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ABSTRACT

 There is a lot of fuzziness about the concept of civilization, and this is why the paper starts from an attempt to clarify this concept. This consists in selecting one entity which is commonly acknowledged as a system of civilization, examining its main features, and then exemplifying how to define them operationally. These features are treated as if they were answers to certain questions. Now other systems can be addressed with the same questions; if a system is able to answer them, in this way or other, it proves to be a civilizational system. The answers expected are those to express attitudes toward science, democracy, free market, tolerance, etc. Islam, eg, does not prove to be a unique civilizational system, since there are represented in it much varying attitudes in each point in question. On the other hand, the communist paradigm does so, since it offers an answer of its own in each of the listed issues. Its answers directly oppose those offered by liberal civilization, thus there are at least two paradigms of civilization, the liberal and the anti-liberal. 

In the second part, it is argued that though the West is the cradle of liberal civilization, there is no one-to-one correspondence between the trait of being Western and that of being liberal. Also the main totalitarian projects of civilization were born in the West, while same seeds of liberal civilization (Christianity, science as stemming from mathematics, etc.) came from the East. Nowadays, significant contributions to liberal civilization are due to people from any race, culture and continent. The destiny of liberal civilization is to become universal, while the Western contribution to it, when seen in a great evolutionary perspective, is just a historical episode.
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ON THE POINT OF THIS ESSAY

When uttering the phrase “Western civilisation", its lucky citizens may have a mixed feeling of pride and uneasiness. The latter—because of being aware of an abuse in the adjective “Western", since the system so called neither was born in the West nor is likely to be attached to the West for ever. However, I am to use it because of its convenience and its being rooted in an established tradition. Thus, let the word “Western” refer to that historical structure which for half a millenium, since the 15th century (proud of Copernicus and Columbus) up to now, proved to be a leading force in the world's historical development. 

It is the point of this essay that in the historical development the societies of the West had their five centuries (like five minutes in a historical time scale) to perform a leading role before other actors come into the play. It was an enormous role, indeed (hence pride is not unreasonable), which consisted in preparing a ground for universal civilisation. 

This point should be perceived in a still greater evolutionary scheme, associated with rationalistic philosophy in the vein of Leibnizian Mathesis Universalis, where the idea of mathematical reason reached an absolute dimension. Such an evolutionary teleological scheme is expressed in what is called “Final Anthropic Principle” by John D. Barrow and Frank J. Tipler in their book The Anthropic Cosmological Principle (Oxford University Press, 1996). The principle (in the part relevant to this discussion) is to the effect that intelligent information processing must come into existence in the Universe (p. 23; the authors treat this statement as a testable empirical hypothesis). 

If so, the emergence of human civilization, a giant system of information processing, is a cosmologically determined fact, and not an accidental product of a cluster of societies. In such a perspective. one has to reject that civilisational relativism which refuses to evaluate civilisations according to the rationality criterion. If there is no such criterion, then no civiliation is justified in the claim to become universal. However, if it does exist, then the most rational civilization is most likely to become universal, provided rationality of the whole human species (not confined to whose who happened to have white skin). Though such civilisation has been initiated in a restricted region of the globe (it could not start everywhere in the same time), from a certain point up its development is to become a common case of the whole humanity. 

However, there are sceptics who either do not believe in any criterion of rationality or do not imagine that it could be accepted by the whole human race. Those are inclined to stress hostilities between what they see as incompatible civilisational systems. I am to discuss an important example of such relativistic attitude, namely, that provided by Samuel Huntington. I hope to give a fairly systematic critical analysis of his views, such as may be expected from a study in the vein of analytic philosophy. Nevertheless, I call my text an essay to stress the tentative character of its philosphical foundations. The belief in human rationality as part of a rational scheme of cosmic evolution is no common and intersubjective tenet among philosophers. When so confessing the underlying personal point of view, one produces a work which fits, indeed, into one of the meanings meaning of the term “essay". Now, let me sum up its contention. 

Samuel Huntington’s alarmistic thesis about a civilisational clash between the Islamic and Christian worlds has gained on popularity in light of the impeding threat of religion-driven terrorism. Moreover, Huntington’s ideas are accepted as a thorough analysis of the situation with a childish trust—a trust mainly arising from the wish for simple, straightforward answers displayed by many intellectuals and journalists.

Still, it takes no great critical mind to see how fragile this construction is. One only needs to read a little of Huntington and his mentor Arnold Toynbee (1889-1975) and be equipped with a basic knowledge of methodology to realise how carefree their speculations are.

