XOJUT, H BMECTe C TeM MOTEHIHAIbHYIO CIOCOGHOCTD .moneu K HayyHO 06oc-
HOBAHHOMU PEryJsiuu 3THX GOpM.

JymaeTcsi, yTo MOHHMaHHe KyJbTYpbl Kak chemuduueckoro crocoba ue-
JIOBEUECKOH JesiITeIbHOCTH 3ak/iouaer B cebe TpebyeMble IO3HABaTeJNbHbIE
BO3MOXKHOCTH. [IpenMyliecTBO 3TOro BHAA KYJbTYPOJOTHYECKOro OOBSICHE-
HHSI 00YCJIOBJIEHO Te€M, YTO XapaKTEPUCTHKA KYJIbTYPH uepe3 IMOHSATHE «CIO-
c00 JeATeJbHOCTH» NI03BOJISIET TEOPETHUECKH eCTECTBEHHO CHHTE3HPOBATh JBe
OJIMHAKOBO BaxKHBIE CTOPOHBI OOLIEr0 IPOLECCYabHOr0 KOHTHHyyMa oOlie-
CTBEHHOIl KH3HH JIIOAEH, KOTOPble B MCTOPUH MBICJIH YacTO Pa3BOJHIHCH U
NPOTHBOIOCTABJAINCH APYT APYTY, a Takke (YHKIHOHAJIHHO BCKPHIBATH
peajibHble, BO MHOTOM IIPOTHBOPEUHBBIE OTHOIIECHHS, CYLIECTBYIOIIHE MEXKIY
STHMH CTOPOHAMH KOHTHHyyMa. MBI HMeeM B BHAY U€JOBEUECKHX HHIUBHIOB
H 0co0yI0 HAaAGUHONOTHYECKYIO, BBIPAOOTAHHYIO CHCTEMY CPEJCTB, GJaarogaps
KOTOPO# 00pasyercst U OCYIIECTBJSIETCS MPOLECC HX COBMECTHOH JAesTeIbHO-
cTi. MexaHU3M COYETAHUS KPEATUBHBIX H CTEPEOTHIHBIX, JHYHOCTHBIX H HaJ-
HHIUBHAYAJIbHBIX HAauaJ B INpoleccaXx JIHHAMHKH KYyJbTYpHOH TpalHIUH,
CTABIIMA NMPEAMETOM HACTOSLIEro OOCYXKIAEHHUS, MO3BOJSET BHISIBUTh ITH OT-
HOIIEHHSI, a TaKXKe aKTHBHYIO POJIb H TBOPUECKHE MOTEHIHH YeJOBeKa, B TOM
qucJae U TaKue pe3epBHBbIE MOTEHUHH, KOTOpble NMPEICTOHT aKTyaJH3HPOBAaTh
JIHIIb B HAlll YHHKAJBHBIA 110 CTENEHH CBOeH THHAMHYHOCTH H NPOTHBOPEYH-
BOCTH BeK.

OT PEAAKLUM

Juckyccuss no npo6sieMaM TEOPHH KYJbTYPHOH TpaaHIMH, MaTepHasbl
KoTopoit ony6aukoBansl B NeNe 2 u 3 Halero KypHaJa, COCTOsIIach Ha 3aHS-
THH METOJO0JIoTHUecKoro cemunapa Mucrutryra staorpa¢un AH CCCP, op-
ranusoBannoMm HayunbiM coBetom AH CCCP mo ucTopuu MHPOBOH KYJBTY-
pbl, OlOpo cemMHHapa M pejfakuueil xypHaisa. Ona Obl1a IpoBele-
Ha B (opMe TaK Ha3BIBAEMOrO «KPYIJOro CTOJa», MpejnoJaramolueii 3apa-
Hee pacnpoCTPaHEHHBII OCHOBHOH JOKJAaJ U CEpUI0O KPATKHX PEIIMK y4acT-
HHUKOB.

3aHsiTHE CeMHHapa, IOCBSLIEHHOE TEOPUH TPAJHIHH, SBHUJIOCH NPSIMBIM
NPOAOJIKEHHEM JUCKyccHH 00 3THOCE M KyJbType 3THOCA, NPOBEAEHHOU B
1979 r. B EpeBaHe ynoMsIHyTHIM COBETOM.

B kauecTBe TeMBbl AHCKYyCCHH Obl1a BbIOpaHa TEODHSI TPadHIIHH.

