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Abstract

Linear time is a metaphor based on the conceptuafidean space (St. Clair, 2006).
One of the difficulties associated with this coriced time is that although it
incorporates change as movement from one steate/{staanother, it cannot account
for the process that motivates that change of twihkin the same cultural space. A
more insightful model of temporal and spatial clengn be found in the metaphor of
the “Archeology of Knowledge” (Foucault, 1969). Aodification of this metaphor can
be found in the sedimentation theory of time incgpavhich envisions time as the
accumulation of social practices layered in cultgpace. It is argued that the present is
embedded in the cultural past. The dynamics of gham a cultural space occurs in the
co-present, a place where the reconstructed pdistkesd with the co-present. It is in
this co-present space that the social construafocultural space takes place. Some

events are retained and defined as belonging tpakeand are designated as the old-
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present; other events are modified, redefinedestructured in the present and function
as the new-present. It is this social and cultinaitus (Bourdieu, 1977, 1984) that
explains how meanings are contextualized and ineegd within the co-present. Rather
than viewing culture as a superorganic entity, dective consciousness, existing

outside of human experience, culture is considévdok a set of practices, habits, and
recipes for daily interaction emerging from the en@nces of everyday life. It is by

using the past to make sense of the present thatoitial construction of culture comes
into existence (Mehan and Wood, 1975). Such prestare internalized through daily
interaction in the form of social scripts (St. €laihomé-Williams, and Su, 2005) and
other forms of structuration (Giddens, 1984). Quatwhange involves the retaining of
some cultural practices along with the modificatievision, and re-invention of events
in the co-present. Just as the present is embadded past, the future is embedded in

the present.

Key words: archeology of knowledge, cultural spacepresent, social script.

INTRODUCTION

Defining culture is a difficult task because iings into play so many different
perspectives and one of the greatest dynamicsohds tvith change. There are many
models of change, but one of the most influentialeis of change can be found in the
work of Thomas Kuhn (1964; 1971) In this work, ligued that theoretical models of
physics undergo structural changes from normalnseieto revolutionary science.
Although this model of change accounts for the watidbn of change in the natural
sciences, viz., problem solving, it does not meevide much insight into other aspects
of the phenomena of change, especially culturahgba

It is in the context of this model, that the caopicef cultural emergence is
investigated and discussed. It is argued that tlesemt is constantly being socially
constructed to make sense of a plethora of dailyines that constitutive the sociology
of everyday life. These routines are integrated i sociology of everyday life by
individuals and this integration results in a seofsbeing centered and connected to the

world. Many daily routines, however, are not intggd and left unresolved.
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It is argued that in the context of the emergingspnt (co-present), new levels
of consciousness are raised and this leads tordai@an of new perspectives and new
forms of knowledge. This information is integratetb the emerging-present of those
who share in these new experiences. When theyeagrated into the daily experiences
of individuals, they are also socially enforced tmaintenance rituals and centered
through meaning social interactions involving syfitomaintenance.

When the present is emerging into a new levelosisciousness, it comes into
conflict with many of the more established patteshthe past. These conflicts must be
resolved. They are usually accommodated by redefithe past in order for it to make
sense in the cultural present. The redefinitiorthef past is part of Kuhn's theory of
scientific revolutions. After the new revolutionasgience develops as the new reigning
paradigm for a scientific community, the old pattgewf thought are redefined in the
context of this new framework. The past is re-pnése into a new model of the present.
It is taken out of its old context and placed iatmew one. The result is a structured
form of historical anachronism, a historical distmounity.

Why is the study of cultural emergence importalt?s important because
cultural change is a constantly occurring phenomefithe study of culture is not an
established pronouncement of what happened indke [t is not a body of knowledge
that has been relegated to an analysis of a bodyhaivledge as defined by cultural
experts. Culture is dynamic. It is changing ancefiihg itself from one generation to
the next. It creates a new future (new-present)emadefining its past (old-present).
This new future is a directional marker. It meragntifies the new forces that are
taking place in the present and that will contibme¢ake place in the future. In order to
make a transition into this new future, the oldt s to be redefined. It must be broken
down and reorganized so that it can be understodbe cultural present (Miller and
Bruenger, 2005).

In order to explain the nature of the cultural a@yrncs outlined above, there are
several concepts that need to be introduced arela®ad within the context of cultural
emergence. These concepts include the archeologynafledge, the concept of re-
presentation, the structure of scientific revolnsip zones of proximal development,
structuration, structuration, and the process afnigng the past in order to make sense
of the present.
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EXPLAINING THE DYNAMICS OF CULTURAL CHANGE

The traditional way of explaining change can beunfb in linguistic
structuralism. It is assumed within that framewtrlit change occurs when one steady-
state of knowledge is replaced by a new steadg.skatamples of this approach can be
found in historical linguistics where a steady-staif the later past, Old English,
developed into a steady-state of the more recestt paddle English. This is followed
by the steady-state of the present, Modern Endlighman, 1962). How does the
movement from one state to the other take place® diswer to this question is
describedex post factoby describing the sound changes that took plad¢kirwihe
transition from one steady-state to the other. @Haws are presented as the reason for
the changes that occurred. The problem with thi®aat is that it omits a discussion of
the many epistemic ruptures (Foucault, 1969) ttativated those changes.

As noted earlier, Kuhn (1974) developed a theoryotentific revolutions within
the natural sciences. Once again, his model ofgdh@&nbased on paradigm shifts from
one steady-state (normal science) to another (regohry science) Kuhn argues that
problem solving is the rationale for scientific oga. When certain anomalies occur
within a scientific discipline, this prompts thaesttific community to engage in a quest
to resolve those problems. There is a period ohapgcussion and debate (a period of
crises) followed by the discovery of a workableusioh in which a new paradigm
emerges (period of scientific revolution). Withinet historiography of the discipline,
these transitions are seen as scientific eventaentteated as historical discontinuities.
Foucault (1969) considered these periods of evientse distortions of the historical
record.

Within the humanities, models of structural chaage not met with favor. There
are several reasons for this. Although scientiferapligms may go unchanged for
decades, events within modern culture are undeggoapid change. The cultural
present is immersed in a wide range of social, @coey and technical changes. The old
method of defining a culture by containing it withihe borders of a nation-state no
longer holds. Modern technology has enabled cultaxents to readily transcend
national boarders. Many modern cultures are inwblaethe process of global exchange
and this has resulted in complex patterns of caltlwbridity (Nederveen Pieterse,
2004). Not only are cultural patterns and beliestegns exchanged, borrowed, or
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incorporated within each nation-state, but largssaa of individuals have entered into
an economic diaspora where they live and work meotountries as expatriates. Hence,
culture can no longer be envisioned as a steadg-gthenomenon. It is far more
dynamic. It is constantly being redefined by alpdea of social and cultural forces. The
forces of modernization have transcended local drsrdWallterstein, 2005). All
countries are either engaged in or influenced lyapitalist World-economic system
(Wallerstein, 1977; 1980; 1989).

