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[bookmark: _Hlk536630154][bookmark: _Hlk536620892]“Ontology is just another word for culture”: Critiquing the 2008 GDAT debate “ontology is just another word for culture” and how the value of anthropological knowledge relates to contemporary times, within a rapidly changing world. 

[bookmark: _Hlk536620817]	Over the past decade, the three themes of anthropology, ontology and culture, have been heavily debated within the anthropological field. Declarations, critiques and discussions have fuelled the argument as to whether ontology is just another word for culture. The importance of this question was debated by the Group for Debates in Anthropological Theory (GDAT) in 2008. Founding in the 1980’s, the GDAT established a forum in order to address and discuss controversial theories within the field, via the methodology of debating. The GDAT forum has proved to be highly influential within the discipline, due to the unification of scholarly academics, engagement and stimulation of theories, mindfully analysing and synthesising a myriad of complex issues, with the objective of improving the discipline with valuable knowledge (GDAT forum, 2019). In the 2008 debate, contributors Carrithers and Candae, posed for the motion that ontology is just another word for culture (Carrithers & Candae, 2008), whilst Holbraad and Sykes opposed the motion, claiming the use of the word “just” to be highly provoking within the sentence, due to the differences within culture (Holbraad & Sykes, 2008). Therefore, within the existence of the three themes of anthropology, ontology and culture, three other sub themes exist also. Firstly, in what way do anthropologists deal with similarities and differences, secondly, where do anthropological concepts originate from, and finally, what are the limits of these concepts? 
[bookmark: _Hlk536620823]The myriad of ways in which the statement “ontology is just another word for culture” is perceived, influences the value of anthropological knowledge applied to understanding the contemporary world, which is rapidly changing. Therefore, which motion correctly fits a modern-day representation of ontology and culture within the sphere of contemporary anthropology. The following critique aims to examine the motions for and against the 2008 debate, in order to ascertain current notions and assumptions made regarding the statement “ontology is just another word for culture”.
[bookmark: _Hlk536622172][bookmark: _Hlk536622650][bookmark: _Hlk536622251] Firstly, the meanings of anthropology, ontology and culture will be defined, in order to develop a foundation of understanding to be used for the application of these themes. Analysis of the motion “for” the statement will then follow, synthesising that despite anthropologists agreeing with similarities and differences within culture, the concept of ontology “just” being another word for culture is limited, due to restrictions placed upon the philosophical meaning of ontology and the narrow interpretation of the word culture. The motion opposing the declaration that “ontology is just another word for culture” will be addressed. Focusing heavily on the use of the word “just”, and how it simplifies and limits the nature of culture, and the myriad ways in which culture can be interpreted and understood by anthropologists. The application of both terms will be discussed, highlighting how the provocativeness of the statement encourages conflict within anthropological knowledge. However, interconnections within the debate from the opposing side will be identified, predominantly within the theme of similarities and differences, and how anthropological concern from both motions for and against, place great value upon the ontological and cultural understanding of these. Finally, the value of anthropological knowledge relating to contemporary times within a rapidly changing world, will be considered. The impact of globalization and modernisation are quickly interconnecting people in a new cultural way, thus creating a homogeneous global culture. Supported by the works of Holbraad and Sykes, 2008, and the motion opposing the debate that ontology is just another word for culture. This paper identifies a paradigm shift, a wider social debate of ontology and culture in contemporary times. Thus, posing the motion that despite modernisation, globalization and homogenization, ontology is “not” just another word for culture, due to the evidence supporting the existence of original cultures simultaneously existing within a homogenous culture.  