The critique of Huntington’s view is an instructive basis for our main premise, namely the universal character of the civilisation we have come to call “Western”, a civilisation that in fact is the work of all humanity, and in whose emergence believers in the Muslim faith, the medieval heirs to ancient Greece’s science and philosophy, had a considerable share.

My use of the term “believers in the Muslim faith” instead of “Islam” is deliberate; while I do not claim Islam as a religion had any positive impact on science (the core of our civilisation), I do question the thesis that this influence always had to be negative. The relation between civilisation and religion must be much more complex than clear-cut alliances or conflicts, a showcase example being the centuries-old relations between modern science and the Christian faith.

Setting about this kind of logical analysis we need to recall some basic concepts (listed at the head of this essay). This will allow for a less superfical review of Toynbee’s and Huntington’s ideas than those produced to date. We shall see that neither offers a definition of civilisation, both basing their concepts on the simple assumption that civilisations are shaped by religions. We do not even learn if a given religion is a sufficient or a necessary condition for civilisational growth. Also striking is this assumption’s arbitrariness, with not so much as an attempt at explaining the relation between civilisation’s major works (e.g. Aristotle’s logic or Euclid’s “Elements”) and the ancient Greeks’ faith in their Olympic gods.

Three conclusions may be drawn here:

(1) Characteristically “western” civilisational features like democracy (implying dialogue), law-abidingness, tolerance, reliance on science and technology and the capacity for economic growth are crucial survival and growth factors in all human communities. There can, therefore, be no sensible alternative to this model and its evolution towards universal civilisation.

(2) The fact that the nucleus of universal civilisation developed in Europe had nothing to do with any ingeniousness on the part of the white race, nor the condition of western Christianity. Much rather, it resulted from the intermingling of diverse civilisational trends on the continent (probably due to its location and small size). This civilisational melting-pot reached its critical point around the outset of our era (and only in Europe), giving rise to a dynamic growth process with Europe as an incubator spreading new ideas to the rest of the world.

(3) Liberalism is the essence of universal civilisation, not only because freedom is a basic human right but also because the proper functioning and growth of such extremely complex organisms as societies requires local information and local steering, which translated from the language of cybernetics means a freedom-based political ethos (a famous advocate of this school of liberalism is Friedrich von Hayek).

1. A METHODOLOGICAL INTRODUCTION TO ANALYSING 
THE CIVILISATION CONCEPT

1.1. The Operationalisation of Concepts: A Means Against Obscurity 

Strangely enough, the broader an intellectual synthesis, the easier it is to carry through. Intellectuals minds command vast deposits of conceptual “chips” which they can easily combine into various patterns. The more elements such a pattern has, the harder it is to estimate to what extent it will fit reality. The system we call civilisation is extremely complex and therefore especially difficult to define. 

In the present essay I shall introduce the concept of operationalisation (the name being a rather unfortunate phonetic challenge), an instrument developed by methodology of empirical sciences to measure the extent to which theory fits empirical reality. We shall apply it in our critical analysis and definition of the concept of civilisation (and several other concepts).

OPERATIONALISATION embraces observation-based activities (operations) and, in more advanced research, experiment and measurement, and consists of binding theoretical and observational concepts by means of logical relations.

The THEORETICAL CONCEPTS found in laws and hypotheses refer to objects intellectually constructed by researchers to explain the phenomena they observe. The fact that they are “constructed” does not exclude their having a reference, a fact best seen in detective work, where constructions simultaneously function as assumptions about reality. A detective’s observation field embraces only the visible traces of a crime, not the criminal, and it is these clues combined with his general professional knowledge that give him an insight into the criminal’s personality, methods, motives, etc. Thus we have here an intellectual construct designed to interpret observations combined with the assumption that this construct has a counterpart in the real world.

Thus constructed objects belong to a category methodologists have called THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTS. Theoretical constructs are what theoretical concepts define and relate to.

To continue the detective parallel, in the case of a successful investigation the construct turns out to be identical with the seized criminal, who is an observable object. This is also true in science, although not always. One such occurrence is known in genetics, where the gene as a construct of the heredity theory was initially an unobservable object (due to the lab technology of the day) and later turned out to be observable.

This kind of potential observability is characteristic only for some constructs, while others are, so to speak, banned into eternal theoreticality. The conviction about a given construct’s existence is justified by the fact that the assumption or hypothesis related to it enables us to explain and foresee certain observable phenomena.

