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Probably, this examination is 
not written in an orthodox way. 

However, I have felt free to 
do so since no limits of style, 
proportion, sequence or length 
were apparently set for the task. 
Also, we were encouraged to ex­
press our personal interpreta­
tions of the readings and to 
present our reactions to the 
lectures. 

May, therefore, my 1
1deviance 11 be 

excused as "normal." 

If it is not ••• may the Ten 
Grandmothers protect me. 

L.R.B.
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"COMPARE THE AUTHOR 1 S POINT OF VIEW OF THE "PATHOLOGY 
OF NORMALCY" AND 1

1MAN 1 S NEEDs•• WITH BENEDICT 1 S FRAME­
WORK OF REFERENCE. HOW WOULD A STATlSTICAL MODEL 
DIFFER FROM THOSE OF FROMM ANO BENEDICT. WHICH DO 
YOU PREFER? WHY?" 

Man 1 s quest for lights about his.nature and.ábout the 
meaning of his life is probably as old as man himself. 
For centuries, it has been the task - if not the privilege -
of thelogians and philosophers to try to formulate answers 
to man 1 s doubts about himself, his origin and his destiny. 
It has been on¡y in the relatively near past that part of 
that inquiry was shifted to less metaphysically inclined 
students of humanity such as insightful novelists, poets 
and playwrites. And it is even more recent - less than 
a hundred years - that sorne aspects of the search have 
been plaaed in the more systematic hands of social scien­
tists, the new detectives of the human condition. 

It is within that general framework that I view the 
models of appraisal of normal human life presented to us 
in class. And it is because of that connection - I feel -
that those models have occupied a central position in the 
course. 0n the basis of such assumption, I shall give 
preferential attention to this question over the other two 
of the test. 

SWI1'1MERS AGAINST THE STREAM 

The world in which Dr. Ruth Benedict undertakes her 
illuminating enterprise is certainly no longer a world 
where most men adore zoomorphic idols and not even one 
where power is inherited through divine revelation. 
Mqgics is almost totally dead and religion, its derivate, 
has become second to science. Darwin has long done away 
with Adam and Eve. Marxism is spreading. The disciples 
of Freud are successfully advancing the psychological 
vivisection of man while early behaviorism is questioning 
the Pavlovian postulates. Democracy has survived two 
world wars. Technology has changed the face of the earth: 
the best fruits of the distant Industrial Revolution and 
of the Enlightenment are only now being collected. Com­
munication improvements are shrinking the world. Rational­
ity is -supposedly the winner. 

Nevertheless - Dr. Benedict denounces - it is still 
an inhumane world. There are yet many people who claim 
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a natural superiority over other people. The white Western 
societies are seen as "civilized" and "normal" while the 
norÍ-white are deemed "savage" and "abnormal 11

• And it can­
not.be helped since it is determined - now science is the 
legitimizer - by biology. In the process of evolution, 
the individual raises frorn abnorrnalcy to norrnalcy, from 
animal-like prirnitiveness to truly human conduct. Because 
o� genetic deterrninants, therefore, sorne societies are
bound to be superior to other societies. The human races 
is, thus, divided between !!§.: the civilized-faithful-and 
right ones, and they: the primitive-pagane-and wrong ones. 
t:onsequently, whatever "we" do is normal and whatever 
11they" do is abnorrnal. "Our" culture is unique. 

A Humanized lmage of Culture 

lt is against such set of beliefs that Dr. Benedict 
declares war. She - wholeheartedly and documentedly -
rejects the notion that culture could be biologically de­
terrnined. While it is not denied that man is influenced 
by physiological factors, non-physical environrnental fac­
tors are certainly predominant in shaping the individual 1 s 
behavior. And they are not genetically transmisible. 
This sets in collapse the concepts of racial superiority 
and cultural uniqueness. Consequently, it exposes the 
haughtiness and the weakness in identifying an assumed 
superiority with norrnalcy. 

Culture is learned, not inherited. There is no such 
a thing as cultural evolution. Cultures can never be rank­
ed. Every society - regardless.of time and space consider­
ations and whatever its level of development - has in it­
self both normal and abnorrnal behaviors. Deviance is not 
the sin of "inferiors. 11 Normalcy is not the attribute of 
"superiors." 

Looking across the boundaries among societies we can 
attempt to understand how does culture accept different 
human values. For it 1 s the value systern of each society 
what determines which behaviors are to regarded as normal 
and which as abnormal. 

To support her hurnanistic contentions, Dr. Benedict 
departs from the notion that every society chooses, of 
necessity, to pay allegiance to a given set of ultirnate 
and absolute values that cover the behavior of man. 
That is, e,c,ch society selects from the "are of culture" 
sorne values that are to be enforced ·to orient the behavior 
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of its members. When obedience to the chosen norms is the 
case, the behavior is considered normal. When the indi­
viduals do not conform with the norms, they are regarded 
as abnormal. This is so in any and in all cultures. 

It is, therefore, clear that the main determinant 
of normalcy is, rather, the value system of each society. 
The index of its realization is the presence or the ab­
sence of deviance. This disorientation is not only that 
of isolated cases of psycophatic behavior. It is also 
the more generalized though sometimes less.r manifested--de­
viance of resistance to compliance. It is the departure 
from the socially established patterns of culture. "In 
all studies of social custom - says Dr. Benedict - the 
crux of the matter is that the behavior under considera­
tion must pass through the needle 1 s eye of social accept­
ance and rejections." Thus, we can conclude, whatever a 
given culture defines as "good" ll good for its members 
and is, therefore, normal. What is normal, then, is !:,tl­
ative to each culture. 

The Least and the Most: a Duel 

Wpat leads sorne individual to deviate from the values 
of their society7 Essentially, according to the author, 
this is a question of lack of congruency between the con­
genial responses of the person and the culture-approved 
behaviors of his society. Sorne of his "natural" behaviors 
do not coincide with those values; thus, when perfonned, 
they are either not reinforced or punished. In the words 
of Dr. Benedict: "Just as those are favored whose congen­
ial responses are closest to that behavior which charac­
terizes their society, so those are disoriented whose 
congenial responses fall in the are of behavior which is 
not capitalized by their culture." Stressing the impor­
tance of consensual validation, Dr. Benedict adds: 
"These abnormals are those who are not supported by the 
institutions of their civiliza tion." To underline that 
the majority of members of each society does adjust to the 
values of it, Dr. Benedict further points out: "They 
(the deviants) are the exceptions who have not easily 
taken the traditional forms of their culture." 

Frorn the above statements, we can conclude that: 

l. Abnormalcy is a function of conflict between
personality and culture.

2. Norrnalcy is a function of adjustrnent of
individual to society.
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'lbe Need for Tolerance 

Wh�t should a society do with its devi�nts? Dr. 
Benedict explains that sorne societies tolerate them better 
than others. Also sorne types of devia1tions:.·are. less: dis­
couraged than other. ln general, however, those who swirn 
agai·nst the strearn are most likely to be punished for it, 
at least by being forced to live unrewarded and in semi­
isolation frorn the others. She clearly condemns the pro­
cedure and favors an increased tolerance. She suggests 
that tolerance be supplernented by educating the deviants 
to better stand the price of being different. She believes 
that it is possible to widen the scope of the are of each 
society to make room for the abnormals, to find for them 
activities that fit with their personality and yet do not 
conspire against the society. Worried by the lack of 
tolerance that so far Western cultures have shown, she 
advocates for a substantial increase of the levels of 
that permisiveness,as a device to attain, one would think, 

11total 11 social health through special forms of comprornise 
between the disoriented personality and the patterns of 
his culture. 

A Word About Method 

lt is self-evident, from the book, that Dr. Benedicts 
operates within the realrn of the Gestalt philosophy. Her 
approach to the study of culture is erninently configur­
ationist. 

Typicall�enough for the modern anthropologists, 
Dr. Benedict advocates for the study of the living cultures 
insteád of the dead ones and subsa:ri.bes to the technique 
of participant observation. 

She�clearly disrnisses as inadequate the studies of 
-culture by equating particular local arrangernents with
the generic prirnitive.