THE STRUCTURE OF CHANGE IN THE NATURAL SCIENCES

Perhaps one of the most insightful models of chasagrebe found in the work of
Thomas Kuhn (1962), a historiographer of the natgaences. He drew on the
philosophical models of Norwood Hanson (1958) instoucting his theory of scientific
revolutions. Science advances, as Kuhn noted, ynttdomere accretion of knowledge,
but through scientific revolutions. He differed fnomost previous historiographers by
arguing that scientists do not add new knowledgaddd&knowledge, as has been so often
claimed, but they create and define progress byacemm old models within their
respective disciplines with new ones. He labelsaldemodel as Normal Science, the
established model of the scientific community. Nalrscience is the epistemological
framework or the paradigm (Kuhn, 1972: 6) undedyia discipline. But, normal
science does not last forever and with the tramsitof time, certain anomalies
eventually begin to appear in this supposedly stélaimework of knowledge. In some
cases, definitions no longer work; in other sitoiasi, experiments fail or internal
inconsistencies arise. At first, these anomalies degnied. They are seen as oddities,
exceptions to the rule. But, as these anomalieSreento mount a threshold is crossed
and the scientific community begins to lose faitltheir root established world views.
What follows is a period of crises, an attemptdsuscitate a paradigm failure, whereby
scientists actively search for a new paradigm face the old model that no longer
serves their needs of problem solving. When thisus; a new paradigm emerges.
Kuhn refers to the newer model or paradigm as teilary science.
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Mormal Science Eevolutionary
Srience
Period of ﬁ
Crises

Normal Science has the properties of a closed myste is something that
represents tradition and is treated as a sacredidothat must be protected against
change. When new ideas are presented by fellowtsstie to the editors of established
journals, their ideas are also rejected. Thus fupdior any new projects that do not fit
into the established model of normal science is adgected. Change begins with the
transition from normal science to a period of gisthis is a time when those who are
the beholders of normal science begin to admit phalblems do exist with their beloved
paradigm. They note that experiments do not tumnirothe same way that the theory
predicted. They realize that contradictions exetineen different parts of their system
of thought. It is at this point that the scientiiommunity begins to loosen its belief in
the system. They voice their opposition to the nhade document the many anomalies
inherent in the model. This period of unrest gikies to a period of crises. At this time,
many different ideas are presented as possibléicaduto the problems that they have
encountered in the traditional model. Academic nails begin to accept innovative
articles and tolerate suggested changes in th&iorzal paradigm. Funding agencies
begin to accept projects that promise a resolutiothe problems encountered in the
traditional model of normal science. It is a timkopen discussion and intellectual
debate. Out of these many proposed models of chamgeof them will rise above the
others and present itself as the new revolutiorsmignce. The victor establishes its
headquarters as the new revolutionary sciencathegs members of the new scientific

community around its new command post and launemeattack on the old normal
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science. The new paradigm uses the old one as afrdgvating itself above the crowd
of competitors. It proclaims that there are only tthings wrong with the old normal
science: everything it said and everything thaidt The new paradigm then goes on to
redefine the past in terms of its newer theoretimaldel of science. They do not
describe what happened in a larger historical sbasaccount for how things changed
within the context of their own theoretical pursuiAfter a period of time, the new
revolutionary science becomes the reigning paradigjrdevelops into an established
model and becomes the new normal science. Thisiti@mis not a circular one, but a
spiral transition. Each normal science is differieam those in the past. Each has gone
through a different trajectory. Each has definedd atvn battlefield and emerged as
champions of their own scientific beliefs. Each hasl its own model and theory and
battlefield of accomplishments. Such is the natdrecientific progress.

What is missing from Kuhn’s theory is the fact tktia¢re is more than problem
solving involved in the transition from the pastgresent and its enfolding into the
future. Normal Science and Revolutionary Scieneelmth treated as static models of
thought. Normal science presents the problem; #mwog of crises investigates the
problem; and revolutionary science solves the pmoblKuhn was concerned with
problem solving within a discipline and consequghi did not investigate other kinds
of factors that took place during this transitiode assumed that this change was only
due to problem solving among scientists. This,ait e argued, is the motivation for
change within a scientific paradigm. Hence, wittha current framework of the natural
sciences, it is an admirable theoretical constréctmore detailed analysis of his
approach to change can be found in his book onCitygernican Revolution (Kuhn,
1971). It is important to note that in both of leigpositions on the historiography of
science, he argued that a small group of pioneesaientists were motivated to change
the existing paradigm and raised many issues mglatd current paradigm. These
pioneering scientists were tlevant-gardeof those who finally led the charge for
change during the period of crises. They were geni of change. These investigators
were motivated by a quest for a paradigm changey Twere ahead of their time and
encountered many problems with the models that werg working with. Kuhn (1971)
has provided insight into what motivates a paradajp@ange, but other factors need to
be addressed. There are other structures operaiting this period of crises and these
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will be discussed under the topic of structurati@mdden, 1974; 1981; 1984). It is now

time to address Kuhn’s model of scientific revadus from a different perspective.

METAPHORICAL MODELS OF EPISTEMIC CHANGE

Most systems of thought are self-contained modéisy present a view of the
world from a certain perspective (Brown, 1977) ahey systematically exclude
alternative mentalities. Richard Brown (1977, ckag), a sociological theorist, argues
that this fact simply reiterates his claim thatrathdels of knowledge are metaphorical,
and he also advocates the view that the scieneematraphorical constructs and have
more in common with literary fiction than was prawsly thought? But how can one
argue that theoretical models are merely metaphbns?answer to this, Brown (1977,
1987) notes can be readily found in the concegh®fmetaphor itself. A metaphor is,
after all, the seeing of something from a certaampof view. It is a frame of vision.
And since models of science are simply ways ofrgeai body of knowledge from a
certain viewpoint or theoretical frameworks, theseodels are consequently
metaphorical in nature. As a matter of fact, Brasgues, all knowledge is perspectival.
What this means, in essence, is that all knowlesigéso metaphorical.

Metaphors provide the key to model building. Thegin within a discipline as
illustrative devices. Through the use of a new tewmlexical connotation, the
framework of the old system is shifted or transdrto a new perspective or context.
When physicists, for example, used the idea ofsthlar system as the basis for their
new model of the atom (Jones, 1982), they wereguammillustrative metaphor. The new
model (the concept of the atom) was based on do@nto another model (the concept
of the solar system). Once scientists acceptedhévisperspective and its corresponding
figures of speech, they continued to elaboratehendetails thereby expanding their
knowledge base. The result of this additive proigdke eventual arrival of an iconic
model. As the details within this new system camirto proliferate, the remaining
options for exploratory research are greatly atiegdt At this stage, argues Brown
(1977), the illustrative metaphor has become aniccmmetaphor. Some metaphors are
so well accepted that with the passage of time beepme entrenched within their own

cultural framework as tacit knowledge. Consequethidy provide a fundamental image
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of the world, aZeitgeist In other words, the iconic metaphor associateth Wiormal
Science becomes a root metaphor (Brown, 1977:W8Min his own field of sociology,
Brown argues that there are five principal or raoétaphors that constitute his
discipline:

Society seen as an organism,
Society seen as a machine,
Society seen as a social drama,
Society viewed as a game, and

Social conduct seen as language behavior.

In a later work,Society as TexBrown (1987) expands on his idea of social meteph
and describes how social discourse is rhetoricadaiture, and how discord in society
results from opposing models or conflicting metaghof society. This approach to
sociology has certain relevant consequences fouraterstanding of the role of
metaphor across cultures. Cultures differ, it candogued, because they embody
different root metaphors (St. Clair, 2002). Theséducal paradigms have become so
embedded within the social history of a citizerthat it provides not only a background
of tacit knowledge, a root metaphor underlyingsgtems of belief, but also a plethora
of social scripts or role behaviors on how to perfan public. But there is another
important contribution that Brown provides throudiis model of metaphorical
knowledge, viz., his understanding of scientifigalations as metaphorical shifts, and
the implications that these shifts constitute m titansition from dialectics to rhetoric.