1.2. Theory Builds Upon Experience, Experience Upon Theory

One issue that requires deeper consideration is the functioning of observational concepts. The matter is more complex than assuming that theories are founded upon pure OBSERVATIONAL SENTENCES (records of observations) which do not require a theory. Long ago, in the heroic neo-Positivist era, there was a common belief that this is both possible and necessary. Nevertheless, in the end everyone agreed (not least thanks to Karl Popper’s argumentation) that this was a utopian postulate. The following examples will make the matter clear.

If I didn’t posses a theory concerning perspective, a window I happen to look through should appear bigger than, say, a house standing on the other side of the street, my retina having recorded the house within the window image. There exists something we may call the theory of pre-scientific perspective, at which we all arrive spontaneously and with whose help we are able to interpret “naked” sensual data. Only after being “dressed” in this way can data serve as the basis for another theory.

Another example: when we make temperature measurements while researching a disease, we are well justified in assuming that observations in the form of measurements lie at the foundation of a given theory. In reality, however, the concept of temperature in the measurement records and hence treated as observational, is a theoretical concept originating from physics, more specifically the kinetic theory of heat which defines temperature as “average energy of molecules”, the first term being mathematical, and the second expressing a highly abstract physical concept. And although such assistance of physical theory may go unnoticed by biologists, who will rather take into account an instrument’s readings than the theory that led to its construction, in fact the theory is preassumed in the measurement record. Hence the record, which is a specific observational sentence, assumes the clause “observational given the kinetic warmth theory”. In the case of another physical premiss (e.g. the warmth theory that prevailed until the 19th century), we would arrive at another medical theory.

The operationalization of a theoretical concept creates the relation of entailment between it and an observational concept. To be more precise, the entailment does not hold between the concepts but between those sentences which contain predicates that express respective concepts ("interconceptual entailment” may serve as a short-cut term to avoid a cumbersome description). 

Entailment may occur in the direction from observational to theoretical concepts or the other way round , thus providing us with partial and complementary operationalisations. The operationalisation of the theoretical concept of temperature as denoting a specific physical condition lies in its alliance with the observational concept which appears in the measurement reading. This relation is best expressed by the following conditional sentence:

If the upper end of a mercury thread is at the 37 degree scale mark, the temperature of the body on which the thermometer was used is 37 degrees Centigrade.

A list of such sentences constitutes the operational definition of bodily temperature. The term “operational definition” gave rise to another term, “operationalisation”, and is defined as a partial definition binding theoretical and observational concepts with a n entailment relation (as in the temperature example).

1.3. Operationalising Relatively Simple Social Concepts

Now for a socially-oriented example. Let us operationalise the theoretical concept, <is a fan> (or, briefly: <fan>).

<Fan> is a theoretical concept, as “fanlike” features (if any such exist) cannot be directly recorded by any of our senses and are embedded in a broader structure of theoretical concepts. Someone may be a fan of a sports team, with “team” defined by the concept of the game it plays (say soccer), and this in turn defined by other concepts, including arithmetical concepts like <majority> in the definition of a won game (more goals scored), or <parity> in the definition of a draw. The appearance of arithemtical concepts merits special attention, as it shows that besides observation, operationalisation may require concepts from outside the empirical sphere (e.g. originating in arithmetic, algebra, geometry, logic, ontology, ethics, etc.). These non-sensory concepts are in a way preassumed (Latin: a priori) in sensory experience and are therefore called A PRIORI CONCEPTS.

Let us imagine that we are visited by a foreigner from a country where soccer is played but there is no team-support tradition (similarly to golf). Our guest’s language will thus contain no words denoting the concept “fan”. However, if he has a knowledge of soccer, this knowledge may provide theoretical assumptions for observational sentences which we will use in the operationalisation of the concept <fan>. We therefore take our guest to a soccer match, where he will encounter fans and their behaviour patterns, which we call cheering, thus providing an intermiediary level on the definition ladder. The behaviour patterns typical for cheering on a team are visible and audible—an evident observational aspect to be used in the operationalisation of the concept <cheering>. These patterns must now only be interpreted as encouragment for players dressed in shorts of a specific colour (observational concept). Operationally defined, the concept <cheering> can now be used to partially define the concept <fan>: “someone regularly cheering on a team during a match is that team’s fan”.

Operationalisation allows for several important distinctions whose listing will sum up what we have said to date.