	Anthropology studies the interactions, behaviours, beliefs, norms and values of humans, within societies and cultures, past and present. The purpose of anthropological studies therefore, seeks to apply an understanding of the lived experiences of others, in order to define, in its broadest terms, what it means and entails to be human (Kohn, 2015). Anthropological concepts originate from the critical investigation of humans, living and inhabiting the one, same world, aiming to be an unrestricted discipline, approaching knowledge via the method of comparativeness, acknowledging that there is no singular way of “being” human in the world, therefore, there is no singular answer to the study of human beings, due to the sameness and differences of humans. Anthropology therefore seeks the myriad of meanings associated to human life and the expansiveness that meaning scopes (Ingold, 2017). However, there are limitations within the study of anthropology, limits originating from the defined meanings of other words, meanings and concepts which prove challenging for the discipline. Understand one definition fully, requires the comprehensive knowledge of another definition, adopted within the use of the discipline. This is evident in the theoretical use and meanings of the definitions of ontology and culture.
	Ontology is a complex term to define and one that duly causes bewilderment within the discipline. Originating from Greek metaphysics, ontology seeks the philosophical meaning of life, of being human, existence within the world and human reality. It seeks the meaning of physical realities of human life as opposed to the phenomenological meanings associated to human realities (Cordero, 2004). However, challenges to the term ontology have originated from its migrations into numerous social sciences, and the application of the use of the terminology within fields such as sociology and anthropology. The result of its migrations into other disciplines has thereby expanded the existing definition, in order to match the definition to the theory (Cordero, 2004). Though, in doing so, the formation of one dominant, comprehensive and accurate definition, proves not only challenging, but on occasion, ineffective, due to the possibility of multiple interpretations. Ontology, in its broadest terms, means a way of living, or being human, then that singular approach reflects a singular reality of it (Posthumus, 2018). Anthropology, studying and viewing the world through a multitude of ways, as result of being expansive in its approach to studying human life with a multitude of realities, broadens the empirical meaning of ontology, defining ontology using a second approach. Anthropologically and ethnographically, the term ontology is used to define a philosophy underpinned by sensitively embracing all the encompassing differences of people, values, norms and beliefs associated to their place and existence in the one, same world (Kohn, 2015). However, it can be argued that there are constraints within the anthropological use of ontology, due to the need for humans to seek an understanding for their own means, understanding the reality of another human, by incorporating one’s own reality, in order to understand the meaning for themselves. Reflexivity can be challenging; therefore, the understanding of ontology requires the understanding of the existence, similarities and differences of another, which is so far removed from their own. Confronting the definition of ontology, paradoxically mocks the reflexive approach, for ontologies very essence requires a form of translation by the anthropologist, for it to be understood. Hence the debate “is ontology just another word for culture”.
[bookmark: _Hlk536628707]	Culture, broadly defined, is the social practices, behaviours, values, beliefs and norms of humans within a social group, within the human society, characterising the daily existence of different groups of people, within the one, same world. The predominant factor of culture is that its origins are communicated via social learning and experiences within a social group (Reddy, 2002). Although, an alternative definition is presented by DiMaggio, who argues that culture is a school of thought, an underlying adjustment, perceiving culture to be a socially constructed network of ritualistic and symbolic practices (DiMaggio, 1997). Nevertheless, for the purpose of this motion, the following definition presented by Kopytoff, 1986 will be referred to
	“Culture serves the mind by imposing a collectively shared cognitive order, upon the world, which objectively, is totally heterogeneous and presents an array of singular things. Culture achieves order by carving out, through discrimination and classification, distinct areas of homogeneity within the overall heterogeneity” (Kopytoff, 1986: 70).
Kopytoff’s definition accurately defines the underpinning contestation within the debate that ontology is just another word for culture, for the motion supporting this argument, is supported by the theory of homogenization within culture and ontology, whilst the motion against, which will be used to support the findings within this paper, are underpinned by both homogenization and heterogenization, and how this approach is effective, in adding value to the anthropological knowledge of contemporary times, within a rapidly changing world. 