Richard Brown (1977: chapter 4) has interestingplivations for the
reinterpretation of Kuhn's model of scientific réw@mns. What Kuhn saw as normal
science, can now be seen as an iconic metaphorwaatl Kuhn discussed as the
paradigm of revolutionary science, can now be vievas an illustrative metaphor.
Furthermore, the period of crises between these pam@adigms or epistemological
metaphors, is nothing more than a transition orrtteaphorical failure of the iconic
metaphor.
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lconic Metaphor <::| lllustrative Metaphor

Metaphorical Failure ﬁ

In arguing that society is a text, Brown is makangostmodern statement that science is
fiction. The distinction between the arts and thersces is blurred. Both are creative
acts in which new mentalities are constructed ideorto overcome the epistemic
disparities of the past.

In claiming that science is fiction, Brown (198%)also arguing that society is a
text. What kind of text is it? Does it have agen@yf?o is the author? In theocracies and
in monarchies, the author is usually clearly defitey the dictates of a ruler. What
about representative governments? This is whereabgracies and elected officials
create the conditions for emergence of new sotiatsires. In this case, agency is not
so clearly defined.

The more interesting aspect of the society as ar®dule can be found in
reader response theory (Fish, 1972). How is theleixg interpreted? In Kuhn’s model
of the scientific community (Hagstrom, 1965), theaqgitioners were socialized to
follow a particular paradigm. It was a part of thessademic training. Can one argue that
the citizenry of a country is also socialized tddav an ideology and adhere to a united
interpretation of civic laws? Such a claim is ddubteven within a dictatorship (Coser,
2002). One can infer from these arguments thattimeept of society as a text would
have many different interpretations among its resdi is for this reason that reader
response theory is a postmodern construct. Whefeas represented a view more
consistent with the highly organized systems asasedi with modernism, Brown
provides a framework that is concomitant with pastiern models of cultural change.
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POSTMODERNISM AND CULTURAL CHANGE

It is not surprising that many academics begadouaot the modernist enterprise.
They were overwhelmed by the changes that theywsmeced on a daily basis. They
had difficulty in making sense of the present. Ehebanges are so rapid that society
has not yet been able to develop solutions for thEeme belief structures that enabled
modernism to survive no longer provided acceptalewvers for them. Consequently,
they have rejected the past. For example, thegtegjethe tenets of the Enlightenment
with its belief in a stable, coherent, knowablef g6t operates through reasons.
Consequently, they rejected science and had dalbmst the supremacy of reason,
progress, and the concept of Absolute Truth (RA®@1). They no longer held to the
belief that reason is the ultimate judge of whatrug. In other words, they considered
that the worldview fostered through Modernism (dgdhe Western humanist tradition)
was flawed, corrupt, and oppressive. Some modsraist destructive (Derrida, 1976) in
that they seek to overcome the modernist worldvegwdeconstructing” the ideas and
values contained within these writings. Their efoare not meant to just reveal the
constituent parts and the fundamental assumptmstered by such document, but they
want to undermine the frame of reference and tlseimaptions upon which they are
based. Other postmodernists are constructive inthiggy do not reject modernism per
se. They seek to revise its premises and traditiomacept. It is in this latter view of
constructive postmodernism that this investigatgomamed.

The focus of this constructive venture has to db whe nature of change and
the complexity of culture. Modernism had to do witle belief in steady-states that are
either in equilibrium or near equilibrium. The pwstdern world does not address the
nature of steady-state systems. It is concernel thi# dynamics of change and the
nature of this change is closer to the behaviarasi-linear systems. It is about change
in a cultural flux. The late llya Prigogine (199%Md colleague (Prigogine and Stenger,
1983, 1997) addressed these kinds of concernsisthdy “dissipative structures.” He
noted that from one perspective such structuretacwd order and structure and from
another perspective they were unordered and inschides concern was in how a
steady-state or a system in equilibrium dissipaied then reorganized itself into a new
steady-state. How does order emerge out of chad&h\ttie old system began to break
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up, the process was irreversible. One cannot rétutime older steady-state system. That
which constituted order turned into chaos. Henloe,appeared as though there was no
order when this dissipation occurred. However, &gige and Stenger (1983) argue that
there was order in the flux of change and it wietually emerge as a new system in
equilibrium. It can be argued that postmodernisrithésquest for a new order within a
state of dissipation. Postmodernists are tryingnake sense of the chaos. They are
beginning to see the signs of the new system aisdgiwhat they are writing about.
Because of the novelty of change, such systemditii@ilt to express. This difficulty
has been interpreted by some as a kind of nihilisat, it is not. The theory of the
sedimentation theory of cultural space is presewt#lnin this context. It is a theory of
cultural change that is trying to find a new orotethe flux of cultural change.

THE POSTMODERN APPROACH TO CULTURAL CHANGE

In a series of insightful articles, Miller and EBnger have discussed similar
views of cultural change under the rubric of vicalture. They have expanded their
research on viral communication theory far beyohd work of Lippman and his
colleagues (Lippman and Reed, 2003; Lippman andildeh 2004). These MIT
researchers are interested in how modern commiuoncatystems function without
central control and move intelligence to the endru¥hey studied these networks in
terms of their “viral architecture.” It should beted that the term “viral” was adapted
from biology for use in marketing, computer tecluyyl, and the social sciences. Just as
a virus in a biological environment can replicatel decome diffused within a system,
it is argued that informational objects and proessxan also expand within
communication networks. Lippman and Pentland (2008)nsidered viral
communication to be a consequence of economicalsamnd technical forces within
communication networks. Lippman and his colleagb@ge noted that such systems
create the potential to embed communications imeosbciology of everyday life. They
have discussed the fact that this phenomenon haand&d greatly within modern
society. They have also argued that these new farinsonnectivity facilitate the
formation of new social behaviors. Although vir@nemunication research may have
begun with marketing and computer technology bobitonger remains there.
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In a postmodern society, the use of viral commationis has shifted. What
Miller and Bruenger (2005, 2006) have done is tpaexl social aspects of how viral
communication systems operate with a postmoderretyod-or example, the role of
agency has shifted from one of vertical controlthe horizontal transmission of
information of the same generation. With the adwdrthese new forms of computer-
mediated technology, they have also become prosguafeknowledge within the new
viral culture. In essence, societies bend and weeawknology to their own uses. It
creates its own social fabric. These new mediatetdvarks are no longer locally
restricted and participate in various forms of glbtommunication. Most importantly,
viral communication is no longer associated wittatMpeople buy. It is what people do.
It has become the way in which people experierfee Tihere is a new kind of social
and cultural habitus associated with this new wairttulture. The forms of social and
cultural capital have changed. As Bourdieu (19861-258) has noted, capital takes
time to accumulate and reproduce itself. Howevechsis not the case with viral
capital. Miller and Bruenger (2005: 8) have notedthin viral networks viral capital
accumulates and reproduces very quickly. It is afectious cultural process.
Furthermore, in a postmodern media-driven socigtg, market economy has had a
commodifying process. As Debord (1995) notes, i lh@come a “society of the
spectacle.” Baurdrillard (1995) argues that it isaciety immersed in a continuous
stream of simulated experiences, simulacra.

Where does this reinterpretation of viral commatian occur? Cultural change
occurs in the co-present. It uses the layers op#®t in order to understand the present.
It is in the co-present that generational diffeemdin culture occur. Parents tend to
accept more of the past in formulating it as thes-past. Their offspring, however,
have a different focus. They tend to live morehe to-present. They tend to reject,
redefine, or modify the past and are more concewdd creating a new-present. One
of the forces that dominates their social constoucdf reality comes from making the

simulated experiences around them (simulacra) tiesu-present.

EMERGENT STRUCTURES
How do new structures emerge from within a stestdye model? For example,
how did emergent structures arise from normal seenithin a scientific discipline?