CoBpeMeHHOe pa3BHTHE TEOPHHM 3THOCA, (DyHIaMEHTAJbHOH MAJS 3THO-
rpaduu Kak HayKH, MOCTABUJIO Nepe] 3THOrpadaMu B YHCJIE NPYTHX O0COOeH-
HO aKTyaJ/JIbHBIX TeOpeTHYecKHX npob/jem mnpobsaeMy TpaAHIHH KaK Mexa-
HH3Ma BOCIIPOHM3BEJEHHS KYyJbTYPHl, HOCHTEJEM KOTOPOH SBJSETCS Ta HJIH
HHasl dTHHYecKas oO6mHOCTb. C APYro#l CTOPOHBI, Pa3BUTHE MapKCHCTCKOH
TEOPHHU KYJbTYDPLI MOPOXKAAET LEJBIH psf mpobsaeM, TpeOYIOUIUX BKJIIOYEHHS
clellHaJbHOH 3THOrpauuecKoil TeOpHH B OOIIMHA Ipolecc OOCYKIEHHS OC-
HOBHBIX MOHSTHH KYJbTYPOJOTHH. DTH OOCTOSITENbCTBA MOGYAMJIH OpTaHH-
3aTOPOB OOCYK/JEHHSI NPEBPATUTb €ro B MEXJIUCHUILIMHADHOE, NMPHUBJEYb K
YUacCTHIO B HEM He TOJIbKO 3THOrpadoB U (OJbKJIOPHCTOB, HO H (hHa0cO(DOB,
COIIHOJIOTOB, HCTOPUKOB, reorpaoB | JIp.

Kak u Bcsikas apyrasi, COCTOSIBLIASICS TUCKYCCHSI CIOCOOCTBOBAJa Mpex-
Jle BCEro BBISICHEHHIO OCHOBHOT'O KPyra BOIPOCOB, H3 KOTOPBIX CKJIaJbIBaETCS
npobseMa, B JaHHOM c/ydae — npo6JjeMa TpPaJHIUH HJH, 0 TePMHHOJOTHH
3. C. Mapkapsina, «KyJbTYpHO#l Tpaaunuu». He MeHee CyllecTBEHHEIM OBLIO
U BBISICHEHHE PAa3/IMYMi CYIIECTBYIOLIUX TOUYEK 3PEHHS H METOJHUYECKHX IIOA-
XOJ0OB K pa3pelleHHI0 3THX OCHOBHBIX BOmpocoB. OCTaHOBHMCS JIHIIb HA He-
KOTOPBIX HIesiX, BBICKA3aHHBIX B IIpolecce OOCYXKAEHHST O0COGEHHO BaXKHBIX
1J151 LaJbHEHIIero pa3BUTHSI MapKCHCTCKOM 3THOTpa(HH.
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3. C. MapkapsiH COBEpIIEHHO IpaB, HACTaHBas Ha IIHPOKOM NMOHHUMaHHUH
TePMHHA «Tpagunus» («KyJbTypHas Tpajauius»). B obuieil cucreme couu-
aNbHBIX KaTeropuit 0O0OIIEHHBIM MOHSATHAM <«OOIIECTBO», «3THOCY, «KYJb-
Typa» U JAp. JAOJKHO COOTBETCTBOBATbH CTOJb Ke O0O0O0OILIeHHOE IOHSITHE
«TpaHIUsI», KOTOPOE MOXKET OXBATHTb BCE CHOCOOBI (DUKCAIMHU B COIHAJb-
HOH MaMsITH, TPAHCMHCCHH (Mepefaud) H PEenpoAyHHPOBaHHS (BOCHPOU3BE-
nenust) KyJabTypbl. C 3TOH TOUKH 3peHHS, HECCOMHEHHO, YTO TPaAULUS IPHCY-
Ia BCEM 3TamaM Pa3BHUTHS UeJOBeuecTBa W BCEM THIaM o6IIecTBa OT CaMbIX
apXadmyecKHux IO COBPEMEHHBIX. B TakoM cMbIc/ie NMPHBBIYHOE JeJieHHe pas-
JIHUHBIX THIIOB YEJOBEUECKOro OOINecTBa Ha «TPAJUIHOHHBIE» M «HETPaaH-
I[HOHHBIE» TEOPETHUECKH HE0OOCHOBaHO. DTO, pasyMeeTcs, He CHMUMAaeT BO-
mpoca O TOM, 4TO CaM MeXaHH3M (HUKCAlUH B MaMSATH (CTEPEOTHNH3ALHH),
TPAHCMHCCHH M BOCIPOU3BENEHHST HE MOMKET He H3MEHSThCS HCTOPHUECKH.
Bosiee Toro, UMeHHO Takasi IIOCTAHOBKA BOMpoOca Mpexze Bcero u Tpebyer
TEOPETHUYECKOTO M HCTOPHUYECKOTO H3yUeHHS NPHUPOABI M NPUUYMH H3MEHEeHHH,
MPOHCXOAAIINX B 3TOM MexaHusame. Kpome toro, n/s sTHOrpaduu oco6eHHOe
3HAUEHHE HMEeT TEOPETHUECKOe OCMBICTICHHE Da3J/IMuMii, KOTOpble XapaKTep-
HBl JJIs1 PasHbBIX chep UeJOBEUecKOl NeSTEeNbHOCTH H KYJbTYPH — IMOBEIEH-
uecKoil (cTepeoTHNbl OOLIIEHHOTO MOBELEHHUST, CTEPEOTHIILI OOPSIAOBEIE H T. 11.)
MaTepHaJbHO-BEIIHON, JYXOBHOU (BKJIOYAS 3CTETHUECKYIO IESTENbHOCTD)
u 1np. U, pasymeercs, BechMa BaxKHa caMa IpobseMa CTePEOTHIH3AINH, HITH,
TOUHEe,— CTEPEOTUIIOB M HMX BAaPHATHBHOIO (hYHKIHMOHHPOBAHHUSA (JIOKAJIbHO-
ro, 3THHYECKOT0, PErHOHAJbHOTO H T. 1.), COOTHOLIEHHE MOJeJell CTepeoTH-
noB (HJIM MX MHBApHAHTOB) C peasJbHBIMH (pOpMaMH HX peasu3aunuu B ¢op-
Max MOBEJeHHUs, B Bellax, Bep6anbHBIX TekcTaxX. M, HakoHel, cucTeMa 3Ha-
YeHHH, KOTOpble MPUCBAMBAIOTCSl 3THM CTepeoTHIaM M (opMaM HX peanausa-
IIHH CAMHUMH HX CO3JaTeJSIMH U HOCUTEJNSIMH, T. €. HX 3HAKOBas CHCTeMa HJH
CEMHOTHKA.