Since the particular values of each culture will de­
termine particular conceptions•df norma ley, each culture 
should be studied to find those patterns that characterize 
it and to see·. how rnuch they are followed or rejected by 
its members. 

Though she certainly does not propose a single world 
culture, she seems to believe that cornparative cross­
cultural studies rnay, in the long run, yield a common core 
of variables - no matter how small - approaching univer­
sality out of being revealingly·sirriilar thoi..tgh never equal 
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BEWARE: THE srREAM ITSELF IS POISONED 

Bef ore the libera·l humanists as Benedict had been 
able to complete the deterioration of the postulates of 
normalcy as a function of biological superiority, a so­
cialist humanist, Ertch Fr mm, settles to discredit the 
propositions of socio!ógi�al relativism. He aims at re­
placing them by a conceptualization that starts from the 
same general assumptions used by the relativists but ends 
up not only in a different position but in a totally opo­
site one: the biosocial or constitutional model of nor­
mal human life. 

Who is the Sick one? 

Fromm starts by frontally questioning the now widely 
spread notion that pathology can be defined just in terms 
of the inability of the individuals to adjust to the 
values of their society. He does so, as it were, by say­
ing: How can we believe that any behavior performed by 
the majority of a population is necessarily a normal be­
havior?_ Cán shéer ·quantity be equated with quality? 
True the individual is nlastic to his environment but has 
his mind no quality of its own so that his culture can 
print on it anything without ever inviting conflict? 
Exactly, what are the so called deviants not adjusting 
to? Do we have any evidence that the values and norms 
of our society are intrinsically sane? Or coul� it 
be rather that virtually none of us is sane, that the 
whole society is sick? 

Society: a Crystalizer, Not a Generator 

Though Dr. Benedict herself does not appear to at­
tribute almighty powers to society over the individual, 
Dr. Fromm seerns to identify the relativistic model with 
sorne such a position. He s�ys: 

"The point of view taken here is neither a 
11biological" nor a "sociological" one if that 
would mean separating these two aspects from 
each other. lt is rather one trascending such 
dichotomy by the assumption that the main passions 
and drives in man result from the total exis­
tence of man, that they are defihite and as­
certainable, sorne of them conducive to health 
and happiness, others to sickness and unhappi­
ness. Any given order does not create these 
fundamental strivings but it determines which 
of the lirnited numbef of potential passions 
are to bec,:)me manifest or dominant. 11 
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A Universal Criterion of Mental Health 
·" 
' . 

Fromm further presents normative humanism as sup-
ported '"by the assumption that .- as in any other problem -
there are right and wréng solutions to the problem of 
human existence. 

Mental health, as he sees it, is not a question of 
individual· adjustment to a given social arrangement. lt 
is rather a universal_criterion, equally applicable to 
all human beings, based on their giving a satisfactory 
answer to the problem of their existence. 

Man can achieve mental health if he develops into 
complete maturity according to the specifications and 
laws of human nature. This development does not occur by 
the individual striving to fit with his social environment 
It, on the contrary, implies that it is society which has 
to adjust to the real needs of man, to foster or to stimu­
late mental health. Stressing the capital role of social 
structure in the development of mental health, Fromm 
says: 

"A healthy society furthers man 1 s capacity to 
love his fellowmen, to work creatively, to 
develop his reason and objectivity, to have a 
sense of self which is based on the experience 
of his own productive powers. An unhealthy so­
ciety is one which creates mutual hostility, 
distrust, which transforms man into an instru­
;nent of use a.nd exploitation for others, which 
deprives him of a sense of self, except inas­
much as he submits to others or becomes an 
automaton. '' 

From Humangids to Exhumans 
. �. . . - _-, 'J_ !.,,, • ; 

Any society, he proposes, can do both: to promete 
sanity and to lead to illness. Toe question is how much 
of each it chooses to foster. His conviction is that pre­
sent day society has, so far, preferred the road of insan­
ity. In fact, an objective historical revision of rnan•s 
evolution shows how is it that we have come to live today 
an era of wide-spread collective insanity. Practically, every­
one isr·mentally ill. And this is due not to any lack of 
individual fitting with the social environment but to the 
fact that it is society - in and of itself and as a 
�ole - what has grown psychologically unhealthy. The 
structure has become disfunctional for man to satisfy his 
fundamental needs and�meet his higher i&oals o Thus, it is
not a question of whether individuals s¡irn against or along 
the stream. It is that the entire stream has been polluted 
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y the individu3ls themselves. 

The kind of world that modern man has managed to 
uild has thrown him into a generalized abnormality char­

acterized by'alienatiop and inclined toward dehumanization. 
In the midst of its �hest period of material develop-
m nt the human being has regressed to be a sad, .lost,' 

C l h · 'h1t 

miser�ble creature. u ture 3S turned against, creator. 

In the materialistic culture of our day, Dr. Fromm 
feels, m4n has become a part of the machines of his indus­
trialized existence; he is not the master of it. His cen­
tral goal is "success," that is to sell himself as3profit­
ablyas· ossible. He equates happiness with consumption 
of materia� goods. He has no self-identity other than 
being submissive to the crowd. Alienated from himself, 
anxious and confus1ed, he cares for no high values and 
worships only the salable products of his hands. UHe 
is - Fromm denounces - incapable to love and to use his 
reason, in fact incapable to appreciate life and thus ready 
and even willing to destroy everything." 

Paradoxically, where men have attained the highest 
levels of power organization, intellectual and scientific 

advancernent and material progress, abnormalcy is higher, 
more critical, more diffused. than in less developed soci­
eties� The high incidence of suicide and alcoholism in 
modern Europe and in the United States can be taken as an 
indicator of this situation. 

A Refuge for Madness: Plurality 

At a first glance, Frorñm 1 s central contention, that 
of thé univeBsality of abnormalcy, seems unbelievable. 
He explains it by stating that what actually seems to be 
happening is that many pathological behaviors do not show 
the label of such because they are disguised as normal be­
haviors. That is, through the spreading of ill behaviors 
to the point that most people share them, the abnormal 
acquires the credentials of the normal. Since everybody 
does it - seerns to go the thinking - it cannot be wrong. 
l could not be insane since most of the others behave
pretty much asil do. In fact, sorne of those abnormal modes 
of behavior are even elevated to the rank of virtues, thus 
serving as rnodels for collective imitation. The prívate 
tare becomes, then, a plausible public commodity. Who 
coul� now easily recognize it as an instance of abnorrnal, 
undesirable, conduct1 
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Ibe Vote is
5

for the Robot 

-N i..�er Capi ta lisrn nor _Com.rnunisrn, be lieves Fromm, _
ha)iré be n· ble to cre?te a sane society. Though they are 
different and antago�\c in rnany respects they have, so 
far, pnóved convergent in being �capable of fulfilling 
the ideal of a healthy equilibriurn between individual 
needs .and social dernands. Under divergent ideologies and 
through-.different procedures, "· •• both systerns are devélop­
ing into rnanagerial societies; their inhabitants well-
fed, well-clad, having their wishes satisfied and not hav­
ing wishes which cannot be satisfied; autornat0ns-�who fol­
low without force, who are guided without leaders, who 
make machines who act like men and produce rnen who act 
tike machines; rnen, whose reason deteriorates while their 
intel.igence rises, thus creating the dangerous situation 
of eq �pping man with the greatest material power without 
the wisdom to use it ••• This alienation and automatization 
lead& fo an ever-increasing insanity. Life has no mean­
ing, ��ere is no joy, no faith, no reality. Everybody is 
"happy" - except that he does not feel, does not reason, 
does no·t loveo" 

Away r�prn Freud and_;_ialto the Marrow o.f Human Needs 

lf man is ever going to be able to construct a sane 
society, if we are going to avoid nuclear catastrophe and 
escape ro.botism, this will be based on society meeting the 
truly human needs, clairns Dr. Fromm. 

