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Bruner’s argument about culture revolves around the idea of humans as a product of culture. Unlike traditional psychology which ignored the role of culture in the humans’ thinking and ways of knowing and studied biological developments, Bruner aimed at introducing nature and nurture as inseparable terms in the way humans learn and make meaning. Through their interactions in culture, humans create a set of symbols which are universal in this same culture. Those symbols that are arbitrary make sense to the human mind once interaction in society takes place.

Bruner also focuses on the idea of “intersubjectivity”. In this respect, he discusses how human beings get to know others’ “thoughts, intentions, beliefs, and mental states of their conspecifics in a culture”. He explains that the humans’ situatedness in a culture, sharing the same traditions, beliefs, language, and tools create a set of symbols that becomes shared among the members of a culture. Therefore the human’s mind is not distinct from the culture that developed it according to Bruner who concludes his last chapter of the book by stating that “Culture is probably biology’s evolutionary trick.”

I agree with Bruner on the idea of enculturation as a way to understand the human mind. It reminds me of an Arabic proverb that states that “Man is the son of his environment.” If we observe the world around us, we notice that cultural differences exist globally. Arabs differ in thinking, action, and language from Asians or from Americans. Each of those ethnic groups have distinct ways of perception, and that’s why I totally agree with Bruner on the idea that studying the human’s mind and way of knowing depends not only on biological factors but cultural ones as well. Being an ESL instructor in higher education, I have got the opportunity to observe different students’ behaviors, beliefs, and ways of thinking based on their countries of origin. It allows me to categorize my students interests, readiness, strengths and weaknesses and draw conclusions to design my lessons in a better way to fit their needs. This tie us back to the idea of categorization that Bruner mentioned in his first chapters. 

As for the idea of intersubjectivity which Bruner discusses in breadth and depth, I believe that being involved in a culture, human beings get used to a particular set of beliefs shaped by the culture in which they live. However, this may not be enough to explain intersubjectivity. Other factors in addition to being situated in a culture play a great role in explaining how people get to know each other. Interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences are two factors that could be particular to an individual. Other factors such as analytical skills that are acquired by humans can also play a role in understanding others.  Therefore, is Bruner looking at intersubjectivity from only one perspective? Or am I interpreting intersubjectivity from a different lens?

I would also like to discuss Bruner’s term “Conventionalization” which he interprets as the act of doing something because you know it. So knowing is interpreted by action. How do we know that a student understood a new rule and knows how to use it? By presenting the student with a similar task that requires him/her to apply what is previously learned by a rule, the student demonstrates his/her knowledge. That’s why in referring to Bloom’s action verbs to achieve learning outcomes, teachers will be able to see students’ understanding in action. So this takes us back to the larger image of individuals belonging to a culture in which they adopt its beliefs and traditions and act by them which tells us that their knowledge is based on the culture they belong to.
