultures:
Chinese civilization but Eskimo culture — yet
without rigor or insistence of demarcation.

4. THE DISTINCTION OF CIVILIZATION FROM CULTURE
IN AMERICAN SOCIOLOGY

Certain sociologists have attempted a sharp
opposition between the two terms. These
seem to have derived from German thought.
Lester Ward writes:

We have not in the English language the same dis-
tincton between civilization and culture that exists
in the German language. Certain cthnologists affect
to make this distinction, but they are not understood
by the public. Th: Geriuan expressona K farge-
schichte is nearly equivalent to the English expression
history of civilization. Yet they are not synonymous,
since the German term is confined to the material
conditions [sic!], while the English expression may
and usually dues include psychic, moral, and spiritual
phenomena. To translate the German Kultur we arc
obliged to say material civifization [sic!]. Culture in
English has come to mean something enriscly different,
corresponding to the humanities [sic]l. But Kultur also
relates to the arts of savages and barbaric peoples,
which are not included in any use of civilization
since that term in itself denotes a stage of advance-
ment higher than savagery or barbarism. These
stages are even popularly known as stages of culture,
where the word culture becomes clearly synonymous
with the German Kultur.

To repeat again the definition that I formulated
twenty years ago: wnaterial civilization consists in the

* For a thoughtful discussion, sce Dennes, 1942.
®This statement, of course, does not apply to
one popular usage, namely that which identifies

utilization of the materials and forces of nature.
(1903, 18)

In a book published two years later, Albion
Small expresses himself along not dissimilar
lines:

\What, then, is “culture” (Kultur) in the Gernman
sense? To be sure, the Germans thanselves are not
wholly consistent in theic uie of the term, but it has
a technical sense which it is necessary to define. In
the first place, “culture” is a condition or achievement
posscssed by society. It is not individual. Our
phrase “a cultured person” does not employ the
term in the German scnse. For thar, German usage
has another word, gebildez, and the peculiar possession
of the gebildeter Mann is not “culture,” but Bildung.
If we should accept the German tern “culture” in its
technical sense, we should have no better equivalent
for Bildung, etc., than “education” and *“educated,”
which convey too much of the association of school
discipline to render the German conception in its
entire scope. At all events, whatever names we adopt,
there is such social possession, different from the
individual  state, which consists of adaptation in
thought and action to the condidons of life.

Again, the Germans distinguish between “culture”
and “civilization.” Thus “civilizadon is the ennobling,

“culture” with “refinement,” “sophistication,” “learn-
ing” in some individuals as opposed to others.




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































