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INTRODUCTION

The basic purpose of this project is to examine the effects of the end of the
Cold War, the effects on both the international system in general and on the security
issues and thus NATO in particular. While examining the effects of the end of the Cold
War, it concentrates on a particular element, namely civilization. The Cold War did not
only disguised or suppressed the particular regiond conflicts behind the ubiquitous
preeminence of the East-West confrontation, but also consolidated the nationdl identity as it
had been bascdly carried out by the naion-dates, the primary actors in internationa
relaions which are mainly defined in political and military terms. Although the ‘war’ was
bascaly waged between the two formidale blocs they were basicdy inter-state alliances.
The end of the Cold War therefore resulted in the beginning of regiona conflicts increasing
the risk of smal wars on the one hand, and, on the other hand, the emergence of new
identifications, of sub-national and supra-national character, besides the nationd identity.

The collgpse of communism and the disntegration of Yugodavia, which led to
emergence of the newly independent states in Eastern Europe, the Balkans, Caucasa and
Centrd Asia, have not only revived old rivaries and created new conflicts, but aso
rendered the traditionaly employed concepts and policies inefficient in the analyss of
relations and issues of security among states. With the disintegration of the Soviet Union,
the virtua monopoly of military threat in considerations for security matters has been
eliminated. It could be said that the stability and order in the post-Cold War world depend
largely on the development of the new concepts, techniques and approaches to understand
the problems that have emerged. International relations scholars have dready noticed this
and suggested new insights.*

The project attempts to introduce the concept of civilization and takes the view that
there are multiple civilizations in the world. Though not cohesive wholes like nation states
as we know them, civilizations, being the culmination of common linguistic, cultural and
religious characteristics and shared historica inheritance and experiences of peoples, are
great creations of humanity and useful categories for us to understand the internationa life.
The point from which this project has been envisaged to start is the view that
civilizational elements and civilizational identifications of individuals and societies have
been significant factors in their attitudes and behaviours, and the observation that the

importance of the civilizational element has been increasing as the existing and



emerging countries within and around the European hinterland, indeed all over the
world, are struggling to form new identities or to fortify the old ones after the Cold
War. It has taken the view that there are multiple civilizations in the world and we
could detect at least three civilizations within NATO, though one of them -Western
civilization- is dominant in comparison to the other two, namely Orthodox and Islamic
civilizations.

For an adequate examination of the implications of civilizational elements and
inter-civilizational relations for NATO, the research has been carried out in two stages.
In the first stage, the research has basically concentrated on a comprehensive analysis
of the concept of civilization. In the second stage, the increasing relevancy of the
concept of civilization to international relations after the Cold War and the questions of
the civilizational identifications of the member states of NATO and of how effective
civilizationa €lements upon their behaviours have been examined. Although the project
aims at the elucidation of the concept of civilization and thus has basically been theory-
dominated, limited empirical findings have been collected through questionnaires which
were selectively conducted by personal interviews with various peoples.

In what follows, first is a comprehensive elucidation of the idea of civilization
in both etymological and historical points of view. It has been suggested that there can
be discerned three different, but related, meanings of the concept of civilization:
civilization being a condition of human society, civilization being a process through
which human society has been going, and civilization being a particular type of society
or a unit of collective socia identification. Second comes an examination of the
emergence of the cultural or civilizational element into the surface of world politics in
the aftermath of the Cold War. To this end, besides a genera observation of
international system, the case of Turkey has been taken as an example. Finally, what all
this means to NATO has been discussed.



. THE IDEA OF CIVILIZATION

Etymologicdly, the meaning of a word can be found in its usage. To understand
what is meant by the concept of ‘civilization' we first need to see how it is used. The root
word of ‘civilization’ is civis (citizen) or civitas (city) in Latin. Among other things, the
term, in its Latin root, bascally refers to the state of being related to, of pertaining to, of
belonging to a collectivity of people, an organized collectivity, a body politic which we may
cdl a sate or commonwedth. It refers to the city-life or ‘citification’ or process of
‘civilization’ in socid life of the human beings®