Fromm not only réspects the essence of Freud 1 s think­
ing ·b.ut even calls him to support his contention that a 
who e.society can be mentally ill. However, he departs 
radi .ally,from Foeudian thinking when it comes to defining 
the coneept of human needs. Postu\ating a humanistic psy­
choanalysis, Fro'llffi denies sex and � derivations the cate­
gory of a central force in back of human passions and wants. 
Therefore, the frustration of man 1 s desires - he completes 
his ·,argument - is not the cause of mental disturbance. 

11 The most powe:iful forces motivating man•s behavior 
stem from the condition of his existence, the "human sit­
uation. 11 "Man" - he adds - 1cannot li ve sta ti�a-lly,- because 
his inner contradictions drive him to seek for an equili­
brium·, for a new harmony instead of the lost animal harmony 
with h ture. After he has satisfied his animal needs, he 
is <iriven by his human needs. 11 

Once having Stresséd t:hat "inst:inctive demands 11 ·o.r "animal 
r'l:eeds" are in the realm of biology whereas "human needs 11
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- re in the domain of culture, Frornm says: "All passions 
arid strivings of man are attempts to find an answer to 
½lis existence or, as wé may also say, they are an att�mpt 

avoid tnsanity." "lndeed - he further states - the 
tremendous energy in the forces:¡roducing mental illness, 
a·s well as those behind art and religion, could n_ever be 
understood as an outcome of frustrated or sublimated phy­
ri.ological needs; they are attempts to solve the problern 
of being born human." 

1s there a Way out? 

lf Benedict proclaims herself an optimist about 
the destiny of the human race, Frornm - in spite of the 
tragic and dramatic overtones of his denunciation -
cannot· be regarded either as fatalist. He warns us that 
we hHve come to a point where "the next step may be the 
last step." But, nevertheless, in the end, he thinks 
man can still ·achieve existential salvation and construct 
an earth�y pa.radi.se. 

How will man do that? 

By reshaping his society so that it satisfies the 
htnnan needs for: relatedness, tr.{scendence, rootedness, 
a sense of identity, and a frame of orientation and de­
votion. 

And h w can man accomplish such featg 

Essentially, through love. Mature love; not regres­
sive. Creative love; not destructive. "Any regression to­
day - Fromm stresses - into artificial rootedness in state 
or race is a sign of mental illness, .• )1; • .

The Frornm Mode of Analysis 

According to Dr. Useem, Fromm perceives evolution 
within a historical framework. Different cultures pro­
duce different personalities. Sorne societies generate 
fully-developed men while other societies generate only 
partially developed men. lndividuals are as primitive 
or as civilized as their respective social environments. 
The causes in back of either alternative are apparently 
not of concern for Fromm. Yet primitiveness is not a re­
gional characteristic. Also, sometimes, what appears to 
be a highly evolved society can actually be a very ele­
rnentary one. 

Fromm 9 proceeds Dr. Useem, does?no� turn to several 
societies for data. His constructs are not based on empir­
ical evidence. That is both unavailable and irrelevant. 
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T understand the nature of human nature we must look -
vertically through time - over the course of all human 
hist ry; we JllUSt study the evolution of human life. lt 
i• the universal structure of human life what is to be de­
fined• For human life is a measure of any particular cul­
ture and we can use that indicator to evaluate each and 
every society. Knowing that structure, we will be able 

identify the functionso� human life. And, finally, 
Ú' .it all, we should be abie to formulate the sociolo-

ical laws that regulate our existence. In attempting 
to do so, articular data may preve only ancilary and, 
r ardless óf:_it�L·procedence, we may be helped by review­
ing outstanding int lectual approaches to the problem 
coming from sorne insightful thinkers �nd analys�s from 
diverse cultures and different epoc�. 

"Man - not his social system - is the determinant of 
�ulture; the individual is the universal indicator, cul­
ture is his dependent variable," stressed Dr. Useem in 
closing his description of Fromm•s.methodology. 

SAY IT wlTH.,.FlGURES 

1 will end this exploration of the models of apprai­
sal of normal human behavior by briefly describing a model 
which is- not concerned with qualitative considerations: 
the statistical, probabilistic or behavioral model. 

Man's behaviors show patterning: they occur with 
certaín regularities. The frequencies of them can be mea­
s�ed numerically. In every society certain beh�viors 
(attached to given values) are more frequently performed 
than others. Human qualities and temperaments are dis­
tributed in all societies. We can enumerate the patterns 
of behavior in any society and see how they distribute 
around the normal curve2 which is a value system.

e 

The normal curve, or normal probability distribution, 
is based on the Central Limit Theorem which states that, 
under rather general conditions, sums artd-:means-of ·sarñpl.es 
of random measurements drawn from a population tend to 
possess - approximately - a bell-shaped distribution in 
repeated sampling. That is, .there will be a predominant 
concentration around the mean of the frequency distribu­
tion (central tendency) but there will be sorne seores run­
ning away from that mean �eviation). 

Normal behavior, then, is that which conforms to the 
centtral tendency of the curve drawn for any particular 
aggregate. 

o 
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Abnorrnal behavior is that which falls in the extrem

portions of the curve, on both sides -of the mean. The ne­
a ti ve end represents.deviation of the order of non-con­

formity and the positive end repr�sents deviation of the
order of super-conformity.

Toe particular measure of normalcy will, again, 
vary frorn one population (culture or society) to another 

ince it is dependent upon value-selection. 

This statistical model operates under the assumption 
that there are significant ways of plotting the society, 

f making an array of cultural and social factors and traits. 

. lts major asset is that it has a very high degree of 
methodological security. Being objectively-based and quan­
titative in nature, it secures high standards for the reli­
ability factor. lt has instrumental precision and permits 
sharp analysis. 

Also, s�nce it is related to what the rnasses take 
for normal, it is quite congruent with the contemporary 
mass cultures, especially those of the United $tates of 
Nor-th America. 

THE "ABNORMALCIES" OF THE NORMALCY MODELS 

In describing the three models studied, I have dis­
played only their characteristic virtues as derived from 
my interpretations of the readings an 1-the·' leetures. 

Now in order to approach completeness in the com­
parisons between them, l must also present sorne unfavorable 
or negative aspects of the models. Since my knowledge is 
too limited for attempting a truly critical excereise, l 
will present here, rather, sorne of my personal doubts in 
relation to a few aspects of the models. 

Why Normalcy? 

All three models are buiJt around th� concept of 
nonnalcy. Though l certainly�ot presume �f havf!:n - basis 
to question the wisdom of the preference, I fail to per­
ceive the rationale for it. 1s .tt aberrant behavior the 
only - or, at least, the best - criterion by which the es­
sence of human nature ca. be evaluated? Supposing that all 
members of all societies�woatd come to behave normally, 
would it necessarily mean that we will find out then the 
final and solving answers for the key questions of our 
existence? 

s 

• 

• 
• 
•• 

• 

.. 
• 
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Are They Truly Scientific?

All three models are supposed to be based on the 
acientific method.�

1 have no difficulty in understanding it so in the 
case of the statistical model; by definition, probabil-
�ty - the coo\ bu� e�f�cie�t daughte7 �f frequ�ncy - . ª
been presented to ns by ·sc-ien-ce ahd 1:s r •one .of th� godess�s 
of our t:ime. 

1 start e,xperiencing sorne difficulty to do an equi­
valent connec;:-tion in the case of the relativistic model; 
the relativi:sts· are certainly in favor of a systematic 
appro.ach toward personality and culture; they profess them­
selves pro-..:0bj�ctive; yet their very favorite technique 
Qf inquiry - participant observation - is loaded wit!}_dan­
g�r of high subjectivity; I do not see.L-how t:an ~anthro­
pologists achieve dettachment from their own values to 
study a society, how can they stop being themselves while 
they perform as observers; and, if they cannot, just how 
truly scientific can they really get to be in their studies? 