These mechanisms of change occur within the perfiadises. What is important about
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the transition from normal science to revolutionagience is the fact that new
structures emerge from the process of one paradigfinto another. These structures
are either a recombination of old structures oe-gresentation of old structures. This
means that the past never dies. It can and doexgmane of several changes; while
undergoing these changes, the past embedded wathmew context where it is

restructured, re-presented, or reinvented. Thisnsi¢bat after the new paradigm of
revolutionary science is established, the oldemfaf normal science was rewritten
from the perspective of the new paradigm. Thisosanradical phenomenon. Scientific
textbooks also revise history and present inforomafrom the perspective of the new
paradigm (Kuhn, 1962). The old structures undergarmsformation. They are elements
of an embedded past that are reconstructed intewacomponent within the newer
paradigm. Once these redefined units are introduiciEdthe realm of revolutionary

science, they come to designate a different leVeloosciousness within the present.

They become part of the new-present.

Mew-Fast

The Past The Future

: The Co-Fresent lﬁ

Mew-Preszent

The co-present contains the habitus of the pasttiaad'emergent structures” of the

future. The co-present is where the phenomenorhafge takes place. It is where the
older structures are re-presented into new entitles new-past and the new-present.
Why does the past need to be restructured int@réifit entities? It is because the
contexts characteristically associated with the pase changed. When the present is
embedded within the past, it brings into play nemarotations and new associations

clac 31/2007



66

that have to do with the co-present. The past leagebcontextualized. These re-
presentations are important when they have beemected in a different way with the
newly deposited layer of the co-present. In thsecdney are associated the context of a
new level of consciousness. In the process of ingeat co-present reality of structures
within a paradigmatic shift, these re-presentatiohghe past may undergo further
change. They are either brought into the co-presem@in unmodified structure (the past)
and remain within the habitus of the co-presentmear they are endowed with a
heightened level of change that its presence desnthrat the past be redefined (the

new-past).

The past This is the past that belongs to an qideadigm.
It is the past that is associated with what hapgene
before it was brought into contact with the co-

present. It is also the past associated with|the
unconsciousness

The old-past The past is taken out of one contectdaced inta
another. The new context is the co-present. |t is
where the past is re-evaluated in terms of |the
present.

The new-present When the old-past is restructuredefined, or
reinvented, it becomes a part of the new present.
Sometimes new vocabularies are created to reflect
these changes, but often they are not. The| old
worlds are used with the new meanings resulting in
polysemy.

The co-present This is where change takes placéinwithe
consciousness of the presence of everyday |life.
This is where the events of the past and the presen
collide. The retaining of old events in the present
the old-past. The revision of the past (restruntyri
redefining, or reinventing) results in the new-
present

The new-original Within sedimentation theory, a ndayer of
practices may develop into a newer stratum of
cultural space over the older strata. This newrlaye

provides the basis for replacing older concepts,
objects, and events with newer ones. They bedqome
the new-originals. The painting of Mona Lisa is the

original; the replica or simulacrum of the painting
in popular culture becomes the new-original. If is
the new-original because the newer generation
within the co-present is not aware of the

historiography of that object n the past and |the
new-past.
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The fact that the past is always undergoing red&fn raises an important
guestion for scientific research. What is the pa3tfis is the question that Foucault
(1969) sought to address. Why are such vagrant gesnof historical anachronism
allowed within a scientific enterprise? Why arettiigal discontinuities created in the
historiography of a discipline? Can historical agais of the past really be trusted? Do
they have authenticity? Are primary sources justonstructions of other allegedly
primary sources? These are the kinds of questieimg)lasked by postmodernists. With
regard to culture, the co-present may contain a&waliety of cultural artifacts. Some
of these exist within the realm of consciousnessefperts and specialists as domains
of knowledge, but how are they understood by oth@atside of the cultural sciences
are non-specialists really aware of cultural theoBan they articulate what constitutes
culture? Is culture defined by what they do? Aravesbal social scripts also a part of
culture? If culture is to have permanence, is bdseta part of the past? The problem is
whose version of the past? Whose version of thpresent defines the past? For many,
the past is associated with new-originals. The @sgnt is where the past is ending and
the future is beginning. It is a place of transititt is world in flux.

THE METAPHOR OF THE ARCHEOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

The theory proposed in this essay is based om#taphor of the archeology of
knowledge in which Foucault (1969) envisioned krexige in the form of layers that
have been deposited within a certain space oves. tBome of the layers are clearly
identified because similar kinds of events toolcelaver a period of time; other layers
are rather amorphous and suggest that events wihinstratum were in transition.
Foucault suggested that the various layers of disé [pecome accessible to archeologists
during major earthquakes. In this situation, theotes layers are separated and one of
the faces of the layers are uplifted and made leidib researchers. The past becomes
visible in the present. Within the framework oftbigcal knowledge, the past can be
made visible by means of a tumultuous event whiehcalled “epistemic ruptures.”
Such ruptures can be readily identified as hisébrevents: the plague, world wars,
territorial invasions and settlements, etc.

The theory of the stratification of time and sp&cbased on the metaphor of the
archeology of knowledge. However, whereas the alolg of knowledge was used to
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explain major historical events and their epistemiptures, the stratification of time
and space is used to account for the modern waitld it8 rapid modernization and its
extensive globalization of culture. A new layeraofiture is being imposed on the co-
presence of those living in the modern world. AMioffler (1970) referred to this
barrage of new concepts and images as “future shétk went on to refer to these
mass changes in terms of waves of change (Toff@80). The First Wave was the
society after the agrarian revolution. This charigek place during the Neolithic
Revolution over 10,000 years ago when the peoptaaiftime made a transition from
hunters and gatherers to agriculture. With thesanges came a high population
density, the organization of a hierarchical sogi¢teg development of standing armies,
trading economies and the quest for human beingsntrol nature. The Second Wave
is more recent. It has to do with the industrialalation in which the focus is on the
mass production and consumption of goods, and skeeofi mass media. With these
changes there was a shift from the extended faimithe nuclear family and the rule of
corporate power in the form of a bureaucracy basestandardization, centralization of
populations, the concentration of power, and aesystf mass education. For Toffler,
the Third Wave can be found in pos-industrial siycién this new wave, one finds
diverse lifestyles, fluid organizations that adgptckly to changes and the shift from
the economic value of industrial products to infatimn as a value construct. The Third
Wave is the Information Age. Using the stratifioatimodel of Foucault (1969), one
could argue that the older strata of the First Walvagricultural culture was inundated
by the Second Wave of industrialized culture anausently being flooded by the
events surrounding the Information Age. After abtlpthe possessions of that age settle
in the form of sediment. Each layer marks its placeéme and space. Those areas of the
landscape that are above the flood plain undettje thange; those areas below the
flood plain are devastated by change. In the aggadfalization, societies all over the
world are flooded with a plethora of images fromsmanedia. They are bombarded
with new cultural artifacts from all parts of thesd. How does one explain how all of
these disparate societies remain culturally diffexehile undergoing modernization?
What is interesting about this model of time andcgpis that in the modern
context of globalization cultures adapt their viegigime and space by adding a new
cultural layer of the co-present. Globalization t@nseen as a flood of images, artifacts,
and event on the cultural space of the landscapkiates behind a new layer of
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sediment that becomes part of the new-presentaleerritories experience the flood
of simulacra in the same way. Some territories rerabove the flood line. Others learn
to control flood damage by washing off the newlypatsted layers of cultural space.
However, regardless of how this new flood of massrketing is dealt with, all
topographies are involved in dealing with the canstflood of information. Even
though cities are modernized, they differ from eatiter because of their cultural pasts.
Sé&o Paulo, Brazil, for example, differs in many wdgsom Rio de Janeiro. Both are
modernized but they exhibit different cultural spacThis is because of the differences
in their historical past. Each city has dealt whkb cultural past in a different way. Rio
de Janeiro affirms the past while S&o Paulo affithes new-present and lives for the
future (the new-originals).

