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Values and social/legal norms as the culture forms 

The paper examines the role and place of values and social legal norms within the system of human culture. Among regulative factors of social interaction we consider: existential values, practical utility and social norms per se. We demonstrate that ‘values’ and ‘norms’ are not the same thing if we judge these categories by the respective scope of artifacts they cover. Value and usefulness underlie a social norm, while the latter in its turn can be regarded as an 'emasculated’ value drained of its existential nature. The author puts in question the rationalized and practical nature of social norms, since their axiological content never disappears altogether. The author suggests a classification of social norms based on such criteria as ‘formalization/non-formalization’ and ‘legitimization/non-legitimization’; the classification includes the following types of social norm: customary practices, prescriptions, morality and laws.

Статья посвящена выявлению места и роли ценностей и социально-правовых норм в системе культуры. К числу регулятивов социального взаимодействия отнесены экзистенциальные ценности, практическая польза и собственно социальная норма. Показано, что ценности, польза и нормы не совпадают по объему включаемых этими категориями артефактов. Ценность и польза лежат в основе социальной нормы, а социальная норма, в свою очередь, есть выхолощенная ценность, лишенная своей экзистенциальной сущности. Рациональный и практический характер социальной нормы ставится автором статьи под сомнение, поскольку аксиологическое содержание ее никогда не устраняется целиком. Предложена классификация социальных норм, основанная на критериях их формализованности / неформализованности и легитимации / нелигитимации и включающая нравы, каноны, мораль и законы.
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The ‘substance’ or ‘matter’ of society are the groups of people (strata) linked to each other by certain social bonds which are regulated by social norms (institutions). Such norms – which are de-facto models for people to arrange their mutual relations and interact – are the ‘spiritual’ aspect of society. To properly understand what social norms and social groups are, we have to rely upon a very important distinction first introduced by Ferdinand Tönnies. In his works he made a clear distinction between ‘organic’ communities (Gemeinschaften ) and ‘mechanical’ societies (Gesellschaften)  [1]. A community is a specific group of people being in direct contact with each other who clearly know by which social norms such contacts are regulated. The norms are as ‘concrete’ and ‘specific’ as the group itself is. Thus, the institution of family is a classic example of a ‘Gemeinschaft’ . The composition of a family is defined by a specific ‘family norm’; this norm is very well known to all family members who are supposed to strictly follow it when they arrange their family relations.

In mechanical societies (Gesellschaften) the situation is to the contrary: these phenomena arise as a result of globalization, growth of the population size, and establishment of superficial links between different societies, etc. ‘Gesellschaften’ are most often found within ‘creative culture’ (i.e. modern/industrial society) which is characterized by the crisis of its social basis; whereas within the ‘traditional culture’ (i.e. traditional society) ‘Gesellschaften’ emerge only at the times when it is in one of its classical forms. On the other hand, organic communities typical for traditional culture tend to become extinct with the course of time and this process only accelerates. A mechanical society is an open group of people united by formally understood social norms or by abstract and intuitively perceived social concepts. Its members may not know about each other or about the nature of the formal norms which establish mutual links between them; on the other hand they can know the norms or at the least they may be able to perceive respective social tendencies and phenomena. Thus, all citizens living in a country may know absolutely nothing about each other but still adhere to the same rules and regulations. However, in a mechanical society we find plenty of various relations between people who, knowing nothing about each other, subject themselves to these relations through intuition. This intuition or social consciousness is a manifestation of the unanimity of different people’s standpoints concerning various issues and problems; it demonstrates like-mindedness of individuals of different age, sex, education of occupation.

 ‘Gemeinschaft’  is a form of social culture, while ‘Gesellschaft’ is a form of social being; by this I mean that the former is concrete as a result of a specific transformative activity while the latter is abstract and the product of complicated social tendencies and processes. ‘Gemeinschaften’ are studied by social anthropology and sociology of culture using ethnographic methods to describe social norms; ‘Gesellschaften’ are the subject of inquiry of specific branches of sociology (economic sociology, political sociology, sociology of science, sociology of labor, sociology of education, gender sociology etc. etc.) with reliance upon quantitative and qualitative methods of identification and characterization of social trends. 