A priori concepts require no operationalisation. Non-aprioric, or empirical, ncepts can be observational or theoretical. Observational concepts do not require operationalisation within a theory, theoretical concepts do. The operationalisation of a theoretical concept by means of observational concepts can be direct or indirect. In indirect operationalisation we operationalise the last theoretical concept appearing in a definition. The number of such intermiediary links can be used to measure the theoreticality level (the more links, the higher the level). The concept of civilisation has an unusually high theoreticality level.

2. OPERATIONALISING THE CONCEPT OF CIVILISATION

2.1. On how one perceives the need of operationalisation 

when reading Toynbee and Huntington

Anyone doubting the importance of operationalisation as a tool for constructing and controlling concepts will lose his doubts after reading the numerous works that variate on Samuel P. Huntington’s civilisational clash theory, which assumes a head-on conflict between the “Western” and “Muslim” worlds. This is the subject of Huntington’s book, The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World Order. 

The operationalisation of a concept as complex as <civilisation> will perforce have to be imperfect due to measurement difficulties. This is best seen in comparison with the above-discussed operationalisation of <fan>. Here measurements are also less precise than temperature readings, but the intensity of cheering can be measured by loudness or motorics. Similarly, the intensity of applause following an artistic performance can be measured by the intensity and duration of the clapping, thanks to which we know right away which of the presented works was best liked (<like> is a typical theoretical concept).     

Where measurements are impossible, we must try to connect theoretical concepts with features that are clearly and generally accessible via the senses. These features must therefore be physical and perceivable by eye or ear. The latter is a crucial condition, hence we will call the operationalisation it postulates PHYSICALISATION. In physicalisation a theretical concept is explained by other (increasingly operationalisation-close) theoretical concepts with an observational concept referring to a sensory physical feature at the end of the chain.

Such indirect definitions as well as physicalisation itself are usually fragmentary; this means they provide certain conditions that are either sufficient or necessary for a given concept’s application, but not a full scale of both. Completeness, that would result in a complete (being an equivalence) definition, is unattainable in the empirical sciences, we must therefore strive to arrive at a system of partial definitions that is required to solve the problem in question.

Alfred Toynbee, a classic in the field, is worth consulting in our search for the first definition level for <civilisation>, which he elevated to a fundamental historical and sociological category. Toynbee lists the conditions a historical formation must meet to earn the name “civilisation”. Among others, he says that, “civilisation is a species of being which seeks to reproduce itself”. For instance the Greek-Roman civilisation attempted to recreate itself both under the Byzantine empire and the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation (first Reich) wrapped in a cocoon of Christianity. Islam in turn functioned as a similar cocoon for the ancient civilisations of Iran and Israel. Toynbee names more examples of religions serving as rebirth instruments for bygone civilisations. 

We must leave aside the general definition of civilisations as species of being that reproduce themselves cocooned in religion, as it would take too much ink (as we used to say) to explain the origins of such strange ideas (grapevine rumours in the English upper class had it that the more pious Toynbee’s wife became the more attention he paid to religion in his works). We would have to answer endless questions like what happened to Moscow as a “third Rome”, which countries today base on Islam to carry on the ancient Israeli civilisational model (Israel?). And with each question we would also have to ask ourselves where in the world the author had taken his ideas from.

A more serious discussion topic is the proposal to seek civilisation’s formative elements in religion and state structures. As for the latter, we must agree with the general thesis that there can be no civilisation without states, nor states without civilisation. And this is what we will base on in our operationalisation attempt.

The view that every civilisation brings forth a religion which plays a crucial role in its growth does merit attention but is not self-evident. Most probably, it is the result of the following chain of thought: (1) each civilisation requires some sort of norm or value system, (2) every religion offers such a system; however, this does not lead to the conclusive syllogism to end with the inference that each civilisation breeds a religion. Such an inference will only be warranted when we a ssume the opposite of (2), namely that (3) every norm system implies a religion. In this case we would have a correct syllogistic chain: if civilisation, then a norm system, if a norm system, then religion, hence wherever there is civilisation, there is also religion.

Sentence (3) will be true or false depending on the outcome of finepointed debates about the nature of religions, norms, and values. There is, for instance, the view that the very recognition of objective values, which are not man’s arbitrary product, is religious in character. In this case (3) will be a definitional truth. However, we can not make our analysis of the civilisation concept dependent on such ponderings, as then we will not only be unable to solve this tough issue, but will also have to deal with further and even tougher problems. Moreover, there is no such need because the concept of civilisation can be analysed in other ways.