For those who leave their cultural space and move a new intercultural
context, their past is transported and recreateal @sw cultural space in which other
members of their diaspora reside and imbue themselith symbols of the cultural
past. They want to look out on the landscape off thest country and see residue of
their old cultural space. They do this by reconging their past within the context of
new co-present world. Of course, the past is n&ubr reconstructed because it is im-
mersed in foreign soil and greatly influenced byTihe result is a hybrid culture which
varies in accordance to their dominant and recedsarts (Nederveen Pieterse, 2004).

In the case of colonialism, the process is difierdhe colonizers know that
they are in foreign territory but they want to lgritheir own cultural space into this new
land and try to make the local indigenous groupsubpart of their own cultural
framework. They do this by controlling the managkeeiite (Karier, Spring and Violas,
1973) and by establishing a new system of coldawas and education. The aim of this
approach to cultural change is to replace the talpasth new earth. In the process of
following the laws of the colonizers and in leag@bout their culture, the new-present
will become the new-original. The indigenous grouyb take the language and the
culture of the colonizers as their own. Their higtwill be replaced by a new cultural
space. In many cases, this process is irreversible.

THE CONCEPT OF RE-PRESENTATION
The concept of re-presentation plays a major roliis investigation. Hence, it
merits further commentary. Perhaps a clue into Bpavbolic systems are reconstructed
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can be found in the work of Michel Foucault (198869). Foucault noticed that the
Renaissance brought about a new way of seeingyeBlarlier, artists and scholars
were content to imitate nature, but with the Resmise one began to re-present
knowledge into another symbolic system. Things kapgphey are present. People relate
what happened by re-presenting them in the foramttier code system. At some point,
a cognitive shift took place. The real events wam as important as their re-

presentations. The re-presentations become theongimals

PRESENT RE-PRESENT NEW-ORIGINALS

The event occurs in The event is re-presented. The| The cognitive shift occurs
the present. It is meaning of the event has been| when one assumes that the

coded through changed in its re-presentation. [thew re-presentation stands
language. The codeis re-coded. The new code has|dor what was originally

is not neutral. different value structure present. It does not stand far
It has a value the original.

structure The new re-presentation has

shifted its meaning. It now
has to do with a different
meaning and a different
value structure. It has
become the new-original

The present contains replicas of the past but thegkcas have undergone certain
changes. They have represented the past from tepgmtive of the present. They have
re-presented the past. It contains meanings of tha&tlpast and the present. When the
meanings of the past are dominated by the meawihti®e present, the meaning of the
old-original is replaced by the meaning of the reavginal.

What is happening in this re-coding of informaflofhhe present is embedded
within the past. It co-exists with the past becagepast emerges into the present. It is
that part of the habitus that continues to exigh the consciousness of the present. Is
one conscious of this past? Yes, there are patiseogbast that define and articulate the
consciousness of the present. The present, howewalves much more than the
habitus of the past. It involves a growing conssimss of events that are taking place
in the co-present and these forms of emerging aoumsgess sometimes reaffirms the
past and at other times it makes one aware ofictsithat exist between values and
feelings associated with the past and how theylexnge or call into question other

feelings associated with the consciousness of teeept. The code that constitutes
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language is not neutral. It is embedded with witlhie past. Language is value-laden.
All symbols are value-laden. They are culturallyjcalated. When one is aware of new
values and new levels of consciousness in the piied®ose moments of awareness
come to play a part in redefining the present. Wiats present is re-presented as
something new. This new idea is connected bothptheent and the emerging future.
The idea that was changed was connected to theapdghe present. Once the original
occurrence has been changed, it becomes part ofieiwepresent and the emerging
future.
Foucault (1982) was quick to point out how peoipddieve in symbols and

consider them to be a new kind of reality. In oriehis books,This is not a pipe

Foucault has a picture of a pipe and above itasRitenchCeci n’est pas une pipéle

knows that many will look at the picture of the @ipnd immediately challenge the
caption, “This is not a pipe.” This is exactly pisint; the picture is just a representation
of the real thing.

Foucault (1969) has made a major contributionistohical knowledge with his
discovery of the changes in cognition that toolcelduring the Middle Ages. He cites
the beginning of this new epistemological framewmrkis discussion dfas Meninas
a painting by Velasquez. In the original scene,kihg and queen are sitting before the
painter. They are present in front of him. In tlepresentation, they are show in
miniature in the reflection of a mirror at the baxfikhe room. The painter should not be
in the painting, yet he can be found there lookah@ young girl. He has re-presented
himself into the center of the painting as a sigaiit figure. The young girl is the new
gueen of Spain; she is the re-presented in theipgiby the artist. He was supposed to
focus on the older monarchs, the king and queenhéwsed the painting to make a
political statement. She is shown in the rays ghftlistreaming into the room. He has
cloaked her in a mystical light as though her pms#d is sanctioned from above.
Furthermore, she is shown as one who is protegielddeb servants and guardians. In
that work of art, the persons being painted aresaen directly. One sees the artist and
all of the others who are witnessing the paintifige subjects of the painting, the King
and Queen, are only seen indirectly as reflectamnslistant mirrors. The symbolism of
this painting is about the world of representatiboucault was very concerned with
false consciousness and this is evident in hisyaisabf the painting by Velasquez.
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What was present before the artists was re-presente original meaning of the scene
was changedlhe event was re-presented.

He is also concerned with historical truth as alteother members of the
Annales d’histoire économique et socialéhis organization was founded by Marc
Bloch and Lucien Febvre in 1928. Its main innovatwas to shift its focus on writing
about historical problems. The movement was aldinete as a form of structural
situationism. What this meant was the historianghia school criticized the positivist
school of history. The latter is associated with itivestigation of historical events from
a political and military point of view. The foundjnfathers of the Annales School
differed from the positivist school in several wayshey are mainly comprised of
economic historians who rebelled against tradiidnstorians’ who constantly wrote
about political idols. They felt that the positivischool had an obsession with great
men. The Annales School launched a method of imgatgin. They were concerned
with the context of the situation as it occurredha past. This new method was to find
fertile soil in French radical thought becauserdéefl history from its subjugation to
philosophy (Foucault, 1971).

Prior to discussing the nature of emergent strestuit is important to first
discuss some of the components that constitutensedation theory. These include the
concept of Zones of Proximal Development (ZPD) asldte them to the concept of
structuration (Giddens, 1984).

CONSTRUCTING A SEDIMENTATION THEORY OF CULTURE

There are several viable concepts that come tegéthconstitute a model of
cultural change. One of them is the concept ofresgntation that Foucault (1966)
introduced inThe Order of ThingsHe noted that the Middle Ages went through a time
when the old idea of imitating nature was replabgdne in which the events of the
present were re-presented and this meant thatweeg cast in a different code and
possessed different social and cultural values. wéne in which people think changed
during this period of time. Instead of seeing asecapies of an original, the originals
were re-presented and made into new entities. isnsédimentation theory, these new
entities are called the new-originals. These derakents occur within the co-present in
the framework of a “contextualized emergence” inchlsome elements of the past are
retained while others are modified or replaced widwer concepts. In terms of
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Foucault's sedimentation model of time, the layérthe present is placed onto the
previous layer of the past. Hence, the presentiseelded into the past. Those aspects
of the past that undergo change come to reprelsemewest layer of sedimentation, the
new-present or the makings of the future.