Wh.en I arrive to Fromm, l am amazed by his intellec­
tual power but shocked by my inability to recognize the 
strictly scientific features of his work. As I understand 
it, a scientific theory should, preferably, depart from 
sorne empirical evidence and must, necessarily, lead to 
some empii::ical verification of its postulates. If it does 
not, how can it expect to arrive at the formulation of 
general aws and higher-order principles<O�universal ap­
plication 'l It is also my understanding, at theoretical 
models must have concrete heuristic virtues, must be able 
to generate specific research. Has it done so in th�s 
case? 

l feel Fromm meets partially the requirements of
dep rting from empirical ground: he uses Freud, statis­
tics about suicide and alchoholism, hystorical ínter re­
tations of evolution, and psych."l:B.n_ lysis. 11 these to 
support his diagnosis of the situation. But, e.specially 
when it comes to proposing solutions for it, is he truly 
scientific or does he, rather, stay within the free area 
of value judgements and simply dismisses the merits and 
the feasibility of empirical verification? lf the latter, 
no rnatter how respectable his·learned assumptions, we may 
have to take them more as articles of faith than as pro­
ducts of science. Furthermore, we may never find then

an answer for the doubts that sorne of his propositions 
have aroused in sorne of us. For instance: Why should 
there always be "right" and "wrong tt in the study of human

existence? Which are· the grounds for such sort of ethical 
determinism? Another instance: How come ''certain passions 
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are necessarily conducive to health and happiness and other
passions are conducive to illness and unhappiness?" Does
not love result sometimes in unhappiness? Could: not fail­
ur� or envy lead to mental health once on a while?

Are They Universal? 

Another problem yet complicates my assimilation of 
the two speculative ·or non-quantitative models. They are 
not supposed to be either final or inflexible. Neverthe­
less, they are postuaated in a rather categorical and 
so etimes vehement fashion, as if they were all-enhancing 
and sure-fire theories of univers·al applicability, regard­
less of time and space considerations. But is it actually 
true, for instance, that the whole U.S. society is aliena­
ted? Are the Chicago blue-collar workers as:,mentally ill 
as the Texas cattlemen? Is life equally absurP�-- to the 
Washington bureaucrat,s: as to the Florida adolescents? 
Is it not,. on the contrary, known that it is very diffi­
cult to apply the normative model to the Plain s Indians 
and to other sectors of the U.S. population? Is there 
not enough evidence that Dr. Benedict•s scheme can hardly 
apply to the large, heterogenous, interdependent and stratti­
fied industrial societies of this time? 

Is Their Language Proper? 

Finally, more in the case of Fromm than in the case 
of Benedict, I feel, at times, troubled by the tone of 
some statements, by the linguistic treatment of certain 
assertions. They seem to me perhaps more emphatic than 
cautioussan may be exceedingly free in their handling of 
generalizations. I get both puzzled and scared by them 
since I have been conditioned not to expect such language 
in scientific literature. I thought that only non-scien­
tific people as journalists, fiction-writers and politi­
cians could afford to in Ulge in such liberties. 

1s it a Theory? 

As for the statistical model, in addition to feeling 
total ly una·b le to di sect i t, I can on ly say tha t I percei ve 
it more as an excellent tool to submit to test specific­
hypothesis extractabl� from the other two models. Fromm•s 
and Benedict•s are r h intellectual constructions, full 
of implications and derivations. In contrast, I fail to 
see what is, in detail, the theoretical background of 
the scanty and cold probabilistic model. I shall, there-

• 
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f re, let it rest in peace. 

IRREVERENT PORTRAITS 

In crying to absorb and condense the ideas of Fromrn 
and Benedict, I have - somehow inevitably - formed sorne 
rough pictures of their personalities. I include them 
here because they may help me ro,md up my commentary of 
their models. In one of these snapshots they pose toget� 
her. The other two are individual images. 

The Faulty Therapeuts 

I perceive Fromrn and Benedict as wonderful humanists 
and as superb analysts of man and society. Benedict de­
fends touchingly the rights of dissenters 11for a place under 
the sun." Fromm cries loud over our failure to actually 
behaye as humans. Both display, together with their pas­
sionate love for the dignity of the human being, a solid 
erudition and a prodigious · analytical capacity to describe 
the problems they attack. Till here, my picture of them 
shows glowing colors. From then on, I'm afraid, it sort 
of washes out a bit ••• 

It strikes me negatively-what I perceive as a lack 
of proportion between their descriptions of the problerns 
and their forrnulation of solutions.- It probably should 
not since it seerns rather common for good diagnosticians 
to be poor therapeuts. Nevertheless, it bothers me, it 
frustrates rny expectations. I would prefer out of such 
cornpetent scholars strong critiques coupled with equally 
vigorous remedial forrnulations. Such, to rny eyes, is 
unfortunately not their case. They devote rninimal energy 
to problem-solving propositions though they certainly ad­
vocate for them. Ernotional staternents taketbe � lace of 
reasoned thinking. As plain beliefs rnove in, scientific 
assertions fade out. A rornantic approach sUbstitutes 
for a pragrnatic perspective. Where ideas shrink, words 
becorne swollen. In 9losing the books, a discouraging 
irnpression of naivete stubbornly sticks to my fingers. 

I may, of course, be wrong. Yet I honestly feel it 
is the privilege of the enlightened dreamer to forrnulate 
Utopia, but it is the challenge of the realistic scientist 
to strive for rnaking it feasible. 

The Rebel-Social Worker 

Nobody can argue against the hurnanitarianism óf 
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. Benedict in calling for enhanced tolerance toward 
Dr

.iants. Their right to be abnorma�,she proposes, should 
deV · · · ·1· d t h No 
b. · rotected by a perm.1.ss1.ve, c1.v1. ize a mosp ere. . . e 

ption about it. But, would that alone solve the soc1.ety•·s

qu
e

�lem of mental health? Would the widening of tolerance 

�6�tribute very significantly to answering man•s existen-

cial problems? 

0n the other hand, and I follow here Dr·. Useem I s 
remarks, ju$t how much tolera�ce_is actually �ossib�e, 

especiall in a complex,confl1.ct1.ng and dyna�1.c soc1.�ty

like that of today? There ha9�0 be casualties; society

cannot tolerate certain types of deviance if it is to remain 

organized and func�i?ning; t�ose of tts·membe�s that cannot 

fulfill even the m1.nunum of 1.ts:narms <?annot }ust be left 

loose. Consequently we must exp�ct? out of 1.ntolera�ce, 

some unavoidable instances of fr1.ct1.on and even of v1.o-

lence. 

In the world of today, an-- admirable/\person-�as 
Dr. Benedict would probably be fostering the creation of 
sorne maternalist·c ty es of social institutions. Pro­
babl� she would no longer write much for scientific jour­
nals; she may be rather a contributor to 11 Fact 11 and would 
be interviewed by 11Playboy." Her own love for humanity 
would - I believe - throw her to the streets to fight 
against poverty and in favor of the human rights. She 
would, in other words, have become a militant deviant her-

_self. 

The Poet-Preacher 

Among the many significant contributions to the 
understanding of man provided by a scholar of the stature 
of Fromm, probably the one for which we have to thank him 
more is his faith in man 1 s ability to escape disaster 
and achieve redemption. In a world ;Jere spreading dis­
Pair and nihilism have become a status-confering proposi­
tion and a prosperous industry, Fromm seems to tell us: 
"Do not give up. We can still make it. We can turn this 
lnferno into Nirvana. We will rebuild our world by learn­
ing to love all over again. 11 

Who could ever be against such a promising thought?
But, once more, when i t comes to te l ling us how to do i t, 
the scientist gives room to the speech-writer. He quickly 
sketches his operations for solution - "humanistic connnun­
itarianism" - in no more than a couple of pages and •••
leaves us on our oWtl. 

• 
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Influenced by that reaction to his/, my image of him -
t counting his obvious psydosocial b�ckground - is a 

no · 

h. . t f H . d composite one. I picture im a.s a mi� ure o ei eger, 
Billy Graham, Sinclair Lewis, perhaps Kerouak, and ••• a dash 

of Senator Fullbright. 

lf such fabulous combination does somehow exist in 
him it can only be too bad it has not produced yet sorne 
mor; specific guidance for attempting the restoration of 
man•s pleñi�udé as such. 

