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ABSTRACT 

This essay seeks to reflect the link between "Culture" and "Individual" that 

is raised in the subject. First, I define the term "heritage" and its philosophical 

relationship with the individual. Subsequently, I place special emphasis on the 

cultural development that humanity has had throughout history, instrumentally 

using both Hegelian and Marxist dialectical perspectives, and establishing a 

"dialectic of dialectics." Then I underline some of the best examples in which 

changes in cultural heritage are reflected through the current international 

political landscape. Finally, I share my point of view on this culture-political-

individual connection, emphasizing the cyclical dynamics of the process of 

heritage and its effect on evolution, through Darwin's evolutionary theory. I 

transmit my view of the world in this regard, on the negative consequences of 

cultural globalization and on the possibilities of the human being to alleviate 

these issues. 
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There is a clear connection between the area of genetics and culture since both make up the 

personality of the human being, and consequently, that of the citizen. We refer to all 

cultural aspects, such as those external to the biological nature of the individual: social 

environment, historical and cultural context or traditions. The anthropological factor indeed 

plays a fundamental role in the behavioral situation of the human being, both individually 

and collectively. 

The application of anthropological science raises a question of an epistemological 

character: the Hegelian dialectic makes its way between the Marxist materialism and 

Marvin Harris’ Cultural Materialism. The latter focuses on the why of human behavior, 

given biological, ecological, epidemiological, production and media components; but it 

actually does not focus on cultural heritage factors. 

However, our demeanor acquires behavioral patterns from our family and friends, who in 

turn receive them also from their respective family and friends. This exchange from one to 

another is a natural phenomenon that although it rests on a biological basis, it does not 



become effective without being preceded by events subject to the patrimonial environment. 

Cultural heritage includes the historical component. The dynamics of politics has defined 

and continues defining the division between winners and losers, between the "good" and 

the "bad," between the superior and the inferior. In short, it unites and separates humans. 

From these unions and separations, social groups and cultural niches emerge and 

consolidate. 

Nevertheless, cultural diversity as we know it is at risk of disappearing. Globalization in its 

eagerness to build diplomatic bridges and commercial ties is overlooking how fragile 

cultural essences are and exposing them to an imminent risk to become extinct: the relative 

ease in which we can move around the world nowadays makes cultural conflicts more 

frequent than ever. Cultural conflicts that are decomposing the traditional heritage blocks. 

Samuel P. Huntington already spoke of it in his work "The Clash of Civilizations." 

History determines the individual. Although perhaps Hegel would not say the individual, 

but the spirit: he already stated it when he developed his dialectical method. The two world 

wars were, of course, the most paradigmatic dialectical conflict of the 20th century. The 

previous arms race is the thesis of the moment, which later triggers the conflict or war itself 

(the antithesis). This ends with a synthesis, towards the new world order, political alliances 

(EU, UN, NATO, British Commonwealth), and the emergence of new powers. At present, 

what remains of these historical periods is the result of a subsumption: a reconciliation of 

every moment, their cultural impact on the different social groups, the way and vision in 

which the past political crisis is taught in schools, feelings... In brief, the absolute spirit. 

Hegel believes that the historical process is necessary. There is no evil in history, 

everything that happens must happen, and it will have its meaning (and justification) when 

the "supreme reconciliation" between the "I" and the "we" is reached. That is the real end of 

History, which matches up with the "Self-realization of the Spirit." (1857, pp. 441-442)
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However, Marx, although he agrees with the notion of dialectics, differs from Hegel 

because he believes that the spirit is not what develops in history, but the material 

conditions of the subject's life, which determine human circumstances (material reality): the 
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most important changes are not mindset changes in the citizenship, but changes in the 

systems (economic, ideological, political, social, etc.), that is, the cultural systems. 

Therefore, he develops a dialectical materialist thought in which the conflict between the 

two positions is maintained, establishing a synthesis through a revolution.
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Changes in history can lead to a citizen readjusting their cultural identity, but without 

forgetting the patrimonial and moral principles in which he/she has been educated. A great 

example is the fall of the Soviet Union: after the cold war, the establishment of spectacular 

transformations in national identity had been witnessed. Thus, international politics began 

to restructure on cultural models. 