The implications of this investigation is that lalage is used to re-present the
social construction of reality and in doing so @defines the past in terms of the
relevancy of the present. As Kuhn (1964) noted im nodel of the Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, the past is rewritten tofleet the new paradigm. This
phenomenon is not limited to the natural sciences i endemic in daily social
interaction involving language. The idea that sgienrevolutions lead to new
paradigms and new models of normal science is Whatault (1969) sees as historical
discontinuities. These models of the emergencewflknowledge frameworks is the by
product of a process that begins with the anomissoglered in normal science, the
attempts to correct them during the period of sriand the successful implementation
of a new scientific paradigm during the period ofestific revolution. This is how
natural and social scientists argue for a modathainge. What they are revising and
reconstructing is a system of thought, an old ggrads replaced with a new one. This

is the situation presented by Vygotsky in his made¢he social mind.

VYGOTSKY AND THE SOCIAL MIND

In order to better understand what Vygotsky mdanhis model of the social
mind, it is necessary to return to some of the argathat influenced his work. One of
them was Karl Marx (1973) was a student of phildsopnder G. W. F. Hegel. Students
of philosophy are familiar Hegel. He was an idegalte believed that historical changes
were motivated by ideas. Marx did not concur with teacher and argued that history
changed because of material factors such the rmeduktenance, conflicts between
social classes, and other forms of human intenactodaily life. Marx wanted to
oppose the idealism of his teacher and in its plaeecreated a new concept,
materialism. This claim by Marx of materialism & tforce that motivated historical
change was revolutionary at the time. Marx not antyoduced a materialist view of
history, but he also incorporated it into his modehuman consciousness. He did this
by introducing the concept of everyday activityoiritis theory of cognition. This was a
profound concept. It argued that human practicéhés basis for human cognition.
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Cognition does not exist outside of the procesd®eihg-in-the-world and interacting
with it. What one does determines how one thinksualife. Marx wanted to focus on
actual individuals, what they do, and how the mateonditions in life determine their
own thinking. He rejected the old Hegelian modehw@Hterialism in which individuals
were abstract. Under the new materialism, indivisla®e concrete human beings who
are involved in doing things with others in a plegsworld.

Vygotsky (1934; 1978) was a Soviet psychologidtowaccepted the new
materialism of Marx. He went on to argue that thenan mind is a product of cultural
influences and experiences. Human being, he argimeeénted devices that have
transformed their thinking. There are two kindst@dls used by humans. One is the
symbolic tool of language, an epistemological tankl the other is the physical tools of

technology.

Tools of the Mind

Technical Tool | Individuals interact with naturedbgh various kinds of material
tools. It is by means of these tools that theyadole to transform

nature.

Symbolic Tools| Individuals also transform naturetigh language. Language i$ a
tool of the mind. It allows one to socially construnew forms of

reality.

What this means is that each child does not intlegge instrumental systems; they are
passed down across generations. For VygotskyJigeete had to do with the capacity
to learn from instruction with the use of theseltoblence, the teacher plays a central
role in this context. The teacher is there to hkgstudent go beyond his current level
of competence. Hence, intelligence is an index bé&twa student can do is capable of
doing while interacting with adults. The move froine present level of development to
the new potential level of development is called Zlone of Proximal Development
(ZPD). This zone is too difficult for a child to mage alone and for this reason it is
done with a mentor, a teacher, helping adult. T¢é& af apprenticeship in education is
calledscaffolding The teacher helps the student to move to the nuext on the ladder
of ZPD.
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Child’s Understanding | Zone of Proximal Adult’s Understanding of
of the world Development (ZPD) the world
X > Y

One moves from position X to position Y with thdhef a mentor or teacher. The
task is determined by the teacher as a ZPD. Onashas accomplished, a new task
is arranged. This series of tasks is called “sddifig.”

What Vygotsky is saying is that these new mentalstare developed through a
teaching-learning process that involves social argk in which shared meanings are
developed through joint activity. These changesigher mental functions are not
universal. They are culture specific. Many of tlgmitive categories and functions that
cultural psychologists have argued are universahat.

What are the implications of scaffolding theory étheory of social change? It
means that there are many within a social group mbssess and command higher
forms of human knowledge. These specialists aatasalysts. It is their duty assist
learner from one level of the Zone of Proximal Depenent to the other. It is their task
to raise the levels of consciousness of their apes from a lower level of
consciousness into a higher one. The pioneerirengsis mentioned by Kuhn (1964)
are such individuals. They are the motivators addngfe. In this model of scientific
revolutions, Kuhn argued that science is motivatsd problem solving and he
designated a small group of specialists, the ugpaercent, as motivators of scientific
change. They are the few among many who are avigetential paradigm shifts.

Within sedimentation theory, the student is alyetmiliar with the past. This
experience is used by the mentor to create a nesept. The mentor introduces
examples of contextual emergence in order to agssstudent in redefining the past
with the co-present. This process results in mamrpelences being redefined,
restructured, or reinvented within the co-pres@ften a student enters into the zone of
proximal development, he is not using the new-padormulate his ideas, but begins
with the new-present. These changes emerge as mgwats, the foundations of the
next level of consciousness. It is important as hoint to explain how the future is

embedded in the present. Where do future ideasaadts come from? They emerge
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from the co-present when the past is redefinedruesired, or reinvented. All of these
changes constitute a contextual emergence of idgéham the new-present. When these
ideas are accepted and rest on the sediment opdakg they command the new
landscape as the basis for new ideas, conceptsegmeriences. The future (new-
originals) are embedded in the present (new-prgs@itat Vygotsky has developed
within his zone of proximal development is a systenwhich mentors are agents of
change. They are introducing their students to ribgt level of awareness. They
understand the future and are using the co-preésemide their students into the next
level of consciousness.

One of the weaknesses in Vygotsky's model thatvée not able to articulate
how actions and objects mediated the cognitive &gapansition from the higher mental
functions of the child to that of the adult. He vedre to discuss cultural entities, but not
social functions. Activity theory (Ratner, 1996, lwénk) and social script theory
explain how psychological is grounded in culturatiaties. As a matter of fact,
cognitive linguistics suffers from the same weakndiscan construct a personal model
of culture within the individual, but it cannot dam how this model is socially
constructed. A child learns by doing thing, by daling others, by trying to emulate
them, by trying to make his world similar to th&orld. There is agency involved in
these events. The agency comes from the childf uan attempt to emulate the social
world and the cultural world that he is immersedHe uses social scripts and language
as learning tools and experiential devices to raeigwithin that milieu. Co-
constructionist models of cultural psychology sepathe production of social relations
from the ways in which individuals utilize and cange them. One learns a social script
by participating in that socially constructed eveéntmany cultures (Hicks and Gwynne,
1996) a child is not considered to be a human timy have mastered a certain level of
secondary socialization. In these cultures, tlasdtion is marked by a rite of passage
(van Gennep, 1961). At this point in their livebey have mastered the major social
scripts demanded of them by their culture. Theydahe world and the mentality of a
child and enter into a world that is cognitivelyfdrent, the world of the adult.