	In the 2008 debate, Carrithers and Candae, posed for the motion, that ontology is just another word for culture. Carrithers contends that we can no longer talk about or refer to culture as we did in the past, for it has developed into numerous concepts and expressions. As a result, a sub project has been created within the word culture, referred to by Carrithers as the cultural project, parting information under the umbrella of the main subject. Venturing further, the motion poses that anthropologists are chasing a meaning within an ontology based upon suggestions and allegations relating to the reality of a social group or groups, thereby, amounting to the formation of an ontology as a result of comparing ontologies of other groups (Carrithers, 2008). Whilst this acknowledges limitations of defining ontology and culture, previously mentioned, whereby one paradoxically creates an understanding of culture and ontology in order to process their own understanding, Carrithers, whilst supporting the limitations previously identified, fails to fully expand an understanding of the heterogeneity of existing cultures in his statement, yet refers to it within the following:
[bookmark: _GoBack]	“We took the view that we’d escaped from ontology to epistemology, meaning that we couldn’t determine what is, but we could determine that our world was full of world views: different perspectives: different ways of knowing: and different ways -as I’ll be emphasising – of operating, of acting, of handling. So, we believed that we had made a move, the move from worldview to worldviews” (Carrithers, 2008: 159). Whilst the motion against also acknowledge this progression of thought within the discipline, Carrithers states that “ontology is just another word (among many) for culture “(Carrithers, 2008:167),
 thereby confining ontology and culture as a predominantly homogenous perspective. Holbraad and Sykes, agree partially with the first quote, highlighting commonalities within ontology as well as their arguments, they additionally propose the argument that ontology, being just another word for culture should not be based solely upon commonalities, but should equally consider similarities (Holbraad, 2008). The key word causing contestation within the debate is the use of the word “just”, Posing for the motion, Candea 2008 emphasises how the use of this word alone
	“forces me to transform, if you like, my own ontological relationship to ontology literature, my profound being in the world of theory into an epistemological problem of mere communication, a flattened for or against of debating convention”. (Candea, 2008). 
 Candea develops the argument to explain how the word “just” requires the debate boundaries to be expanded, therefore the limitations of the word used force a deeper understanding of ontology and culture to be realised and thus posing the original question, is ontology found within the limits of culture, whilst consecutively identifying that it cannot, due to the expansiveness of the definition “culture” not being limited itself. Anthropological concern from both motions for and against, place great value upon the ontological and cultural understanding within the discipline, nevertheless, the motion against ontology just being another word for culture clearly supports the importance of the definitions used in contemporary times, for modernization and globalization within our one, same world, is creating a homogenous culture, yet within this new, contemporary culture, heterogenous cultures exist.
	Currently, the ontological turn is being debated on anthropological platforms, due to its dualistic concepts of internal and external ideas, within a human’s reality on a spiritual and soul level, as well as without, the reality of being the physical body. Originally theorised by Holowell and Descola, this theory broadens beyond human individuals, to include all animal and lifeforms (Posthumus, 2018). The ontological turn saturates how the genuine world is understood as a result of phenomenological relationships attached to human reality. Posthumus poses the anthropological concept of ontology to therefore associate the understanding of spiritual relationships to objects such as rocks, mountains, gods and spirits, with all levels of deeper cultural connections associated to religious, spiritual, cosmological and ontological ways (Posthumus, 2018). Kelly, 2014, enhances the ontological turn with explanations of culture and the political connections placed upon it, as a result of 20th century world issues and global politics (Kelly, 2014). Contemporary times pose for a paradigm shift, a wider social debate of ontology and culture, and the value of anthroplolgical knowledge relating to contemporary times within a rapidly changing world. The impact of globalization and modernisation are quickly interconnecting people in a new cultural way, thus creating a homogeneous global culture. 