Axiology can be systematically applied only to organic communities which are subjected to social norms, i.e. to transformation models; the latter are definite and in their turn rest on axiological models. Here we have to emphasize the kinship of definiteness and concreteness of both values and social norms in organic communities. Nothing of the kind we observe in mechanical societies. In fact, we find there no concrete values or norms because by their nature both are definite. On the other hand, people’s opinions circulating in mechanical societies are extremely vague and dependent on what sociologists ask people in their polls and surveys, so, they can be called very abstract and very intuitive at the same time. Instead of concrete values, in such mechanical societies we find what may be called axiological trends or tendencies. Still, even such tendencies may play the role of models for people’s actions. Revealing and identifying such trends and tendencies give us a lever to manipulate them using political and information technologies. The axiology of such phenomena draws for us a picture of although abstract and indefinite but still axiological models. Apparently, such decline in definiteness is a tendency of the development of values. However, definiteness may build up again due to the application of political and information technologies, fashion, PR etc., etc. – all being the forms of human activity to produce values. If in traditional cultures revaluation of values is a protracted and complicated process, in creative cultures it is the result of a conscious activity of (information technology/propaganda) specialists. It is also worth mentioning here that it is in the axiological sphere that the increase of definiteness takes place, while in social norms it goes practically unnoticed. Such phenomena reinstate the role of axiology as a branch of science investigating the basic principles of human activity.

On the scale between organic communities and mechanical societies there lie a range of various intermediate, transitional phenomena: I mean here what we customarily call ‘sub-cultures'. They are the result of differentiation taking place among the multitudes of people living in a mechanical society. The emergence of sub-cultures is accompanied by the increase of the definiteness of their social norms and axiological models. The smaller a sub-culture is (and the more numerous sub-cultures are in a society) – the more definite are its social norms and axiological models and the closer it is to an organic community; conversely, the larger is a sub-culture, the fewer sub-cultures are in a mechanical society – the closer this sub-culture is to such a society by its properties, i.e. by the level of the indefiniteness of its social norms and axiological models.

Here we have to make another important distinction – the one between a ‘subordinate’ and ‘coordinate’ transformation.

Like any other transformation, social processes are directed at certain ‘objects’. The latter are social groupings and their members, along with social norms regulating links between such groups and people. Each and every social transformation has its goals and targets which can be of purely social nature and external to the society, for instance, collaborative cognition, production of things and objects, creative work. Irrespective of what social processes are directed at: society, nature or man; or what aims they pursue: cognitive, transformational or artistic, - they turn out to be forms of objective activity when we examine them. That is, their object is the world at which such transformation is directed. Society, naturally, is also an object.

And still, these transformations may differ depending upon their social structure. The latter can be a symmetrical or asymmetrical distribution of agents’ participation in a socially structured activity. An asymmetrical structure is where one agent is singled out as the dominant one. Such a structure type is called control or subordination. A symmetrical structure does not imply supremacy of one agent of social activity over the others, due to which fact it is called coordination. We find subordination and coordination both in mechanical societies and in organic communities, because mechanical societies also need their activities to be both controlled and coordinated. It has already been pointed out that such control may even bring more ‘concreteness’ and ‘definiteness’ into such mechanical societies.

Control does not deprive the controlled subjects of their subjective nature, while coordination never turns respective human activities into subjective ones. Both types of social transformation are the forms of transitional activity – i.e. the one which is characterized by subjective along with objective properties. Control is carried out with participation of the controlled, and this participation is not limited to only mechanically taking respective orders – such orders are perceived and experienced subjectively. On the other hand, coordination is done in accordance with a law or rule which objectifies the agents of the activity and turns (them) into the functions of a social norm.