2.2. Research Strategy: 
Starting With Something that is Undoubdedly Civilisation

Let us imagine a structure embracing several countries generally considered to be part of one civilisation (which we shall call Civilisation X to avoid names influencing results), with at least one circumstance confirming this common heritage, namely that both those within this civilisation and those outside it—including its critics—agree as to which states and societies belong to it. And although some of them may appear to “belong” more than others, we should have no trouble defining the characteristics of Civilisation X basing on those countries and peoples whose membership in it raises no doubts.

The definition of Civilisation X’s basic traits will provide us with a questionnaire which may be used to survey the civilisational features of other structures (for instance whether a group of countries professing the Orthodox faith can be called an Orthodox civilisation, etc.). Such surveys will provide a variety of answers depending on where they are carried out. In some cases they may perhaps help single out groups of countries that have formed civilisations apart from Civilisation X, in others (e.g. when the survey is badly targeted), they may lead their authors to conclude that what they are dealing with is not civilisation.

The list of Civilisation X’s features embraces a number of concepts, and it is they that will become the subject of operationalisation. Having outlined the procedure, we may now pass on to its implementation.

2.3. The Civilisation Concept: Operational Concretisation

Let Civilisation X embrace the countries of western Europe, the U.S., Australia and New Zealand (this will suffice to define its common features even if the picture is not complete). The variety on features apparent here may be brought down to five main traits:

1. The leading role of SCIENCE, including applied science, embracing all kinds of technology (research freedom is a basic prerequisite here);

2. A classical DIVISION OF POWER, supplemented by priviliges granted to the central bank and the role played by independent media; 

3. LAW-ABIDINGNESS as an alternative to arbitrary steps undertaken by power-vested individuals and grouips;

4. FREE-MARKET ECONOMY;

5. TOLERANCE of beliefs, practices and customs, based on recognised values and the legal system.

The capitalised terms are theoretical concepts denoting Civilisation X’s crucial features. This can also be expressed as follows:

If a given structure is Civilisation X, then it possesses feature C, with C succesively standing for science, division of power, etc. These are not observational concepts, hence we have to take several steps “down” to the lowest level, on which observational concepts will help us with the operationalisation process. At the same time we must remember that opertionalisation is invariably accompanied by references to some sort of a priori knowledge, especially arithmetic, logic, etc. This is acceptable, as the concepts of, say, arithmetic constitute an ideally correct and transparent construction.

An operationalisation programme embracing the five abovementioned points would take up a sizeable volume, we must therefore make do with a few very abbreviated examples. Let us consider the concept <central bank> in point 2. This theoretical concept is partially defined by another: <sets interest rates>, thus binding both with a sentence in the form of a partial definition: “if x is the central bank, then x sets interest rates”. In mentioning rates we are already quite close to operationalisation, which can now consist of describing the behaviour of a company official whose firm has taken out a loan (e.g. the fact that at regular intervals he transfers fixed amounts of money plus interest in repayment to the bank which granted the loan). <Transferring> is a theoretical concept part of whose content is operationalised, e.g. by describing a completed transfer form. Its shape will be visually discernible, which bring us to the hard battleground of physicalisation.

A construct based on linking features 1 to 5 into one system will be more than just a presentation of what was noticed in surveys of Civilisation X’s societies. It will be a much more complex structure, largely because no element of 1-5 can be removed without toppling the entire structure. Proving this would entail a lengthy discussion covering at least twenty points (to show the relation of each of the five elements to the remaining four, provided we only look at binary relations). We have no other choice, therefore, but to resort to our simplified examples.

Accordingly, there can be no free market without institutionally-guaranteed democracy, because dictatorship tends to enter the economy both through direct and indirect channels, the latter meaning corruption, which in turn is a threat to the free market. Neither can there be democracy without a free market, because states that control their economies acquire a strong, informal, and hence legally uncontrolled hold over their citizens. Law-abidingness is like fresh air to the free market, tolerance enhances press freedom, etc.

Separate mention is due to science as the driving force of Civilisation X. In order for science to change the world (as it is able to do under the right conditions), civilisation must possess the four remaining traits. Particularly crucial here is a democratic system that guarantees research freedom. Also necessary is a free market, since companies that spend money on research and development count on it giving them more market leverage.