Kak yxKe roBOpHJIOCH, YYaCTHHKH MHCKYCCHHM COTJIACHJIHCh C MHEHHEM
3. C. MapkapsHa, OnpefeJuBIIEro KyJbTYPHYIO TPAAUIIHIO KaK BBIPaXKEHHBIH
B COI[HAJHHO OPraHH30BAHHBIX CTEPEOTHNaX TpymnoBoil ombiT. OZHAKO 3TO
NPUHIUIHAJBHOE COTJIACHEe BOBCE He HCKJIOUMJIO CYLIECTBEHHBIX pa3HOrJa-
CHII MO OTJEJNbHBIM acleKTaM Takoro ompejeseHusi. TOUHO Tak Ke HeCOBIa-
Jaloolie MHEeHHs GbIJIH BbICKAa3aHBI H MO TaKHUM BONpPOCaM, KaK B3aHMOOTHO-
IIeHHS, TPAAUIHUH U HHHOBAUHM HJIH 4YJEHEHHe KYJbTYPHBIX TPAAMIHUI HA
ob1ue 1 JoKaJbHbIE.

C camoro HauaJsa B JUCKycCHH Obli0 oOpalieHo BHHMaHHEe Ha Heo6XOau-
MOCTh aKCHOJIOTHUECKOTO MOJAXOJa K KyJbTYPHOH Tpaaunuu. Pemaxmus ie-
JIHKOM COTJIacHA C TaKOil IOCTaHOBKOIT Bompoca B Buictymiaenusx C. A. Toka-
pesa, A. W. Ilepuinna u Apyrux y4acCTHHKOB. AKCHOJIOTHUECKHUI MOAXOJ €CTh
B JAHHOM CJyyae BBIpaXK€HHE MapKCHUCTCKOTO, T. €. K/JIacCOBOTO TOAXOAAa K
CJIOKHOMY OGIIECTBEHHOMY SIBJI€HUIO. V1 OH B paBHO# CTEeNeHH HYXKEH Kak
NPH U3YUEHHUH TPAZUINH B HCTOPHUECKOM IJIaHe, TaK U MPH OIEHKE ee B Mpo-
necce mpemnaraemoro . C. MapkapsHOM HPOTHOCTHUECKOTO MOJEJHPOBaA-
HHUS B aJMHUHHCTPATHBHO-yIpaBJeHUeCKOH mpakTHke. O6CYyXKIAeHHE 3TOM IO-
caenHeil TpobJeMBl ele TOJbBKO HauHHAaeTC s .