All types and forms of social transformation can be also be broken down into the four main contexts in which coordination and subordination are implemented; in each and every of these contexts either the former, or the latter, or a certain form of their synthesis will prevail. We mean here social political activity, social economic activity, family relations and leisure-focused relations of people. These four contexts are the social projection of the key life goals of man, linked to both biological and anthropic/cultural/social aspects of his existence. Control and production are basically (forms of) social existence, family – of social and biological existence, leisure – of anthropic existence. In the structure of social political activity ‘subordinate’ social transformation largely prevails over ‘coordinate’ one. Social economic activity and family relations demonstrate to us a synthesis of subordination and coordination: in social economic activity prevails the former, in family relations prevails the latter, both being forms of social transformation.

In traditional culture, sacralization of all forms of sociality leads to a situation where axiological models define all forms of social interaction rigidly and completely: both ‘subordinate’ and ‘coordinate’ ones. The state is sanctified both per se and in the person of its leader; the sphere of occupational activity (‘labor-magic activity’ as Nicholas Marr would put it) is steeped in ritual practices; family is no less a ‘sacral’ institution than production or control. Even leisure demonstrates certain forms of sacralization. However, all the above phenomena gradually free themselves from sacralization, which in its turn leads to a reduced role of axiological models in the process of generation of the phenomena. This process may also take more or less radical forms. First it happens in the sphere of control, then, successively, in production, family and leisure. This is exactly the sequence in which proceeds the gradual reduction of the role of axiological models in various forms of sociality. Naturally, such models could not be completely taken away from the social existence of man, but their role and importance now may be viewed as significant only in the realms of leisure and family, while in production and control it falls drastically.

Let us now examine the results of social transformation activity. The ‘material side’ of these results – people in specific relations to each other – if taken in its anthropic aspect has no significant ontologic characteristics and is subject to all rules which define transformation of man. We’ve just talked about relations between people. However, the most significant result of social transformation is its ‘spiritual’ aspect – i.e. social norms – which is a matter of very particular axiological interest.

Social norms are models for socially legitimized behavior. This is the realm of deontology
. The ontologic status of it is highly complicated: it is a synthesis of different spheres of being. What does a social norm demand from a man? First, a way of activity acceptable for himself and for the others; second, personal skills and qualities that is necessary for this activity to be carried out. This is the reason why social norms include a range of various culture artifacts. The latter cannot fail to be objective because they pursue to bring objective benefit to people. In order to achieve it, social norms must rely on proven knowledge. In this respect a norm is a result of investigation of the reality, in which a particular society exists, with the aim of securing agreeable conditions for the society’s life. A norm offers to a society a way of behavior with which its environment will be made acceptable to it. Also a norm compels the society to operate in such a way that its members should contribute to its sustainability; in this sense the society by its social norms cares both for itself and for its people. As long as the society’s members do not distance themselves from it and perceive their qualities and skills as derived from those of the society - they care for social existence more than for their own lives because the former is more actual than the latter; further still: it is the existence of society which sustains the life of an individual. This situation changes with the lapse of time. People’s own views of reality and the social norms begin to discord. Multiple new behavior patterns emerge and an individual now has a right to choose between them while the number of obligatory behaviors is reduced to the minimum.

The era of the total domination of social norms (in traditional culture) is the time when mechanical societies still do not exist or only begin to emerge while the prevalent form of social life is organic ‘Gemeinschaft’. The decline in totality is what brings to existence mechanical societies (in modern/creative culture) and is accompanied by the utmost formalization of social norms. However, we should not confuse this formalization with ‘legitimization’ of social norms, because more or less ‘legitimized’ versions of any social norm can be found at each and every moment of its existence. At the era of traditional culture the difference between ‘legitimized’ and ‘non-legitimized’ forms is insignificant but grows constantly, while at the age of creative/modern culture this difference is there from the start, and ‘non-legitimized’ forms may be simply ignored. For ‘non-legitimized’ forms of a social norm we will use the term ethical indicatives (as opposed to imperatives) – i.e. actual practices, examples, customs, and morality which are believed to be recommendable in common practice; while  even their universal acceptance in a society does not mean they are obligatory. Customary practices are behavioural imperatives only at the very beginning of their existence when they practically overlap with their ‘legitimized’ derivatives; in all later periods they are only recommendations as to what is believed to be right or wrong in behavior. Morality finds itself in the role of a strong recommendation from the very moment of its emergence and never ceases to be so. ‘Legitimized’ forms of social norms (laws and prescriptions) are obligatory forms of conduct, imperatives, and society will track how people follow them and impose punishment for disobedience.