3. LIBERAL AND ANTI-LIBERAL CIVILISATION: 
THE WEST’S CONTRIBUTION

3.1. Western Civilisation Deserves To Be Called Eastern

It would be hard to find a better adjective describing the above five Civilisation X traits than LIBERAL. More loftily, we could call Civilisation X a freedom-based civilisation, best evidence of which are points 2-4. The division of power serves as a safeguard against despotism and its limitations of individual freedom, and the parliamentary system and equality in public life guarantee the citizens of Civilisation X a maximum on political freedom. Also coupled with individual freedom is law-abidingness, thanks to which individuals have the right to plan their lifes freely within a stable, predictable and effective legal system (this freedom is curbed by unpredictable and dishonest laws and the replacement of law by the self-will of rulers and their officials). Tolerance guarantees freedom from repression for beliefs and practices.

Separate mention is due to the free market, Civilisation X’s most important trait. There are at least three reasons for this: (1) the free market means freedom of consumption, production and trade, liberties valued by all and in which all participate, even if not everyone recognizes the importance of “spiritual” liberties like freedom of speech, electoral rights, etc. (2) The free market is an inherent element of democracy. The advocates of Asia’s “economic miracle” once believed free market economy could be combined with a moderate form of dictatorship, this, however, proved totally unrealistic. Failing democracy breeds economic corruption, which in turn undermines the market. (3) Only a free market with its mobile prices is able to provide reliable information about consumer tastes. Without it every economy is like a steerless ship (this is what ultimately brought down the world’s centrally-planned economies).

One may ask why this ideal civilisational model must be called “liberal” when everyone knows it by another name—“western”. In response, let us distinguish two possible meanings of the adjective “western”. As long as it only functions as a proper name, there is nothing wrong with dubbing Civilisation X “western”. We must, however, avoid “western” suggesting that Civilisation X is the achievement of the western hemisphere alone. If we accept that the core of “western” civilisation is science, then it must be said that we owe this “core” largely to Europe’s middle-eastern neighbours: Egypt (geometry, astronomy), Babylon (algebra, astronomy), Phoenicia (the efficient alphabet), and Asia Minor (Tales of Milet and others). Western civilisation’s two fundamental works were not even created in the west, the Bible originating from Palestine and Euclid’s “Elements” from Alexandria. Early Christianity developed most dynamically in the Roman Epire’s Asian regions (where the first great ecumenical councils were held), while medieval science drew vastly upon the Arab world’s achievements in mathematics, optics, astronomy, and even economy (banking). From there also came most of the commentaries to Aristotle’s works.

3.2. Liberal Civilisation Is Not Just For The West

Turning the pages of history, we clearly see a specific relationship between liberal civilisation and the fates of peoples inhabiting Europe and its American or Australian ramifications. This is the general picture we get when we view things in a relatively short historical perspective, namely the couple of centuries of civilisational growth that have elapsed since the Middle Ages. However, the thesis about liberal civilisation’s internal ties with the West would be true only if it were somehow encoded into Europe’s natural development, the white race’s genetics, or perhaps another verdict of destiny. This, however, does not seem to have been the case.

Before we analyse the historical circumstances that led to western civilisation’s success (thus to find out whether it is indeed the work and legacy of the Western world alone or whether the west’s rights to it are only transient), let us consider an analogy involving the assumed birthplace of the human race. Anthropological theory has it that the actual transformation of lower humanoid forms into human beings took place in Africa. If true, this leap had to take place at some time and some place on the African continent and when it did it made Africa the breeding ground of all intelligent life on our planet. This, however, does not warrant calling homo sapiens “homo africanus”.

Liberal civilisation, a product of evolution in human thought, also had to have its seeds somewhere. This place was Europe, or, more specifically, its western part. Looking at evolution teleologically, liberal civilisation appeared in western European to spread from there to the rest of the world. And this is exactly what is happening. Today more and more people from outside the so-called western world are influencing civilisational growth, science and global progress. For instance Asia, especially India and China, is evolving into a world supplier of specialists in math research, physics and IT technology, all founding-blocks of today’s modern science.

As for freedom, let me ask the following: was it not the Japanese Francis Fukuyama who evolved into a staunch supporter of liberal order in recent years? (perhaps over-optimistically, but this can be diregarded in this context). And the fact that Fukuyama lives in the U.S. is insignificant; what counts is his interpretation of Hegel’s freedom concept (at which he could have arrived equally well in Japan). Similarly, piano virtuosos trained at the Tokyo conservatory have frequently enchanted audiences at Warsaw’s Chopin Competitions with their novatory renderings of our (European) music. Well, someone might say, those are only “interpretations” and nothing original, the non-European world somehow having failed to produce a Hegel or Chopin. True, new ideas spread slowly, but there sometimes comes a point at which they explode rapidly in human minds, bringing forth creativity that can be quite revolutionary. Europe had to wait from the 9th to the 17th century for a mathematician equalling the Arab world’s Al-Khwarizmi, there was therefore time enough for the belief to spread that only the Arab world was capable of mathematical creativity. Anyone believing that then would be astounded if he could see today’s world.