BMecre ¢ TeM coBeplIEHHO OUYEBHIHO, UYTO AKCHOJOTHUECKUH MOAXOM HE
TOJILKO HE HCKJIOYaeT, HO, HANPOTHB, HACTOSATEJNbHO TpPebyeT TIIATEJTHHOTO
HCCJAENOBAHUSI TOTO, KaK JAEHCTBYyeT MeXaHH3M (OPMHPOBAHHUS U Tepegaun
TPagHIMH, UTO OTJIMYAET KaKOH-1H60 BapHaHT TPaAHIHH OT JPYTHX, T. €.
THHUECKOH crnenuduKH Tpaguuuil. Beib MMEHHO 3TOT acHmeKT NPOOJIEMbI
MPEACTAaBJASET TVIABHBEII MHTEpeC AJs 3THOrpada, B 3TOM OTHOIIEHHH pe-
JaKIMs MOJHOCThIO corsiacHa ¢ MHeHusiMu M. M. Kpynuuka u A. . Ilepmu-
na. B maHHOI CBSI3W MpeACTaBJSETCS BeCbMa TMEPCHEKTHBHBIM IIPEIJIONKEH-
Hoe M. B. 3eikoBeiM u K. B. UHCTOBBIM HCITOJIb30BAHHE TOHSTHS «COIHAJb-
Hasd MaMATb» NPH U3YUEHUH KYJIbTYPHOI TPAAULIUH. 3acC/AYKHBAeT BHHMAHHS
MPU PACCMOTPEHHH MexaHH3Ma (YHKIMOHHPOBAHHS H Nepeflaud U aKIEeHT H&
pa3rpaHHYEeHUH SKCTPABEPTHOH W HHTPOBEPTHOH OPHEHTANMI TpamHIlHH,
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chenanublil B BeicTymiaeHun B. M. Bepumreiina. IlpeacraBiasiercs, ofHaKo,
YTO BCErja CJAelyeT MOMHHUTb O HePa3pBIBHOH CBA3M 3THX ABYX THIIOB ODHEH-
Tanuu Apyr ¢ Apyrom. Kak paBHBIM 06pa3oM H O TOM, YTO UX COOTHOLIEHHE B
paMKax JaHHOIl KyJbTYPHOH TpPaJHIMH BapbUPYeT B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT KOH-
KPETHOH CBSI3U MEXJY «CBOEHl CHCTEeMOH» U «METAaCHCTEMOIl», IO BHIPaXKEHHUIO
B. M. Bepumreiina. [To-BuAuMOMYy, B ME€TOJ0JOTHUECKOM OTHOLIEHHU MOXKET
0Ka3aTbCsl IJIOLOTBOPHBIM H IPENJOKEHHOE HM K€ pasrpaHHueHHe Tpaju-
I[UH U OIBITA B II€JIOM.

YuacTHHKH LUCKYCCHH B 00IIeM He mojjiep:Kanau Touky 3penus B. B. Bua-
COBOH, OOBEKTHBHO BEAYIIYI0 K OTOXKAECTBJIEHHIO TPAaAUIHUHU H KYJbTYPHI
BooOme. HenepcnekTHBHBII XapakTep TAKOro MOJAX0AAa OCOOEHHO yOeauTesb-
Ho mokasaJs ['. A. IlpasguukoB. OgHaKo BecbMa LINPOKHUI CIEKTP B3IVISLOB,
BBICKa3aHHBIX IO NOBOJY TOrO, KaK MOHHMAThb pPasJHUYHble YPOBHH TpajH-
IUH — cp., HanpuMep, cratbu C. A. ApyrionoBa u JI. B. [lanumoBoii — cBH-
JeTeJbCTBYET O TOM, UTO CJAeJyeT pasrpaHHUYHBATb HE TOJbLKO YPOBHH CaMOi
TPaAHUIHH, HO ¥ YPOBHHU IIPHUMEHEHHUS MOHATHS «TPaLUIMS».

Hamo mnomuepkHyTh, YTO — 3Ta MBICJAb NPO3ByYasa H B JAUCKYCCHH,—
KyJbTypHasi TpPaZHLUS B LEJOM €CTb HepapXHUecKH IMOCTPOEHHAs CHCTeMa
CTEPEOTHINHU3HUPOBAHHOIO OMNBITA B IpeJesax OZHOH COIHMAJbHOH OOIIHOCTH.
C Takoil TOUKH 3peHHs], MOHATHS OOLIEro M JOKaJbHOTO B TPaAHIUH, paccMa-
tTpuBaeMble D. C. MapKkapsiHOM ¥ €ro ONMOHEHTaMH, IPHOOPETAIOT HECKOJb-
KO HHOE 3HAUeHHe.

EnBa 11 MOXKHO COTJIACHTBCSI C UEPeCcUyp KECTKHM IPOTHBOMNOCTABJEHH-
€M KaTeropuil TpaJHIHOHHOTO M PAlHOHAJBLHOTO, MPO3BYUYABUINM B OTAENb-
HBIX BHICTyNJIeHHsIX (HampuMep, JI. B. Jlamuaosoit). Benb pannoHaJbHBIN
MOMEHT NPUCYTCTBYEeT U B TPAaAULHOHAJNU3ME; K TOMY K€ MHOTO3HAYHOCTb
TepMHHA «pallHOHAJbHBI» B JAHHOM CJydyae OKa3bIBAeTCs He Ha NOJb3Y Aely.