MY CHOICE AND THE MISSING PROPHET 

Probably it is, at this point, hardly necessary· for
me to state my preference for Frornm's model. In attempt­
ing to present his point of view, 1 have already shown in 
rnany ways - I think - my adherence to his position and 
the reasons for it. The fact that I have ventured sorne 
opinions about.possible fl4ws in sorne aspects of his con­
structs in no way· hinders rny Ldentification with his creed. 

However, in finishing these already too leqf=hY con­
siderations, I cannot help expressing my personal hope 
that someone be soon able to present humanity with a model
even m'ore advanced and useful than Fromrn•s. lt could per­
haps be based mostly on it but it could also take advan­
tage of sorne strong points of the other two models. In 
spite of its problems of subjectivity, the method of par­
ticipa�t observation seems to me advant�gously close to 
human and social reality. The methodological accuracy of
the statistical model has already been praised. I wonder
if the tremendous intellectual powers of Frornm could not 
be combined with the pragmatism and the procedural safety
of the other two approaches. 

lf such a thing is possible, who can do it7 

If it is undesirable, could there be sornething dif­
ferent and better7 

I, of course, have no answers for th�s�uestions. 

But, inside of me, under the'stirnulation of this 
course, I remain faithfully awaiting the arrival of such
a viable prophet. 

Aftee all, this is Christmas time. Isn•t it? 

----------

• 
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"COMPARE THE KIOWA ANO THE AMERICAN CULTURE IN TERMS 
OF: (A) THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE IDEAL AND THE 
ACTUAL SELF; (B) SHAME, GUILT AND ANXIETY; (C) THE 
INTIMATE AND THE PERSONAL, AND (D) THE HANDLING OF 
STRESS IN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS." 

THE SEARCH FOR THE MEANING OF ONE'S LIFE 

''Who am I 'l" 

When the first human being asked himself that ques­
tion, the problem of identity became irrevocably manifest. 
We have been, ever since, attempting to perfect the answer 
to such a central problem of our existence. Man cannot 
live in peace without doing whatever he can to understand 
who he is in relation to himself, to the others, to nature 
itself, and even to the supernatural. 

'Wb.atever provisional or partial elements for an 
answer a man is able to put together is what we call iden­
tity. They may not satisfy him completely but he still. 
needs them to "keep on going 11 in life. 

1
1 ldentity - says Wheelis - is a coherent sense of 

s•if. lt depends upon the awareness that one 1 s endeavors 
and one • s life make sense, that they are.:�neaningful in 
the context in which life is lived. It depends also upon 
stable values, and upon the conviction that one 1 s actions 
and values are ht\rmoniously related. It is a sense of 
wholeness, of integration, of knowing what is right and 
what is wrong and of beirig able to choose." 

Within this broad definition, there will be more re­
fined and particular ones pertinent to the values predomin­
ant in each culture. And, within each society, the speci­
fic concept of identity will vary both with the changes 
that commonly occur in their value-systems and with the 
preferences or sub-selections of the individual members of 
each culture. 

THE MAKING OF AN IDENTITY 

According to Dr. Useem, the processes through which 
an individual establishes a meaningful identity - in re­
lation to himself and to the others - and maintains it, 
constitute what is called validation. 

Every society must provide its members with a con­
text for self-validation and for social validation . When 
such is not the case, not only the notion of validation 
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ecomes distorted gy- the very self may be disintigrated. 

The number and the nature of those validation pro­
cesses varies from culture. to culture, depending on the 
value-systems of them, on their social structure, and on 
the roles and statues ·derived from them.by their constitu­
ents. Validation is performed through symbolic acts 
characteristic of each culture, according to Erikson. 

T BE OR •• ,TO TRY TO BE 

·A man is "something" and, at the same time can or
should be "something else. 11

I am X. 

But I ought· to be Y. 

Thus, the individual has an ideal self, as his goal, 
and an actual self as his present individual reality. It 
�s the_ cttlture of his society which tells him who he is and 
who he should strive Jor peing. 

Since nobody can fulfill all values of his society, 
there are· discrepancies and conflicts between the ideal­
self and the actual-self in all societies. The main dif­
ference among societies in this respect is one of degree: 
the gap is bigger in sorne of them than in others. -

. .

,THE IDEAL SELF AND THE ACTUAL SELF IN AN INTERCULTURAL 
COMPARISON 

Among the Kiowas, the self identity was achieved 
through acquisition o,f power. This was from supernatural 

rigin; it was granted - secretly - by the guardian 
�pirits to any man entitled to seek for it; that is, to 
adolescents or young adults who were authorized - by hav­
ing a pertinent dream or by being offered participa�ion by 
someone who already had power - to perform such a search. 
Power was grBnted always through a vision, which could 
occur in different ways; for instance, by spending four 
days alone_ in the mountain waiting for the spirit or by 
dancing in four Sun Dances in a row. 

Any qualified young man could look for power. But 
sorne were granted it while others not. This fatalistic 
notion is expressed by what the spirit had 1

1said 11 to 

o 
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Young Sitting Bear: f•Power comes to the man who can use
it whether he looks for �t or not. If meant to have power
and sorne rnen who aren I t." } Yet the lack of power -
equivalent to "deviance" - though not well-looked at, was 
not necessarily condemned or punished. In fact, the 
Kiowas had the type of tolerant ways to handle abnormals 
that Dr. Benedict advocates for the U.S. society of 
today to have. A rowerless· ma�, therefor�,was not regarded 
as a failure.and did not loose status. 

Power was:not ever-lasting. In fact, it was not 
difficult to loose it. Consequently, there was a contin­
uous process of revalidation of identity, essentially 
through hunting - which involved various modalities of 
self-validation - and through war. 

The validation processes were more impingent on man 
than· on women. The male role is transitory since they have 
a female-centered family structure. Thus the validation 
of the feminine self is sort of "automatic" by virtue of 
her domestic functions; it is free of sacrifices, cere­
monial operations or revelation. 

Kiowas..have little concern for the past and virtually 
none for the future. So the ideal self is expected to 
be fulfilled "here and now." 

In the American Society a man validates himself by 
achieving success. Validation is, for the most part, a 
measure of competence in accumulating material gains. 
lt is the effort, the intensity of work, which counts, 
not really the outcome of it. It is the symbol of suc­
cess - not success per se - what is most important. A 
man must prove to himself and to the other that he is 
capable of meeting at least sorne of the ideal standards 
of his society. There is no use being successful if you 
don•t show it. However, since it is a highly flexible, 
changing, stratified, and demanding society, the indi­
vidual has to live in a perennial process óf revalida­
tion. The tnidd.lé-áf5ed··man who buys a house in Michigan, 
should be able - sorne years later - to purchase a home 
for retirement in Florida. Are you an M.S.7 Fine. 
Now, seek for the Ph.D. lf you have a hi-fi set, you 
are likely to get a Jaguar and, if you have a Jaguar, 
you had better been to Paris ••• unless,you want your sig­
nificant others to rate you as a failure; a "no good." 

In fact, those individuals who are not successful 
are not seen with good eyes. The margins of tolerance 
are narrow in the affluent society. 

1 
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In contrast to the Kiowas, the American society makes

the ideal self-accessible to almost anyone. Sex is no

longer a limitation; women can achieve success not only

in their characteristic� task but also in many of those

typical of men. It is a much more open society yet not

totally so: there are segments of its population which 

are segregated from opportunities for self-validation

through success. 

Success is predominantly approached in a rational 
way, not as a matter of chance or fate. Yet, both success 
and failure are partially explained in terms of human 
energy itself and partially in terms of the supernatural: 

"God 1 s will. 11

Since the modalities of the self are multiple, in 
the U.S. a man has nurnerous alternatives to validate him­
self as contrasted to the single restricted format of the 
Kiowa culture. 

Discrepancies between the two selfs cause more con­
flict in the American Culture than in the Kiowa man. The 
U.S. civilization cannot tolerate too well the inconsis­
tencies of behavior in an individual. 

rn the U.S., �he self· is expected to be integrated; · 
integration occurs at the level of self-identity; the 
reverse is true of the Kiowa: integration occurs at the 
social-identity level. 