Believers in western civilisation’s uniqueness often say western standards cannot be transplanted to the east because the east thinks collectively while western thinking is individualistic. Hence, they say, the east can perhaps achieve economic success thanks to disciplined effort, but lacks the creative spark that leads to true originality. This kind of logic reminds me of someone in Bismarck’s day concluding that if Germany owed its success to discipline, then the Germans’ fate was to continue for ever as a disciplined, uniform throng never to bring forth any great personages.

Similar argumentation is used by non-believers in democratic change in Asia. Obviously they overlook the fact that democracy perforce always follows non-democracy. South Korea and Taiwan are proof that democracy is possible in Asia and that it is not a mere copying of the West but a move resulting from Asia’s growing realisation that democracy pays off better (and let no one try to tell me the peoples of Asia are unable to see that). Asia went through a hard lesson during its financial crisis some years ago, when it appeared that its tradition-rooted collectivism was an insufficient means against economic decay. The crisis was largely the result of corruption, political meddling in the economy and failing public control over political decisions. Today, having licked their wounds, Japan and Korea are no longer intent on following an “Asian road”, instead switching to the development path that appears most rational.

3.3. On a Criterion of Being Civilization

and how it is met by Huntington’s claims

It is now time to draw upon the here-discussed method of defining civilisation. In this essay I am basing on the assumption that what everyone calls western civilisation—and what I dubbed Civilisation X—is indeed a civilisation, and able to defend itself as such against other civilisational models (see Huntington’s list below).

If Civilisation X really is a civilisation, then the questions it had to answer can be put to other civilisations to see how they respond. Civilisational differences will be evident wherever the answers differ from Civilisation X’s; those instances where the questions appear misplaced would be evidence that their assumptions (that the given adressee is a civilisation) were wrong. This is similar to asking a tailor what kind of shoes he makes. The tailor cannot answer that, he can merely try to correct the misassumption by explaining that he is not a shoemaker. Likewise, a civilisation asked, say, about its attitude to the free market that answers that it has no attitude, will prove not to be a civilisation.

For our respondents let us refer to Huntington’s famous list, which includes the following civilisations (alphabetically ordered here): African (Huntington himself is not sure on this point), Hindu, Japanese, Confucian, Latin American, Muslim, Orthodox, Western.

Aware of Huntington’s forecasts, we will be primarily interested in the Muslim world as the civilisation most likely to clash with the West. However, before we go on to analyse it, let us take a comparative look at Confucianism. According to Huntington’s criteria (which I disagree with but will apply here to test his theories), each civilisation has a dominant country. Which country could be called that in the Confucian world? If not Taiwan or Singapore (where is their domination?), then all that is left is People’s China. China, however, is consistently following the communist civilisational model (or has until now), which has nothing in common with Confucianism. Confucianism in turn is not a civilisation under the present criteria, neither having a standpoint nor claiming any influence on science and the free market (contrary to Communism, which takes an active interest in both). The remaining entries on Huntington’s list also provide food for thought and sometimes even seem slightly ridiculous. For instance when we ask about the Orthodox civilisation’s dominant country between 1917 to the 1990s, we will have to conclude that it was a state professing scientific atheism (I leave it to the theory’s author to find ways of combining this with Orthodox religion). Today there is no trouble in pinpointing the Hindu civilisation’s dominant state (the answer is in the name), but what if India were not independent? And an even more important question: was it really Hinduism that stood behind India’s most weighty contribution to human civilisation, the zero?

But let us pass on to Islam. Has Allah in any way condemned those of his faithful who as leaders of their countries decided to introduce free market economy? Obviously not, considering that both the kings of Saudi Arabia and the oil sheikhs are among his most ardent followers. Is he angry with those of the Arab world who turned to socialism? It doesn’t seem so when we consider the respect shown to colonel Gaddafi by eminent Koran scholars. Evidently Islam appears neutral towards both issues.

Neither is Islam hostile to lay science, whose breeding ground it was some centuries ago, but it does not expressly advocate it (a fact duly made use of by the pious Taliban). What, then, is so characteristic for Muslim civilisation here? If Islam fails to take a stand and shape its reality in such vital spheres, it does not deserve to be called a civilisational model—even if in some matters (for instance tolerance) it stands contrary to liberal civilisation.