YyacTHUKH OOCY2KICHHUS MOJIOKUTENBHO OLEHUJIH TOT (DaKT, YTO B CTaThe
3. C. MapxkapsiHa OblIO OTBEIEHO GOJBLIOE MECTO MPOrHOCTHUECKOMY acIekK-
Ty H HCIOJb30BAHHIO KYJbTYPHOH TPaAHLUMH IPH MOJETHPOBAHUH aJMHHHU-
CTPATHBHO-yNpaBJ/JeHUecKOd npakTukH. Ho Henb3s He NMpH3HATH ClipaBeJd-
BLIM U NIPH3BIB K OCTOPOXKHOCTH, IPO3BYUYABIIHH, CKaxKeM, B BLICTYNJIEHHH
U. U. Kpynnuka. Bo BcsikoM ciayuae, Kak pa3 3ajgaya 3THOrpaduueckoro
H3yueHHs] KOHKPETHBIX 3THHUECKH OKpAallIeHHBIX KYJbTYPHBIX TPafHLUI BCeX
ypoBHe#l ocTaercsi abCOIOTHO HEOOGXOAMMOM HPEANOCHIIKON Cepbe3HOil Jaes-
TEJbHOCTH TAKOTO POJa.

Penakuus ne paspensier yoexaennoctu . C. Mapkapsina B HeoOX0H-
MOCTH BBECTH HOBBI TEPMHH <«TPaAMIUOJIOTHS» IJisI 0003HAUEHHS HCCJAE0-
BaHHUI, MOCBALIEHHBIX KyJAbTypHOH Tpanunuu. Cefiuac yxKe B JOCTaTOYHOMH
Mepe odopMHIach KaK CaMOCTOSITeJbHAs HayyHas AUCHHUIJIMHA KYJIbTYPOJIO-
rusi. Y usyueHue KyJbTypHOH TPaJHIUH KaK OJHO H3 HAaNpaBJeHHH 3TOM
JUCHHUIJINHB OTHIOAb He BJeueT 3a cOo60H yrpo3bl OTOMKIECTBJEHHS KYJbTY-
pPBl M TPAAMIUH, NIPOTHB YEro BIOJIHE crHpaBelauBo Bospaxkaer . C. Map-
KapsiH. XoTd, Kak 3aMeTHJs B xoje puckyccuu K. B. Uucros, B onpeneseHHOM
TEOPETHYECKOM KOHTEKCTE KyJbTypa H TPAIHIUS «IOUYTH CHHOHHNMUYHBI», HO
3TO BEPHO JIMLIb «B IPENeJbHOI TeopeTHueckoil abcrpakuuu». [To xpaiinei
Mepe HECOMHEHHO, YTO ¢ 3THOTrpa(UUecKol TOUKH 3DEHHS 3TH MOHSATHS JOJIXK-
HBl PasjuuaThCs, U B TO Ke€ BpeMs IPOOGJEMBl «3THOC» — KYJbTypa» —
«TPaJMIHUS» NOJKHBI PACCMaTPUBATLCS B OPraHHUECKOM €IHHCTBE.

B menoM, pemaxmusi paccMaTpHBaeT IPOBeAeHHOE OOCYKIeHHE KaK I0-
Jae3noe. Koneuno, He MOryio GbITb U PEYH O TOM, UTOOBI HCUEPNATh B XOHAE OJ-
HOIl JUCKYCCHH Hepa3pabOTaHHBIE H CIIOPHBIE ACIEKTHl CTOJb BAaXKHOW Kak B
Hay4YHO-TEOPETHYECKOM, TaK W B INPAKTHUECKH-NOJHTHUECKOM OTHOUIECHHSX,
H CTOJIb CJIOXKHON HayuHOI npo6JeMbl, KaKylo NpPeACTaBJseT IJs HCCIe0Ba-
TeJIs KyJAbTypHas Tpaaunus. Pepakuus HaMepeHa H B JaJbHEHIIEM YAENATH
el IO/IXKHOe MeCTO Ha CTPAaHUIAX KYpHAJa.
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PROBLEMS OF rHE THEORY OF TRADITION AS SEEN
BY AN ETHNOGRAPHER

The comprehension of the theory of tradition sets three immediate tasks before the eth-
nographer. The first and most important of them is the differentiation of traditions into
those belonging predominantly to the field of universal stage-wise historical evolution and
those related mainly to the sphere of historically concrete distinctive individual features.
The second is an evaluative study of traditions and traditionalism in general. And the third
is the study of traditions as a historical-ethnographic source. This last presupposes an
investigation into the mechanisms of their functioning at the emic and etic levels.