SOCIAL SCRIPTS AS PERFORMED STRUCTURES
It is time to look closer at the concept of habiand explain how the past is

formulated as the new-past. One could argue tleattpractices are almost unconscious
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because they represent practices within the sapioéd everyday life that are tacitly
accepted as social scripts. An interesting excegtathis use of the past can be found
in the writings of Victor Turner (1968, 1969, 19'&xd 1982). He developed a model of
social performance to explain how rituals are nzamgd in hunter and gatherer
societies. The rituals follow a structure reminigcef the rites of passage model of van
Gennep (1960). Turner (1968) goes further in higlamation of the rite of passage
rituals in these earlier societal forms. He promadtee concept of consciousness. Those
who perform the rituals know that they are keeping past alive in the present. In
terms of sedimentation theory, they are redefirting old past as the new-present.
Mundane activities are defined in terms of the mast, but sacred rituals have a
special status. They are performed in the preseshtf@r the present. Hence, they are
constitute the new-present. Nevertheless, the Issaigpts discussed in this part of the
investigation have to do with tacit knowledge. Tina@ye to do with social practices that
take place within the sociology of everyday lifeerde, they form the structures
inherent within the cultural habitus of a community

Social script theory has been developed to prowadstructural account of
cultural habitus (Bourdieu, 1977, 1984). It assuthas these tacit practices are nothing
other than “social recipes.” Within existential &dagy, for example, it is argued that
most human beings are not able to envision therasdlv terms of grand theories or
models of social thought. All that they know areitiday to day existences and these
are always highly contextualized (Douglas et aBQchapter 6). This is because for
them, life is situated (Douglas and Johnson, 1%6tarba and Fontana, 1984). Things
may occur from one moment to the next and they riaash how to deal with these
exigencies. How do they deal with these problems$@né/ did they learn how to cope
with these problems? They learned them as mini-dsaand social acts (Lyman and
Scott, 1976, 1978). They learned them by obseraimg experiencing similar problems
in natural situations. What is a natural situatidh® one that is not dictated by the
kinds of laboratory conditions found in psycholaiitesting. It is not a situation that is
taken out of context. By natural, they mean theasibns that are common to everyday
life. These are situations in which individuals mesach other in face-to-face
encounters. It is a common sense world in which mmgg refer to feelings,
perceptions, emotions, moods, thoughts, valuesjdmas shared with other members of
society. It is that internal connection with othénat is referred to as the meanings of
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life. Natural means that one is able to analyze wamtkerstand social situations from the
standpoint of the members of a group or commumNBtural situations are dependant
on actual situations and circumstances. It invobaiag-in-the-situation.

From these actual situations, one is able to devetxial scripts of the events
and the actions. These are best described as ep&sazhts. One does not just enter a
restaurant, he must follow a script. That scripeady exists. It is one that he has seen
many times as a child and has participated in. &tsesipts refer to social functions.
They dictate what one should be doing at a padictime and in a particular place if
one is to play the role characteristically assedaith that script. There may be several
people involved in the same situation, but they midfer in the roles that they have
been given or have chosen to enact. Hence, tlewioly is a revision of the Restaurant
Schema (Minsky, 1988) as Social Script Theory (Bair, Thomé-Williams, and Su,
2005). The original concept can be found in Milleribam, and Galanter (1960). These
scholars discussed the importance of plans, smegtand behaviors. Social life, they
argue, is organized. It consists of plans. It mitired, and it determines behavior.
Social scripts are sequential plans; they are dazgdnand they are structured with
event frames, social roles, tacit scripts and ejgsdunctions. When one enters a
restaurant, he participates in a social scriptt thes act of entering a restaurant is an
event and it invokes a plan of behavior. The custois aware of most of the social
roles of the people working in a restaurant. Hewsavhat to do and performs the
proper episodic functions in that environment. Masportantly, the other people
working in that restaurant also know the socialpsoof the customer. However, the
customer may not even be aware of the social scopinost of the people working in a
restaurant. They may identify the waiter, the boyg, land the cashier and be unaware of
the roles of the cooks, the dishwasher, the man#geaccountant, etc.
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The Restaurant Schema under Social Script Theory

Event FrameDinning at a restaurant

Social Roles Waiter, customer, cashier, busboy, manager, cook

Episodic

Functions

Lexicon

Script

Enter a restaurant

Approach the host

Have someone direct the customer to a table

Have someone bring a menu to the customer

The customer peruses the menu

Have the waiter approach the customer and asknforder

The customer puts in his order

The water leave and eventually returns with thelfoo

The waiter signals the end of the main meal byragskbout deserts.
The waiter customer signals the end of the mealdbyng for the bill
The waiter brings the bill or the check

The customer either pays the waiter or pays theieas

The customer pays the cashier

The customer may leave a tip

The customer leaves the restaurant

Waiter, customer, table, main meal, desertsctphier, restaurant, the
bill, the check, the menu, etc.

Enter a restaurant, approach the cashier, gefresbio a waiter, go to
your assigned table, accept the menus, read thake an order, wait
for the meal, eat your meal, discuss the topicoofersation during the
meal, wait for the waiter to ask if you want to bavdessert, order the
dessert (Optional), receive the bill, leave apy the cashier, leave the
establishment.

GIDDENS AND STRUCTURATION

How would these subtle changes in society ovee toperate? How would

individual change lead to social change? Theresaveral answers to these questions.

Both have to do with the process of socializati8hildren are born into a world that

already has a social system and an existing cultlineir parents and their family
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members act as agents of primary socializatiorheim behalf. They learn to function in
several roles and witness significant others perilog a range of other roles related to
primary socialization. Later, these children wititer into a school system where they
are introduced into the process of secondary spai@n. They come to learn how to
behave outside of their home environment. Theyirgreduced to new instruments of
thought such as science, mathematics, social stuaie a range of basic social skills.
What does this socialization accomplish? Thesaldnl may differ significantly in how
they were socialized at home. They may encountiéereint parent-child interaction
patterns and may be exposed to different socioenmnenvironments. In school, they
are supposed to learn the same skills and sames fofisocial knowledge but this does
not always happen as school systems may vary gr&gath one district to another.
What this means, in essence, is that their conadscial reality is widely distributed
(Berger and Luckmann, 1966). This distribution dam discussed as generational
differences but the complexity of the situationcleser to a calculus of differences.
Generations occur within families but children &en every day and this leads to a
wide range of people who are supposed to shareeirsdame patterns of socialization,
but they do not.

Anthony Giddens (1984) argued for a similar pattef differentiation in
society. He referred to these changes as structnrd¥hat this means is that a group of
individuals may be exposed to new social concepts experiences and these events
change them. During this process of change, theyerfrom one level of consciousness
to another. Upon entering this higher level of aamasss, they enter society with new
visions of understanding. In the framework of Vygot (1962, 1978) they have moved
up to a higher rung in the Zone of Proximal Devetept. They have entered into a
higher level of consciousness because they haveib&#educed to new symbolic tools.
Just as the movement from one paradigm of normahee is elevated to another
paradigm of natural science, one finds that eaclvement along the ladder of
consciousness is also a spiral achievement.

Structuration occurs within Sedimentation Theorfiew the old-original is
replaced with a new-original. It occurs when thisra paradigm shift from one level of
plans, structures, and behaviors to the next. Althis occurs because new social
practices emerge as contextualized emergents acau$e old symbolic tools are

replaced with new ones.
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TOWARDS A THEORY OF CULTURAL CHANGE

Within the theory of the sedimentation of cultuiede and space, it is agued that
cultural consciousness plays an important roleha ¢o-present, the place where the
present is embedded in the past. It is in the esgnt where the new-past is establish
and where traditions are redefined and given aie® that concur with its new
contextual frame. It can be argued that the meaoiribe present comes from the past.
Old traditions provide road signs to the presefd. gatterns of behavior provide social
structures that legitimate the present. These mpattenay not be obvious to the
individuals functioning within the co-present. limch a case, the past becomes the new-
past. However, where individuals are conscious hafs¢ transformations, the past
becomes the new-present. They represent the ndawaest of cultural space that is
placed upon the co-present. This new layer willntwally form the old past for future
generations of people inhabiting that cultural gpac

Old-past New-past New-past New-Originals
Redefined Modified
New-Past
Reinvented

The Co-Present
The Past

It is also in the co-present where the new-preseateated. This is because the
future is embedded in the present. It is the plabere human projections are created
and where hopes and desires are developed andxtaiteed. Changes in the new-
present are most obvious across generations watsiocial setting. A clear case of this
can be found in the generation gap that has oatw@meong baby boomers from 1946-
1964. Jones (1981), a demographer, studied thi®dpen American culture and
documented how the social construction of realitythe children of this generation

differed substantially from those of their pareritkere were several factors that led to
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this difference. It was during this time that peopioved from the inner city to live in
the suburbs. The automobile became a dominant nadarensportation, and television
the dominant means of entertainment. A plethoraesf patterns of socialization led to
the creation of a new mind set, a new cultural cimusness. The new-present of the
children of this era differed significantly frometmew-present of their parents. What the
parents called the new-present, their children gegthe same phenomena as the new-

originals.