In the American society, the self identity is derived 
from the social identity. The exact opposite is true of 
the Kiowa culture. 

The American culture shows continuities to the self. 
That is, the patterns established at one stage of life 
will be sort of smoothly carried over to the following 
stages; there will be no majar breaking points. This is 
the opposite arnong the Kiowas whose life cicle is not 
refined in terms of chronological age; it just has a few 
points, clearly marked, to signal the discontinuities. 
Children are expected to become quickly "rniriature adults." 
A Kiowan is born a person but may die another. This high 
discontinuity is more pronounced in wornen than in men. 

·For Americans, the actual self can certainly be achieved
"here and now. 11 Toe ideal self can be approached in this 
life but can be fully attained mostly in a future "after­
life." 

The ideal-self of the Plaim Irtdian calls for a man 
to be 'a hunter after game, wornen and spirit. 11 Toe ideal-
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elf of the American calls for a man to be a hunter for 
wealth education ai.d · restige derive .from effort as 
well a;from prudence and confo�ity. He is to believe in 
Go democracy and free enterprise. He is to practice 

n' amy and birth control. But, above all, he has to 
h w himself capable of _making money. 

SHAME, GUILT AND ANXIETY 

N culture can afford to exercise individual sur­
veillance· to secure total compliance to its norms. 
Therefore, every ��lture - through diverse methods of 
.s cialization - builds "inside" its members sorne auto­
n m us mechanisms of control. 

The feelings of guilt, shame, and anxiety are such 
mechanisms. 

When the individual violates a given cultural pre­
scription, he experiments any of the three or, possibly, 
combinations of them. So, self-punished, he is supposed 
to return to conformity and submission. 

Sharne is a mechanism of self-control in relation to 
the others. When the individual does:cnot beh�ve "properly," 
the society will make him feel asharned for it. Regar 
less of his own feelings about his behavior, he is to 
watch his acts mostly in relation to his significant 

thers. 

Guilt - a less::.insincere but more unhealthy proposi­
tion - is a rnechanism of control in relation to one self. 
If he fails to comply, he is to blame himself for it, 
to feel guilty. This type of internalization is-�-moralis­
tic and usually related to reli ·ous considerations. 
Toe lnquisition and Calvinismar utstanding pathologi­
cal manifestations of it. 

Anxiety - probably more imposed than learned in com-
arison to shame and guilt - is a mechanism which affects 

both the self-identity and the social identity. Punish­
ment is not inflicted here in terms of condemnation 
for "sins" as it is in terms of loneliness, uncertainty 
and d�pair. Those are the prices modern men have to pay 
for his abnormalcy, for rejecting average behavior. 

There seems to exist a correlation between the degree 
of development of a society and the predominance of one 
of the three mechanisms controlling human interaction. 
The less developed a society, the more the shame-orienta­
tion and the less - or none - the guilt and the anxiety 
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The more developed a society, the more the 
anxiety orientations and the least the shame 

. Primitive, traditional societies are characteristi­
caLly organized around extended kingroups built on blood 
tíes within which the nuclear family is just a part. 
1;h�s'arrangement leads to a shame orientation. 

Civilized, modern societies are characteristically 
�rganized around just the nuclear family: the direct 
relatives, conjugal and offsprings. This arrangement 
leads to a guilt orientation. 

Highly industrialized, impersonal, ultra-modern 
societies are facing the disintigration of even the nu­
�lear family life and are showing a tendency of social 
activity left to alienation. Thus, such a situation is 
leading to an anxiety orientation. 

Given all those premises, it should be hardly neces­
sary a detailed comparison between the elementa>ry iowa 
.culture and the sophisticat.ed American culture. 

By ·de_finition, the Kiowa culture is a shame-oriented 
,one. Paticularily strong demands are,placed upon women 
1n this respect. They are carefully trained to be b sh­
°ful, decorous, and shy, e:specially in relation to men. 
Shame shows emphatic functions in the relations between 
brothers and sisters. The suicide of Bird Woman, unable 
to survive the shame inflicted on her by he, brother•s 
drinking and horse-stealing, is a dramatic example of 
this point. Another is the running away of the widow 
Fawn Woman who, in so doing, rejected a forced marriage 
but shamed hf� brohter. 

Fromm and Wheelis, among other authors, point out 
that the American Society is moving from the guilt­
orientátion to the anxiety-orientation. Thoug anxiety 
started �henomenon character.istic of the higher classes 
it is now said to be spreading across the lower layers of 
the U.S. social structure and to be affecting notice bly 
the younger gener tions. 

THE 1 TIMATE AND THE PE SONAL 

Social interaction is not a random, loose, arbitrary 
phenomenon. lt is regulated by culture. Every society 
hªs organized patterns of relationships between persons. 
They are established on the basis of degrees of intimacy 
allowed. 

• 

, 
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Intimacy is the sharing of one•s self-identity with 
significant otners in an interpersonal relationship. We
find such re1a�ion_ship when there is much accessibílity 
to the self bythe--others. When, to the contrary, the
self rem ins rather closed, we speak of a _ erson.3. l re­
lat:ionship. The :intimate and the personal forrns•of inter­
act:ion are, then, levels of relationships, just as the
categorical instance is. Tha;é are characteristic levéis
for each culture. In gen-eral, however, not many cultures 
emphasize the intimate. 

In f et, �e find a coincident emphasis on the personal 
in the Kio � culture and in the American culture. The 
fl:ifference is then one of degree, not of type of rela­
t:ionsh:ip.preferred. They distinguish from e�ch other, 
within it, in terms of the causes of 1 ck of intimac . 
And this, again, seems tied to the,"degre f development 

of eac..li. soc1ety. 

The life of the extended Kiowa family iscci:rcum­
scribt?d to one "room" common to all members. Toe social 
space is narrow; the dangers of invasion of privacy, of 
intrusion in the priva te S·=lf, are multiple and constant. 
Therefore, strong barriers are built to defend it and 
they follow in line with the be_� ioral mo es determine 
by the shame-orientation. To aVoid sexual contact and 
psycho1ogical vulneration of the early child, strong 
:incest .taboos are established. 11When a certain stage, 
soon after the fifth year, was: . .-·reached, brother and sister 
had to learn neither to look at nor to address one another 
directly," says Eri.kson. Toe girls were strictly trained 
to walk· with measured steps, never to cross certain boun­
daries of the camp, and - when approaching maturity -
to sleep with her thighs tied together. 

But, even when sexual contact occurred between wife 
and man, it w s not a sufficient condition for intimacy. 
The degree to which they were allowed to penetrate each 
other psychologically was purposély restricted among the 
Kiowa. Intimacy prohibitions were not related only to 
sexual activities; they covered somehow almost every 
other kind of relationship. For instance, embarassing 
questions were not to be formulated, a person•s will for 
silence �as to be respected. 

Due to the same determinant of anti-intimacy conducts, 
that of physical proximity, the Kiowa developed - in con­
trast - a highly personalized culture. For instance, 
wt:ten Hunting Horse failed to bring back horses on a raid, 
h�s relatives knew he was ashamed and did not question 
hi� about his failure, in order to respect his rights to
pr1v3cy. However, when the celebration of victory carne 
and the chief explained how brave had he been in combat 
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nd why had he not brought the horses, everybody joined 
in honoring him. 

The reasons for the American pro-personalization 
and anti-intirnacy positions are quite different. This 
is a culture with ample soci�l space and with a high mo­
bility. Its members have, for the most part, private 
rooms; travel a lot; change occupations, etc. Under 
such conditions, they are continuously engaged in multi­
ple and diverse kinds.of interaction with many others.
Therefore, it becomes very difficult for them to open 
their selves to intimacy, which is consequently relegated 
to a nominal act equiva.lent to saying: 11 1 arn also human 
but ••• do not attempt to get too close to me." 