A. I. Pershits

THE CONCEPT OF «<MEMORY» AS THE CONCEPTUAL BASIS
FOR ORGANIZING INTER-DISCIPLINARY RESEARCH
INTO THE CONCEPT OF «CULTURAL TRADITION»

The author stresses the importance of the problems raised in E. S. Markarian’s paper.
He points out the need for an axiological approach in the study of cultural traditions and
notes their essential role in the processes of regulating social life. The solution of the pro-
blems delineated by E. S. Markarian may apparently be furthered by a more widespread
use of the term «memory» in studying the content of the concept of «cultural tradition».
This is due to the fact that the concept of «memory», while eifectively aiding a meaningful
interpretation of various aspects of cultural traditions, has at present become not only
a general scientific concept but lays claim to the status of a philosophical category.

M. B. Zykov

TRADITION AS A SPECIFIC MODE OF SOCIAL SUCCESSION

The author sees in tradition a specific type of social succession based upon the trans-
mission of social information in its unchanged form. The recording of information and the
reproduction of social life by means of tradition (as distinct from rational-type regulating
mechanisms that avail themselves of the fundamental principles and norms of human acti-
vity and presuppose their continued development) is based on the fact itself of the socia-
lization of individuals, on their belonging to a particular community, on their fulfilling
certain social functions. Tradition as the dominant type of inter-generational continuity is
associated with pre-capitalist modes of production, but it continues to play an important
role in posterior stages of development.

L. V. Danilova

TRADITION AND THE «REGULATION» OF CULTURAL CONTINUITY

E. S. Markarian’s paper is viewed as a striking instance of inter-disciplinary study
opening up new vistas of research. It is at the same time, in the author’s opinion, speci-
fically applicable directly to ethnographic problems. The definition of cultural tradition
proposed in the paper, the theses as to the role of traditions in modern times, as to the
growing complexity of the modes of cultural transmission, etc., all these appear to have
a highly heuristic value. At the same time the present author does not subscribe to
E. S. Markarian’s optimism with regard to the outlook in drawing upon the methods and
experience of global modelling for the purpose of prognosticating and regulating social
processes and optimizing the mechanisms of the continuity of culture.

I. 1. Krupnik
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TRADITIONS: A MEANS OF DEVELOPING PEOPLE’'S
CAPACITY FOR THE SIMPLE REPRODUCTION OF SOCIAL LIFE

The author argues the efficacy of considering the essential nature of traditions from the
viewpoint of interpreting social life as a process of reproduction. From this viewpoint, tra-
ditions are defined as a means of developing people’s capacity for realizing reproduction
of social life on a simple scale.

Yu. T. Borodin

TRADITION AS A DIALOGUE OF CULTURES

Tradition is one of the basic categories of culturology, one which in a great measure
elucidates the essential nature of culture and the mechanisms of its development. The con-
ception of tradition is in no lesser degree dependent upon the interpretation of culture.
Culture being interpreted as that aspect of social life associated with continuity, with the
accumulation of values and their transmission to subsequent generations, becomes in point
of fact identified with tradition, since the latter’s function is most commonly limited to
stabilizing, to conserving the cultural heritage. In the author’s opinion creativity is not
opposed to cultural tradition but is its active motive force. Tradition determines the rela-
tion between creativity and the cultural heritage, since it belongs equally to the one and
the other tendency of culture. Tradition is not the inflience of the past over the present
but a selective orientation toward the cultural heritage called forth by the requirements of
creativity. Hence tradition is always a dialogue of cultures.

G. A. Prazdnikov

TRADITIONS AND CULTURAL CONTINUITY

In his paper E. S. Markarian maintains the need for a broader interpretation of the
term «tradition» by which it is proposed to designate not one particular mode of culture
transmission but cultural succession as a whole. Such an interpretation of this term re-
flects certain characteristic tendencies in culture as well as in social science. It requires,
however, a corresponding re-interpretation of other terms in social science, such as «so-
ciety», «culture», «continuity», «cultural succession», etc.

E. V. Sokolov

ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE INTER-DISCIPLINARY
DISCUSSION ON THE PROBLEMS OF CULTURAL TRADITION

The discussion has been a many-sided and a stimulating one. First of all it demonstra-
ted the real necessity of overcoming the narrow understanding of cultural tradition as well
as that of constructing its theory on the base of systems principles. The author suggests
calling this theory in one word «traditionology». But here arises the task of comprehending
the relations between this theory and its hierarchically higher branch of knowledge — cul-
turology as a special science dealing with culture as a whole. Taking into account the fact
that the concepts of «culture» and «tradition» are often identified in literature, it becomes
very important to work out strict criteria for differentiating the subject-matter of culturo-
logy and traditionology. The present discussion gives ground for this. Tradition should
be understood as one of the mechanisms of culture interpreted as a specific mode of human
activity. It is a mechanism of structuring social experience by means of the stereotypization
of innovations accepted by the group.