So, we can distinguish between four types of social norms. In traditional culture they are ‘non-formalized’ – i.e. not rationally committed to writing – rules which are practically obligatory and perceived by the members of a society as irreversible social norms given by God of by Nature and existing from time immemorial. ‘Legitimized’ versions of these norms are prescriptions, 'non-legitimized’ ones are customary practices. The ‘legitimacy’ of ‘non-formalized’ norms is perceived only as a strictest possible requirement by the society to follow the rules;  ‘non-legitimized’ customary practices, much like prescriptions, are obligatory but are not perceived as ‘sacred’, ultimate, requiring specific care and exactness and intensive ritual preparations for their performance.

In creative (modern/industrial) culture all social norms get formalized. This means that they travel from the point where they are ‘intuitively perceived’ to where they are ‘clearly understood’ and even codified in writing. The ultimate degree of ‘formalization’ is ‘legitimization’. ‘Non-legitimized’ morality is always subject to doubt, discussion, and challenge. ‘Legitimized’ law is a limit set for possible deviations from morality, for the breach of which legal sanctions are at hand to promptly punish the transgressor.

It is worth noting here that all social norms are to a certain degree permeated by axiological orientations
. By the virtue of the fact that society is also a ‘subject’, it cannot fail to have values in its very center, i.e. in the content of its norms. However, due to a gradual objectivation and formalization of society and its norms, values are washed away from them, though never disappear altogether
. The ultimate ‘axiological fullness’ is characteristic of ‘non-formalized’ social norms, among them – customary practices. The ultimate ‘axiological emptiness’ is characteristic of ‘formalized’ social norms, among them law
. On the other hand, a careful examination of law codes demonstrates that in more than one case subjectively perceived values have a rather large role there without much relation to the benefits a law must provide for those who enforce and obey it, or to the common sense upon which it is based.

Summing up, values and norms exist in the realm of other ‘products’ of culture (remembering that culture is both the ‘process’ and the ‘result’) defining the latter as the latter’s basic model and part of their structure. The interrelation of values, norms and other culture artifacts can be shown as a conceptual diagram in the table below titled “Values and norms in the system of culture”.

«VALUES AND NORMS IN THE SYSTEM OF CULTURE»

	Activity as reflection and transformation of being by man and society



	→ transitional forms of interaction

between subjects and objects


	→ purely objective forms (cognition and experiment), resulting in truth



	→ subject-object communication, resulting in deontological forms
	→ purely subjective forms of reflecting an object


	→ objective-subjective transformation, resulting in utility


	-



	 →formalized (imperatives)
	→non-formalized
(social customs)
	→artistic creativity and perception, resulting in artistic image
	→axiological orientation activity, resulting in values
	-

	→legitimized (laws and regulations)
	→non-legitimized (morality)
	→legitimized (prescriptions)
	→non-legitimized (customary practices)
	-
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� The problem of social imperatives, their boundaries and limits and their obligatory nature was extensively examined in the book by A.Robbin [5]. 


� A theoretically elegant, though not void of certain drawbacks, is the approach suggested by A.A. Rutchka who – in order to differentiate between values and norms – linked the former to the goals and the latter to the means of human activity [3, с. 7]. 


� A typical example of non-discrimination between social norms and values – dating back to neo-Kantian traditions – is “Axiology” by V.V. Ilyin. In this book, despite a clear understanding of the fact that values are irrational and social norms are objective, he writes: "The subject matter of axiology is the deontological environment and the mechanisms of its obligatory impact, the effective projections of moral imperative onto the sphere of actual existence" [4, с. 11]. That said, however, we have to add that deontology is much wider in scope than axiology.


� The relation between value and laws is extensively examined in the book by G. Gaus [6]. 