Americans are trained - probably because of British 
colonial influence - to constrain their emotions, to hide 
their feelings. An uncontrolled exposure of them -
whether they be joy or anger - is not well-seen by society. 
A mark of a sophisticated man is his capacity to "enter 
into roles but not overload them," t . .=: "handle tensions 
without revealin3 them." How would - asks a pertinent 
jolele. I heard in my country - two brothers· who had not seen 
each other for twenty years greet each other when rejoin-
ing? It dep�nds - the crack proceeds - on their national­
ities. Juan. and Pedro would talk loud and cheerfully
and strongly e_nbrace each other• Giovanni and Pietro would 
yell, cry, sing and hug and kiss each other. John and 
Peter would just say •.• "Hil."

Sorne Americans are very worried with what they con­
sider unrestrained standards of sexual intimacy among 
the youths. Other Americans, on the contrary, r-eg-a-rcl . , 
that sex as a whole - not just incest taboos - is handled 
in a hypocritical, unhe2lthy, ultra-puritanic way. Both 
seem to have good arguments and acceptable evidence. So 
we, the foreigners, do not know whether we are to believe 
Dr. Kinsey or Mr. Heffner. 

There should be little doujt that Americans prefer 
the personal over the intimate. Parents are-personal 
with their adolescent sons but c2nnot be intimate since 
the yo�ters are withdrawn. You can see a woman totally 
n3.ked dancing for you in a cabaret but this is personal 
not intim�te since it builds no empathy between the two 
of you. You may exchange a few words with a movie star 
but you C-3.n hardly get to know her "real-self" until 
sorne scandal magazine manages to navigate close to it 
and present it to you for 25 cents. 
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som� formats of public intimacy present in the u.s. 
·ama ze sorne f oreigners. You are not supposed to shake
hands with a girl (avoidance of touching) when meeting
her but you are welcorne to watch her in quasi-bikinis in
fr@�t of her dormitory. It is improper for you to ask
her how old is she but it is proper far her to cross down­
town with her curlers showing. Alcoholic� Anon�ous
are encouraged to expose their weakness in group situa­
tions and sinners are to be redeemed, sometimes, if they
m�ively confess and repent in Yankee Stadium. Street­
kissing is frequent and park-copulating is not unheard of.
Finally, sorne water-closets have no doors!

THE HANDLING OF STRESS

Conflict is often present in human interaction.
Toe n�tural agressiveness of man leads to it but the de­
mands and the contradictions of society also help it
occur. Tensions derive in hostility and hostility turns
into violence. Toen societies - through sanctions and
other devices - rush to control these problerns.

Each society handles conflict in a different way.
S0me emphasize violent solutions. Other encourage seren­
ity and compromise.

In the Kiowa society, deviance is handled through
rernoval, not through killing. Originally, eve at war,
the aim wqs to touch the enemy, not to kili him. Vio­
lence is alrnost exc·lusively directed toward the outgroup,
toward the non-Kiowa, the 'hon-humans." Arnong thernselves,

the Kiowa did a job of controlling violence superior to 
the one possible in rnodern societies. The very edifice 
of their social identity was not designed far physical 
aggressiveness. It ernphasized peaceful solution and mu­
tual respect. One of their rnost effective devices to 
channel out hostility and salve conflict was the ritual­
iza�ion of arbitration; honored rnen with power were given 
the role of mediators in dispute; by smojtking the "pipe 
@f peace" under the auspices of a prestigeful figure and 
of sacred symbols, such as the Ten Grandrnothers, men achieved 
understanding, reunion and psychological corr¡Eort. Feuds 
were never perpetuated over generations. Foes were al-
� .. ,ays temporary. Shame W/C3 s enough of a punishmen t. There 
was no nced for a physical one. Kiowa children lived in 
an almost totally spanking-free society. 

Sirnilar�ly, the American society places emphasis on 
_arbitration and compromise devi�es to handle its conflicts. 
However, it has been forced to build strong mechanisms 
for violence prevention and institutions to repress and 
supress delinquency. Two reasons maybe among the many in 
back of it. One is the fact' hbi"though "machismo" of the 
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Spanish type does not exist, Americans tend to be vio1ent. 
Thisi.is particu1ari1y so in the 1ower strata of society; 
whi1e midd1e c1assers wi11 usua11y prefer to "sit-down 
and ta1k things over, 11 workers and farmers may be more fond 
of physica1 modes of so1ving conf1ict. 'The U.S. society 
has devised many regu1atory and compensatory mechanisms 
to diminish or e1iminate vio1ent behaviors. Fines and 
divorce 1aws are among the strongest. Sports, mediation 
through group interaction and even TV viewing and drug 
consumption, may be counted among the re1ative1y 1ess 
harsh. Kiowas used exi1e as the strongest form of punish­
ment; me -�ericans make use of a1ienation, of imprison­
ment or even of death by e1ectrocution. 

Neverthe1ess, Americans have been much 1ess qb1e to 
contro1 vio1ence than Kiowa. Their high indices of 
crimina1ity - homicide, suicide, rape, etc. are a sad 
indication of it. It is, perhaps, a tragic price to 
be paid for its comp1exity and sophistication� a tax 
charged on its unpara11e1ed materia1 deve1opment. 
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"HOW rvt\Y A CULTURE (A) CREATE MALADJUSTED INDIVIDUALS,
AND (B) VALUE AND MAKE AVAILABLE EVEN HIGHLY UNSTABLE 
HU.tv:Al'T TYPES? \.m.AT DO BENEDICT' S INTERPRETATIONS 
SIGN"1FY AS A CONCEPT OF "NORMAL!f HUMAi""l LIFE?" 

·HOW MAY CULTURE CREATE 1'1.t\.LltDJUSTED INDIVIDUALS 
-

Mrs. Benedict says that every society makes a selec­
·tion out of a wi e range of possible values. Toe rea.son
for the selection is that no society can subscribe to all
the v lues in the gamut of human culture; it must choose
a given segment of the are of culture. The result of
th t selection·, the outcome of having put together the
chosen values that will guide the behavior of a given
society, is call�d Basic Personality Structure. When

ocieties arrive to the stage of nation-state, such char­
cteristic norrns and traits of their behnvior are referred 

u n as the "national character."

Most every society tends to regard its particul&r 
selection as unique. That is, .its values are the valuesº 
T.his implies, when it does not explicitely claims, that 
the values of the others are either wrong or of a lesser 
category. Even more, the members of sorne societies 
think of themselves as human beings while denying such 
condition to other peoples. This is the "we are hu-

an - all other are non-human or, al least, sub-human" 
rgument. The author clearly condemns it. 

Eve,_-y society a ttempts to se cure comp liance of i ts 
v lues and norms and to discourage disobedience to them. 
Within any societal structure there exist sorne mechanisms 
designed to bring abo t conformity. These mechanisms -
b they socialization in the family, formal training in 

_s __ �hool, coercion, indoctrination through mass media, se­
·ti' ·c:tive provis · on of rew�rds and unis 1�ments, etc. -
�-.usually effective with the majority of the members of
,-··ch society. However, there remains always a minority

Of society which does not conform with the rules of it.
Tne members of such minorities are regarded as 11abnormal."
This is based on the notion that what is good for a culture
�universally good by definition and, thus, normal.

Then, abnormality is equate with deviation from the 
culture approvP-d patterns f behavior. WhAtever e nsti­
·tutes the moda 1 pattern of society is recognized as "nor-

1" behrivior. Thus every society has its own configun­
. �ion of norm:::-lcy - i t distincti ve understanding of "the 
r1. ht" kind of conduct - though biologically, in terms of 
talent, temperament, capabilities, etc., all human com­
munities are equal. 
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Resist-ance to compliance is bound to happen in every 
ciety since·po society can put equal emphasis to all 

�� its cultUr�l characteristics and, therefore, <loes 

not provi·@J.e "e:v rything for everybody. 11 

There may be many factors that explain this value 
rejection or "aJ;:>normality. 11 Sorne of them are the foldiow-
ing: 

Lack-of ability or competence to cope with sorne 
af�-the required behaviors,of the culture. 

2. �D!�satisfaction with the norms of the culture
'�ecause it <loes not provide the rewards expected 
'9r desired for �i:r"congenial responses. (Absc2,;:1ce
9r.social support).