It is impossible to conceive culturology without its important integral part — a syste-
matically worked out theory of cultural tradition. But such a theory cannot in fact be
found in the culturological conception of Leslie White. This outstanding American scholar,
who has done so much for making the ideas of culturology widely understood, has not on
the whole succeeded in creating an adequate theoretical basis for this field of science.
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The main cause of this is the pressure of his technological deterministic outlook which
makes for a tendency of separating culture from human beings and of its fatalistic inter-
pretation. All these factors have deprived L. White’s conception of its potential for a prac-
tical applicability. Meanwhile, the necessity of constructing the theories of culturology and
traditionology stems not only from the requirements of cognition but also from those of
social regulation and control. The principles of historical materialism create quite a diffe-
rent and a fruitful soil for the realization of both the cognitive and the applied potentials
of these newly arising branches of knowledge, because these principles enable the resear-
cher to consider men as active units in the sociocultural process. The main problem which
arises here is the necessity for building such a model of culture as would express this ac-
tive role of man by synthesizing two equally important aspects of the development of man-
kind’s social life (which L. White failed to connect with each other), namely human beings
and the non-biological system of cultural forms worked out by humanity which enables
them to act jointly and differentiates them from the animals. The author believes that the
description of culture through the concept of «mode of activity» meets this requirement.
The study of the mechanism of cultural tradition from the angle of this description makes
it possible to reveal in the best possible way the active role of man and his creative abilities,
including those reserve potentials that can only become realized in our uniquely dynamic
and contradictory age.

E. S. Markarian

EDITORIAL COMMENT

The discussion on the problems of the theory of cultural tradition took place at a
session of the theoretical seminar of the USSR Institute of Ethnography; this session was
organized by the seminar and the «Sovetskaya Ethnografia» jointly with the USSR
Academy of Sciences Council for world culture history; its materials are being published
in the second and third issues of our journal. The session was conducted in the form
of a «round table», the main paper having been circulated beforehand and the participants
exchanging brief remarks.

The session of the seminar devoted to the theory of tradition was a direct continuation
of a discussion on ethnos and the culture of ethnos that had taken place in Yerevan in
1979 within the framework of the Culture Theory Section of the Scientific Council «History
of World Culture» of the Social Sciences Section of the Praesidium of the USSR Academy
of Sciences.

The subject selected for discussion was the theory of tradition.

Tradition as a mechanism of reproducing culture, whose bearer is this or that ethnic
community, presents a pressing problem faced by ethnographers owing to the present-day
development of the theory of ethnos — a basic one for ethnography as a branch of science.
On the other hand, the development of a Marxian theory of culture raises a number of pro-
blems requiring the incorporation of a special ethnographic theory into the process of dis-
cussing the basic concepts of culturology. These circumstances induced the organizers of
the discussion to make it an inter-disciplinary one, to enlist as participants not only ethno-
graphers and folklore students but also philosophers, sociologists, historians, geographers.

Like any other, the discussion helped first of all to elucidate the main body of questions
comprising the central problem, in this case the problem of tradition or, to make use of the
terminology of E. S. Markarian, «cultural tradition». No less important has been the eluci-
dation of the differences in existing viewpoints and methodological approaches to the solu-
tion of these basic questions. We shall dwell upon only a few of the ideas expressed in the
course of the discussion, those of the greatest importance for the further development of
Marxian ethnography.

E. S. Markarian is perfectly correct in insisting upon a broad interpretation of the term
«tradition» («cultural tradition»). Within the comprehensive system of social categories
the generalized concepts of «society», «ethnos», «cultures, etc. should be matched by a
similarly generalized concept of «tradition» which would comprise all modes of recording
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culture in the social memory, its transmission and reproduction. From this point of view,
there can be no doubt that tradition is inherent in all stages of mankind’s development
and all types of society, from the most archaic to modern ones. In this sense the customary
division of different types of human society into «traditional» and «non-traditional» ones is
theoretically unsound. This does not, of course, cross off the issues raised by the inevitable
changes undergone in the course of history by the mechanism itself of imprinting in the
memory (stereotypization), transmitting and reproducing. Moreover, it is just this posing
of the question that primarily requires a theoretical and historical investigation of the na-
ture and causes of the changes that take place in this mechanism. Of particular importance
for ethnography is, besides, a theoretical comprehension of the differences in the various
spheres of human activity and culture — the behavioural (stereotypes of everyday conscio-
usness, ritual stereotypes, etc.), the material object sphere, the intellectual sphere (inclu-
ding aesthetic activity) etc. And of course the problem of stereotypization itself is of great
importance, or rather that of stereotypes and their variative functioning (local, ethnic, re-
gional, etc.), correlation of stereotype models (or their invariants) with the actual forms
of their realization in forms of behaviour, in material objects, verbal texts. And, finally,
the system of meanings attached to these stereotypes and the forms of their realization by
their creators and bearers themselves, i. e. their signification system or semiotics.