As we have said, there is no doubt that culture is a unifier and divider of citizenship. Just 

look at the two Germanies, which united through cultural ties notwithstanding having 

opposing ideologies. Or the two Vietnams. Or currently the two Koreas, in which the 

communist and capitalist blocs are coming together through the cultural bridge that has 

remained in history despite the political circumstances. There is also the opposite case, 

civilizations united by ideology or history, but separated by culture, fade away (the USSR 

or Yugoslavia) or are politically pressured, such as Ukraine, India, Nigeria, Sudan... States 

with stable cultural relations cooperate politically and economically. International 

organizations formed by culturally convergent states, such as the EU, prevail over those 

which try to go beyond cultures. For 45 years, the Iron Curtain had been the main dividing 

boundary in Europe. The political rearrangement in the last century has caused that barrier 

to be moved to the Russian-Oriental border. Now it is the line that separates the Western 

Christian peoples from the Islamic and Orthodox peoples. 

The presence of nationalisms around the world has increased considerably in the last few 

years. According to the principle of a culture-politics-citizenship relationship, it is not 

difficult to deduce the causes of these social changes. The media and the education system 

are two of the fundamental elements for disseminating messages with a cultural burden on 

citizenship, both implicitly and explicitly. The nationalist cause is linked to the set out of a 

cultural opposition. Customs, legacy, art, intellectual figures, and symbols (flag, anthem, 
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language, etc.) are contrasted in such a way that they create an area of social exclusion and 

superiority, which eventually culminates with the awakening of a nationalist sentiment. 

In my opinion, our evolution is a cyclical process, in which an individual gets a heritage, 

which merges with a thought of purely natural and biological roots, to write history to the 

subsequent generations, generations that inherit it and will continue this process 

successively until the end of mankind. The citizen is a vital cog in the natural cause-

consequence chain of this evolutionary heritage process. 

Based on Darwin's process of natural selection, those who can adapt to the environment and 

its circumstances, survive. Those who do not, become extinct. In psychology, it is said that 

“a subject is mentally healthy when it is adaptive to the environment.” That means, the 

citizen becomes obliged to adapt themselves to the environment that surrounds them if they 

want to stay mentally stable. Therefore, I think that social relations (like other types of 

relationships with the environment) are the cause and consequence of our evolution, and are 

established through an exchange or feedback, where the cultural factor (external) and 

biological (natural) come in: what we manifest and transmit to other beings in our social 

interactions in the form of customs, desires, opinions... is the result of a culture-biology 

fusion. From this exchange, heritage arises. 

But paradoxically, the heritage process is perhaps our end. The cultural heritage has 

positively but also negatively diversified our ways of thinking, our social way of seeing the 

world, the ideologies… In essence, it has polarized us, and that is the best precedent for a 

war that could end up with our existence. Who does not fear nuclear bombs? 

What can we do about it? I believe that we are life forms destined to self-destruction. 

Therefore, we should not fall into the naivety of considering how to avoid it, given that it is 

an unavoidable fate. Instead, we as humans must ask ourselves how to make it happen as 

late as possible. And right there, it's where the culture-citizenship issue comes in. 

I think that globalization is a positive thing, but it must be controlled so that humanity does 

not fall into a cultural homogenization that ends with the enriching diversity of our peoples’ 

patrimonies. A dominant culture invades or captures a local culture, making society 



something homogeneous: its customs, ideas or values are transformed and may cause the 

loss of their identity to adopt or assimilate a more global culture. 

It is not surprising hence that this phenomenon of globalization has generated unrest in 

certain cultures that have been affected by the loss of their identity, taking into account that 

powerful cultures can impose on them their model or pattern of life before society. 

For this reason: yes, of course, we must acknowledge that we need to be united to avoid 

conflicts, but respecting our differences, which are precisely what makes each of us unique. 

It may seem contradictory, but I think that the best union is to admit the disagreement 

because the best way to end up in a cultural war is not to recognize diversity by means of 

imposition. Cultural bridges should never be aimed at the development of a common 

culture, quite the contrary: recognize differences and, perhaps more importantly, 

understand them to try to establish relationships that ensure peace, security, and prosperity 

above all else for the entire world. 
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