Huntigton’s errors result from his failure to resort to conceptual operationalisation. For instance in discussing “Confucianism” he does not even attempt to place it in time and space, which in fact would have been the easiest and most troublesaving solution. Thus we see that some renowned publications fail to become genuine contributions to our understanding of the world we live in.

3.4. Liberal and Antiliberal Civilisation’s Emergence in Europe

How did Europe manage to adopt the ancient world’s, mostly Mideastern, heritage and combine it with its own experience to create a liberal civilisation with chances for universality? This is a long story and best explained by F. Guizot (1787-1874) in his L’Histoire de la civilisation en Europe et en France [The History of Civilisation in Europe and in France]. Guizot describes the beneficial influence Europe’s centuries-long power tussle between Church and secular rulers had on individual freedom and sheds light on the rising importance of the bourgeoisie, the latter probably resulting from the continent’s geographical restrictions, favourable weather conditions and the accessibiility of searoutes, all of which enhanced commerce. The conflict between papacy and empire allowed dissidents like Ockham to find imperial protection, and it was the strong position of the middle class that enabled the print of Galileo’s Discorsi (Leida, 1638) despite the Inquisition (whose arms were too short to touch independent printers in the Netherlands).

Do these historical events warrant stating that liberal and western civilisation are one and the same? The question is rhetorical insofar as even plain school knowledge invariably leads us to answer: no. It must nevertheless be asked, as this truth is frequently lost amidst the current onslaught of West-glorifying clichés.

If we change points 1-5 into their negations we will obtain a perfect negative picture of liberal civilisation—antiliberal civilisation, of which the best to-date example is communism.

Communism emerged in central Europe 150 years ago. Another European civilisational model, Nazism, was less total than Communism in that it retained at least some figments of a free market. Through this it offers less food for reflection, besides which it toppled much faster than Communism (after world war two), hence it will be harder to define which inherent traits led to its demise.

Communist civilisation, on the other hand, fell in result of natural, unhampered evolution, which allows a better overview of its history and more insight into how utopian anti-liberalism can lead to the gradual decay of economy, science, culture—and, ultimately, military and political power. This is one more argument in favour of liberalism. If liberal civilisation means growth and its lack regression, then sooner or later liberal civilisation will become universal.

Now if the West has bred anti-liberalism within itself, we must conclude that “westernness” is an insufficient condition for liberal civilisation. Neither is it a necessary condition, considering liberalism is now gaining worldwide acceptance.

The above supports the thesis concealed in out title, namely that liberal civilisation’s destiny is to become universal. Actually, this would have been our final conclusion if not for the fact that we still have to explain this essay’s total silence about liberal civilisation’s relation to western Christianity. The more so as the issue is rather pressing, Christian doctrine—and particularly its Catholic variant—displaying staunch opposition to liberalism and thus placing itself among Europe’s anti-liberal tendencies.

The reason why we omitted the issue lies in its complexity. The matter is so broad that it merits a separate study, to which the present essay with its sketched picture of one side of the European odyssey is a forerunner. Europe’s conflicts between its official Church and liberalism, the latter frequently drawing on the Bible (a fact underscored by Hegel and, more recently, Popper), were often quenched by this Bible’s official advocates. There is yet another source of tension between liberalism and Christianity. Liberalism manifests itself as faith in Providence, understood either literally (religiously) as in Adam Smith’s “invisible hand”, or in the evolutionary sense (Friedrich Hayek and his spontaneous order). True, churches often display a symbol depicting the Eye of Providence, nevertheless we are told that Providence does not influence us directly but only through the official Church, which tells us what to do and how to organise our public and social lives. Liberal faith leaves Providence (or its “invisible hand”) the right to decide how it will affect us, which is one of the main reasons for its conflict with the Church, who pretends to play an intermiediary role between Providence and humanity. Perhaps such conflicts will find their resolution in some future form of Christianity.
� Note: the pointed brackets signify that we are dealing with a concept and not its designate or a concept-expressing term. Thus, instead of writing “in a certain German-language text we encouter the concept of ‘Ameise’ “ (the German word for ant), we will write, “in a certain German-language text we encounter <Ameise> “. The pointed brackets tell us that we do not mean a real ant hidden among the text’s pages nor the inscription “Ameise” (which in English will be replaced by the word “ant”, denoting the same concept).
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