	As our world becomes progressively singular, as a metaphysical, homogeneous world, the anthropological discipline continues to acknowledge, that ontology, despite its variations of debated definitions, continues to be conceptually different, regarding individuals in this world. Arguably, it is posed that as a world consisting of individual humans, we are becoming uniformly similar, in some ways, not only as humans, but as social structures, hence homogenization is occurring at an unprecedented level as a result of modernization and globalization (Charbonnier et al, 2017). Carter, 2017, claims that cultural anthropology is 
	“ethnocentric in its very foundations, as it imposes a distinction on every collective that is only meaningful for the moderns. It must therefore be replaced by a comparison of ontologies, that is ways of dividing up the world” (Carter, 2017: 41. Cited in Charbonnier et al, 2017).
Therefore, highlighting the need to label cultures and ontologies, not only to understand them, but to categorize them in a world of modern-day perceptions of culture, thus highlighting the shift from heterogenous to homogeneous cultures, which could be supported by Carrithers and Candae 2008. Nevertheless, the commitment of anthropology is to identify and understand the paradigm shift, why it is occurring in the face of modernization and how to effectively define ontology in the process.
Using the example of Starbucks coffee chain, Pagel, 2014 effectively demonstrates how modernization and globalization are rapidly changing the world, our understanding of ontology and how the value of anthropological knowledge relates to contemporary times. Starbucks profoundly exemplifies how one distinguishable coffee shop, using the same distinguishable coffee, in the same distinguishable mug, serves thousands of people globally, daily (Pagel,2014). The example of Starbucks is but one example, other chains and corporations can be included within the example, such as coca cola and McDonalds, however the ontological challenge is increasing due to the alteration not only of the definition of ontology, but of culture, as modern paradigm shifts. Ingold, 2017 quotes
	“By general consent, the organisations of production, distribution, governance and knowledge that have dominated the modern era have brought the modern world to the brink of catastrophe. In finding a way to carry on we all need all the help we can get” stating that anthropology therefore needs to continue the ontological discussion “to make a conversation of human life itself” (Ingold, 2017: 58-59).
Modernization and globalization are becoming a culture shared amongst other cultures, a commonality that creates similarities, despite original cultural and ontological differences, the result of global shrinkage and homogenization. Globalization is rapidly increasing at such a rate it can be argued that the rate of diversification is also changing rapidly. From the anthropological perspective, homogenization and globalization fits snugly into the motion posed for ontology just being another word for culture. However, even though a homogenous culture has been created and exists within the same, one world, it is still contestable that heterogenous cultures have ceased to exist. Supported by the works of Holbraad and Sykes, 2008, the motion is posed that despite modernisation, globalization and homogenization, ontology is “not” just another word for culture, due to the evidence supporting the existence of original cultures simultaneously existing within a homogenous culture. Deeply rooted cultures continue to exist within the parameters of the new global culture, of one culture in one, same world, therefore ontology is not just another word for culture. As globalization continues to grow rapidly, the objective of anthropological debate and the value of anthropological knowledge continues to be of utmost importance, in the continuation of understanding ontological and cultural anthropology, in a rapidly changing world.
	To conclude, this paper has identified the meanings of anthropology, ontology and culture, in order to develop a foundation of understanding throughout this paper. Arguments posed by GDAT forum, Carrithers and Candae, verses Holbraad and Sykes, 2008,  were analysed and synthesised, establishing that despite anthropologists agreeing with similarities and differences within culture, the concept of ontology “just” being another word for culture is limited, due to restrictions placed upon the philosophical meaning of ontology and the narrow interpretation of the word culture, whilst identifying how the use of the word “just”, simplified and limited both definitions within the discipline of anthropology.
Finally, the value of anthroplolgical knowledge relating to contemporary times within a rapidly changing world, recognized the impact of globalization and modernisation upon the meaning and understanding of ontology and culture, thus creating a paradigm shift and a homogeneous global culture. Supported by the works of Holbraad and Sykes, 2008, and the motion opposing the debate that ontology is just another word for culture, this paper posed the motion that despite modernisation, globalization and homogenization, ontology is “not” just another word for culture, due to the evidence supporting the existence of original cultures simultaneously existing within a homogenous culture.  
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