As has already been noted above, the participants in the discussion have agreed with
the opinion of E. S. Markarian who defines cultural tradition as group experience expressed
in socially organized stereotypes. However, this agreement in principle does not by any
means rule out substantial differences of opinion as to particular aspects of such a defi-
nition. Varying opinions have also been expressed on such issues as the correlation of
tradition and innovation and on the classification of traditions into universal and localized
ones.

From the beginning of the discussion attention was immediately drawn towards the
need for an axiological approach to cultural tradition. The editors are in complete agre-
ement with the way this issue was dealt with by S. A. Tokarev, A. S. Pershits and other
participants in the discussion. The axiological approach in this case expresses a Marxian
i. e. a class approach to a complex social phenomenon. And it is equally needed in studying
tradition historically and in evaluating it in the process of prognostic modelling in the
practice of administrative regulation proposed by E.S.Markarian. The discussion on this
latter problem is only just beginning. At the same time, it is perfectly evident that the
axiological approach not only does not preclude but even imperatively requires a careful
study of the action of the mechanism through which traditions originate and become trans-
mitted, of the differences distinguishing one variant of tradition from other variants, i.e.
the ethnic specificity of traditions. It is just this aspect of the problem that is of particular
interest to an ethnographer. And in this respect the editors are in complete agreement
with the opinions of I. I. Krupnik and A. I. Pershits. In this connection the use of the con-
cept of «social memory» in studying cultural tradition proposed by M. B. Zykov and
K. V. Cistov appears to open up good prospects. The accent on differentiating the extrovert
and the introvert orientation of tradition made by B. M. Bernstein also deserves conside-
ration in examining the mechanism of its functioning and transmission. It seems to us,
however, that one should always bear in mind the indissoluble mutual links between these
two types of orientation, as well as the fact that their interrelation within the framework
of a given cultural tradition varies depending upon the concrete links between «one’s own
system» and the «metasystem» (according to the term used by B. M. Bernstein). It appears
that the same author’s proposal for differentiating between tradition and experience as a
whole may also prove to be methodologically fruitful.

The participants in the discussion did not in the main support the point of view of
V. B. Vlasova which implicitly leads to identifying tradition and culture as a whole. The
lack of potentialities in this approach was most convincingly demonstrated by G. A. Prazd-
nikov. However, the broad spectre of opinions expressed on the subject of how to view dif-
ferent levels of tradition (compare, for instance, the paper by S. A. Arutiunov with that by
L. V. Danilova) shows that distinctions should be made not only between the levels of
tradition but also between the levels at which the term «tradition» is applied.

It should be stressed (and this idea did indeed sound in the course of the discussion)
that cultural tradition as a whole is a hierarchically constructed system of stereotyped ex-
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perience within a single social community. From this point of view the concepts of the
general and the local in tradition that are under examination by E. S. Markarian and his
opponents acquire a slightly different meaning.

It is scarcely possible to agree with the excessively rigid contraposition between the
traditional and the rational that sounded in some of the papers (such as L. V. Danilova).
After all, a rational element is also present in traditionalism. Besides, the polysemy of the
term «rational» is in this case not to the good.

The participants in the discussion have favourably assessed the fact that E. S. Mar-
karian’s paper has devoted much space to the utilization of cultural tradition in modelling
the practice of administrative regulation. But the call for caution sounded, for instance, by
I. I. Krupnik, must also be admitted to be justified. At any rate, it is just the ethnographic
study of concrete ethnically coloured traditions at all levels that remains an absolutely
necessary prerequisite for any serious activity of that order.

The editors do not share E. S. Markarian’s conviction as to the necessity of introdu-
cing a new term «traditionology» for designating studies dealing with cultural tradition.
Culturology has by this time sufficiently matured as an independent scientific discipline,
and the study of cultural tradition as one of the branches of this discipline does not in
any way threaten an identification of culture with tradition, a view to which E. S. Mar-
karian quite justifiably objects. Although, as was remarked in the course of the discussion
by K. V. Cistov, culture and tradition are, in a certain context, «almost synonymous», this
is, however, only true «in an extreme theoretical abstraction». At any rate it is beyond
all doubt that from an ethnographical point of view these concepts should be differentia-
ted, while at the same time the problems of «ethnos», «culture», «tradition» should be con-
sidered in their integral unity.

On the whole the editors regard the discussion as having been a useful one. Of course
there could be no question of exhausting in a single discussion the unsolved and controver-
sial aspects of a scientific problem so important both in its scientifically theoretical aspect
and in that of practical policy, and one so complex for the researcher as cultural tradition.
The editors intend to continue to devote it a place in the pages of this journal.