MAKING THE PRESENT COHERENT THROUGH HABITUS

Living in the co-present means that one inhabit®#dd that is in a state of flux.
However, individuals who live in the co-present nlot experience the sociology of
everyday life as an unstructured and constantlynging world. Why is that? The
answer can be found in the concept of Habitus (&eur 1977, 1984; Bourdieu and
Wacquaint, 1992). The structures that underlie y&lay life are the routines, habits,
beliefs, and patterns of behavior that one acquiseBving within a cultural complex
known as one’s social and cultural habitus. Lifembedded in this habitus. Without
this habitus, life would undergo constant scruti@ne would ask some very basic
guestions about the daily routines in life. Whatstmone do when entering a restaurant?
How does one go about ordering a meal? Life isdtiihese nonverbal social scripts.
They are learned by living and participating inudtural complex. Life makes sense
because these routines provide daily activities actébns with a semblance of order.
When others share the same social scripts, thét iesusense of social order. Primary
and secondary socialization formed the trainingugtbfor the creation of this social
order. Television programs also provide informatonwhat is available for purchase
in the common market. These programs also cont@mples of social behavior in the
form of soap operas, movies, and documentaries.hMafcwhat constitutes culture
exists in the form of tacit knowledge. It can beirfd in the cultural habitus of daily

living.

RE-INVENTING THE CULTURAL PAST
Globalization is the new label that has repladeddoncept of multiculturalism.
It has been chosen as a new term for several reaBoglobalization théerra firma of

a cultural space is overlaid with new earth. Theeamf other cultures and ways of life
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invade the cultural spaces of the past. The coeptas a mixture of not only new and
old cultures, but also disparate cultures. Theransther reason why globalization has
been a more significant concept in modern times #nsl has to do with large
movements of human beings going across interndtlmmandaries to resettle in a new
land. The old concept of culture was defined byomastates. It is what is within the
political entity of a nation-state constituted asitural framework. Once an individual
leaves his country or nation-state, he entersamew culture. With globalization such
a definition of multiculturalism no longer holdsedple are transportesh massén new
cultures where they become hybrid citizens. In dié country, the present was
embedded in the past. In the new host country, liewehe cultural past is different.
This means that their cultural identity has beemmmmised. They want to be
participants in the new culture and yet remain falste to their cultural past. This
problem is resolved by transporting componentsefdultural past and relocating it in
the new home land. Those who reside outside ofghesnomenon has labeled such
communities as a ghetto, a little Tokyo, a barooa China towns. The reality is that
has more to do with the making of a hybrid cultdteonstitutes a new cultural space.
Within the Foucault model of the archeology of kiedge, earth from the old country
is brought into the new country and mixed withnigsv cultural space.

For those who are being bombarded with moderwizain the form of new
forms of architecture, new products, new languages, new ways of thinking, the
opposite is true. Their culture past is allow n@nnfs of earth to be placed ortetra

firma. It also constitutes a hybrid culture but of dediént kind.

THE EMERGENCE OF VIRAL CULTURES

One aspect of socialization that has not beey aiddressed so far comes from
the uses of mass media. This use of media comesamy forms and is directed to
cultural niches. What one sees on television besangart of the conscious co-present.
Those who share the same media use it as a waafhirming their social construction
of reality. The soap operas, movies, and situatomedies that they watch are
comparable to other forms of socialization excéytt the participation is passive and
the messages may are tacit. Years after a certant éook place on television,
individuals may invoke them in conversations anié paying. These invents are part
of their virtual memory and form a part of theirtuial culture. They function, in part, as
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a collective memory that has been distributed mddially to individuals and these
persons invoke the same memory at the same timee pablic setting. They have
become the new-originals. One can ascertain afsoa conversation, for example, if
another person subscribes to cable and what pregnenor she watches on television.
These forms of virtual memory become social markérgroup coherence with regard
to one event. It is as if there are niche cultuheg can be invoked and used to unite
disparate individuals by means of one event.

Sociologists do not want to deal with the conaafptollective memory. They
find it too mystical. This concept, it should betew was introduced by Durkheim
(1951), one of the founders of sociology. Durkhe{@®64, 1970) argued that
individuals are bound together in society in twoysial hey share their lives with others
in a communal setting or they are bound togethensiytutions, laws, and regulations.
Those who see life as a community share the saligégore the same hope, fears, and
aspirations. Those who are bound by rules and aegak belong to a group but they do
not feel bonded to the group. With the advent ddévision and the creation of the
consumer culture, the kinds of bonding that oceumiass society has many of the
elements associated with the primal communities harkheim discussed. Virtual
cultures share virtual memories. They are bondedrtyal events. They have the same
kind of deep emotional connection over events daatier societal types encounter. If
there ever was a time when a case could be madédoexistence of fragments of a
virtual memory distributed over a wide range ofheiccultures, it is in the co-present
world of television, the internet, blogospheres,d anther forms of mediated

communication.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The concept of culture as a unit of knowledge athday all individuals within a
nation-state can no longer be maintained. Justtasoenic groups transcend national
borders in order to do business, mass media tradsdhese same borders in order to
market goods. What was once a simple matter ohishgfithe mores of a tribal unit or a
nation-state has emerged into a calculus of cdlantdacts that play a role in the co-
present worlds of numerous consumer societies. Hogs one begin to explain this

new form of cultural diffusion? How does one betiindefine the forces behind these
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infusions of cultural symbols? How does one dedhwhe spectacle of life (Debord,
1995; Baudrillard, 1973)?

It was argued earlier in this investigation thatihi’s theory of scientific
revolutions provides a basis for the discussioohainge within the cultural fabric of a
society. Emphasis was placed on the period of £ngeere the social construction of
reality is questioned and new potential paradigmerge. It was argued that this locale
is not the present but the co-present, the placrevtine past and the present encounter
each other. It is where the present is embedd#tkihabitus of the past. It is also where
the future is being created by means of new leaskt®nsciousness raising and new re-
presentations of the artifacts of the past. Itasehthat the rationale for change takes
place. It is from this context that cultural chasigemerge. Some of these function as
new-originals. Others just remain as the new-pitesen

What this new framework for the study of cultum@goses is that culture is a
steady-state phenomenon that represents linear msroé frozen time in a dynamic
realm of change. If modernity had to do with steathte phenomena of the past and
postmodernism has to do with the state of flux leetwsteady-states, the question that
needs to be asked is what comes after postmoderhiswil be another stable system
surrounded by a flux of forces that contain thedseef cultural change in the future.
What is needed is a complexity theory of cultutés Under these circumstances that the
nature of cultural change can be better examingéidukated, and defined.
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