3� Inconformity with the cultural norrns because 
"they are judged inadequate or unfair. This type 
-·of "abnormality" is most conducive to actual 
-�gressive reststance or acute alienation frequently
expressed in violent rebelliousness. 

4� athological resistance to the cultural prescrip­
tions derived, frequently, from originally mil­
:d.er forros Qf inconformity th.2.t were not healthily 
�hanneled out of the persnnality. 

,5 Paradigmatic deviance or the exaggeration of com­
pliance up to a point that the behavior becomes 
non-average but in a positive, upwBrds direction. 
(Super-Normativeness). 

Eco the above it can be inferred that it is quite 
n rrné?-Í.. for any society to have "abnormals" but only a few 

f th' s deviants or "outca.sts" are psycophats. Partial 
"a n rm�lity" is als:-, very frequent since many mernbers 
of any·society accept most of the cultural norrns but re­
sent antl fight sorne of those �orms. Also, what is normal 
f or -� .on·e society can be a bnorma 1 f or ano ther. F\.irthermore, 
even w.ithin a single society, what is normal and what is 
abn:'irmal, can vary with time and with space. In fact, 
th�: dynamics of a society•s culture is such that changes 

. in. t:l?l.e concept .qre common and ra ther freq1.1en t. h1h.2. t is 

. norma 1 · tod ay may be a bnorma l tomorrot.,.7 and sorneth ing tha t
-_. was -abnormi.i l there and th!�n may be qui te norma 1 here and 

n w. 

·In surn, the concept of what is a "normal human life"
is . a·very relative concept. The key determinant of it 
�s, �or the relacivists, adjustment: the fitting of the 

-���ividual's personality to the values of the culture to
wh-1.ch he be longs. 
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A society, it has been said, se�e�t� � set of values

out fa wide r�nge of cultural possibilities and estab-

1- h:s them as' the central norms for the behavior of its 

i
s

bers. aut · second selection (functional) takes place,mem · 
h · · · 1 h b f d apparently, 2fter � e �nitia one as een pe7 orrne ; 

this secon<l selection is one of degrees to which each of

che chosen values will be emphasized. In the sarne way as

no society é��- pick. all of the P?ssible values of culture,
no society can give equal ernphasis to each and everyone 
of its - s,ei@_c_tions. Therefore, by playing up sGUne of 
them whil@ )ieglecting attention to others, any society 
is _ n�·e,es

)

i-�rily - generating deviance or "abnorrnalcy." 
lt is ímpossible for a society to satisfy always and in 
ever�thLn� all of its rnernbers. Consequently, the creation 
of a certain proporti-".:>n of rnaladjusted individuals who do 
not Éum.cti.on "properly" in it is an unavoidable phenomenon 
inherent to social life. 

_Anotqer way through which a society may generate ab­
norm2lcy· or maladjust��nt is related to the standard goals
it estar,>l�shes for ü:s -·members. Sornetirnes, sorne individual
a:e úna'ble to meet those goa 1s and are, thus, thrown in to 
c'levi:3�m¿e out of shr':'!er incompetence. But other times the 
goa f!s of society :"' re �et such ove:r-de an in or unrea 1-
is ti.c¡y ambitious le.rels that make their successfull 
atta,=inment inaccessibl -· not on 1 y to a few but to vast 
orop·ortio - ,·Q:f' i t s consti tuency and, theref ore, increa se 
con<:;iderably the number of maladjusted individuals. 
Exti;--e,lille idea liza tion of va lues rnay resul t, then, in a 
qua��-massive abnormalcy. 

HOW :_1'-1;�\.Y A 
· 

ALUE AND. MAKE-AV ILABLE EVEN HIGHLY 

UNSTiBLE H S 

ln general, society reacts to deviance and malad­
justrnent by imposing on those who practice it sorne sort 
of sanction or punishment. A most common form of them is 
a CQ.Jrnbination of isolation and condemnation. Stronger 
forms occur hen deviance results in delinquency or sub­
version or-when it takes the aspect of outright osycho­
patic beh vior. Imprisonment and ps�chiatric seclusion 
and treatment are, then, the procedures used by society 
to correct those undesirable behaviors and to avoLd the 
contamination to the rest of society which would irnply 
risks to the established social order. 

Yet, not every society castigates all of its deviants.
Sorn� tolerate sorne of them and sorne even foster their 
"aherrant" beh vior. This, of course, varies between cul­
tures and eveD within cultures from time to time si ce, 

. Mrs. Benedict, points out, 11 the range of normality 
in different culcures does1not coincide." 
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But in all cultures sorne forms of deviant behavior are 
permitted and sorne are - paradoxically - encouraged. Sorne 
clea-rly deviant individuals are supported by society • .u Any society 
says Mrs. Benedict - according to its,.-m�jor preoccupa-
tions, may incr�ase and intensify even hysterical, epylep-
tic, or paranoid symptoms, at the same time relying so-
cially in a greater and greater degree upon the very 
in'dividuals who display them. 11 She adds: "In our own 
ge�eration extreme forms of ego-gratification are cul-
turally supported in a similar fashion ••••• They (the de-
viants) are not described in our manuals of psychiatry be-
c"e.use they are supported by every tenet of our civiliza tion." 

Trance as a highly desired goal, in the Catholic 
Church of the Middle Ages, is_another case of unstable be­
h.vior elevated to the rank of virtue. For us trance is 
today an aberration. 

So was catalepsy priced among sorne of the California 
Indians, where "it was precisely the cataleptic individuals 
who in this culture were singled out for authority and 
leadership." 

''rt is clear - she concludes - · that culture may value 
and make socially available even highly unstable human types." 

Dr. Benedict gives several examples of highly un­
stable individuals who achieved powerful positions in their 
societies. She puts emphasis on two types of lack of 
�tability: homosexuality and trance. 

"The American Indians do not make Plato 1 s high moral 
·claims for homosexuality, but homosexuals are often re­
garded as exceptionally able." The women-men or "berdaches,"
are no_t punished for being so; on the contrary, they are
given secondary roles and their domestic abilities are
cel brated�.

Referring to an outstandingly characteristic case of 
conflict between culture anc1 persona.lity among t e  Zuni, 
Dr. Benedict sa�s:. ''The congenial bent of his persbnality 
threw hirn intc irreconciliable conflict with his society, 
and he solved his dilemma by turning an incidental talent 
to account." 

Sticking ourselves to maladjustment taken as deviance 
but not necessarily as unstability, it is - I feel - very 
easy to find evidence of its importance for society. 
The maintainance of "norrnalcy" - conformity - is of course 
very irnportant to conserve the social order. But 11abnorrnalcy" 
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inc n,formity, deviance - is perhaps also indispensable
f r t1e change and development of society. 

Toe exi tence of the Ku-Klux-Klan of the John Birch 
S ci·ety, and df .:the American Nazi Party are clear instances

f �cteviance. But so are Norman Thomas, Martin Luther King,
Ayn:. R.and, and¡Timothy Leary. "Playboyism," beatnikism,"
"nuci'ism," "vietnikism," and "bea t lemania" are among the 
es·t\: tolera ted or even encouraged forros of modern "devi-

a tifon" in this country. Amish people are another case in 
p i-nt. 

And it is precisely for an increased tolerance that 
r� Benedict strongly advocates. She considers the 

we·s.tern white society as intollerant and points out that 
s me primitive cultures display much more conunon sense 
an�much more lave for hu.manity, in this respect, since 
théy manage "to make room" for deviants so that they find 
sorne activities rewarding and accepted. 

Not few of the most significant social and political 
m .. p-eiFnents of the world have been the result of organized, 
massive deviance. Sorne deviants grow powerful enough to 
pz;:bmote alteration of society•s rules. Or societies -
b�ing unable to control them and moraly incapacitated to 
s�press them - learn to live with them. They bettero 
For we would not know the kind of world we know today if 
"éiJbnormals" like Luther, Darwin, Marx, Freud, Newton, 
G�lilei, Columbus, Franklin and Da Vinci had not defied 
the standards of feeling, thinking and acting of their 
ibciety and their time. 
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