The word ‘civilization'” in French and English first gppeared in the eighteenth
century. It was born after its verb, ‘to civilise', and participle, ‘civilized'. A couple of works
or authors have been cited as the firgt literary evidence of the appearance of the word
civilization. Braudd saysit first appeared ‘in a printed work in 1766" and notes that it was
current in speech earlier. L. Febvre and Elias agree with Braudd. For the former, the
earliest printed use of the word civilization is by Boulanger in his L’ Antiquité Devoilée par
ses Usages, printed in Amsterdam in 1766. The latter, Elias, finds the fird literary evidence
of the evolution of the verb civilizer into the concept civilization -referring to softening of
manner, urbanity and politeness- in the work of Mirabeau in the 1760s. Another author
using the word about the same time is said to  be Baudeau in his Ephémérides du Citoyen
(1767). The word entered into the Academy’s Dictionary in 1798. Contrary to this
agreement upon the eighteenth century as the birth date of the word civilization, a much
earlier date has been suggested. According to Wundt, it was Bodin who first used the word
inits modern sense in the sixteenth century. The Oxford English Dictionary, too, gives first
citations of civilization from the eighteenth century onwards. The word is defined in three
senses. The firgt, and the earliedt, is a technicd sense in law: ‘A law, act of justice, or
judgement, which renders a crimind process civil; which is performed by turning an
information into an inquest, or vice versa’ In this sensg, it is cited from 1704 onwards.
Secondly, the word means ‘the action or process of civilizing or of being civilized' and it is
cited from 1775 onwards. In its third sense, civilization denotes, more usualy, ‘civilized
condition or state; a developed or advanced state of human society; a particular stage or a
particular type of this.” In thissense, it isfirst cited in 1772.*

Connected words, ‘civility’, ‘civilize, and ‘civilized’, were used earlier than the

word ‘civilization’. The Oxford English Dictionary gives four senses of ‘cvility’



‘connected with civilization, culture’ 1) ‘The dtate of being civilized; freedom from
barbarity.” Cited from 1549 onwards. 2) ‘Polite or libera education; training in the
‘humanities’, good breeding; culture, refinement.” Cited from 1533 onwards. 3) ‘Behavior
proper to the intercourse of civilized people; ordinary courtesy or politeness, as opposed to
rudeness of behavior; decent respect, consderation.’ Cited from 1561 onwards. 4)
‘Decency, seemliness’ Firgt cited in 1612.°> Six senses of the verb ‘to civiliseg, from which
‘clvilization’ is derived, are listed as follows, with citation dates in parenthesis: 1) to bring
out of a state of barbarism, to ingtruct in the arts of life, and thus elevate in the scale of
humanity; to enlighten, refine, and polish (1601); 2) ‘to make ‘civil’ or mord; to subject to
the law of civil or socid propriety’ (1640); 3) ‘to make lawful or proper in a civil
community ‘(1643); 4) ‘to turn a crimina into a civil cause’; 5) ‘to become civilized or
elevated’ (1868); 6) ‘to conform to the requirements of civil life, to behave decently’
(1605). The participle ‘civilized' is defined in two senses. The first one refers to being
‘mede civil; in a gtate of civilization' and is cited from 1611 onwards. The second one is
defined as‘ of or pertaining to civilized men’ and cited from 1654 onwards.

The term civilization is very often accompanied by the term culture, even though
they were not synonymous. Sometimes, they have been used interchangegbly as it is in
‘Western civilization' and ‘“Western culture.” 1t would therefore be helpful to go on to the
word ‘culture . Compared to civilization, the word ‘culture’ has a longer history. Braudel
says that even Cicero spesks of ‘cultura mentis'. ‘Culture’ is derived from Latin cultuae,
from the verb colere, with the meaning of tending or cultivation. In Christian authors,
cultura has the meaning of worship. The Old French form was couture, later replaced by
culture. In English, the following usages can be noted: ‘the action or practice of cultivating
the soil; tillage, husbandry’ (1420); ‘worship; reverentiad homage (1483); ‘the cultivating
or development (of mind, faculties, manners, etc); improvement or refinement by
education’ (1510 More, 1651 Hobbes, 1752 Johnson, 1848 Macaulay); ‘the training of the
human body’ ( 1628); ‘the training, development and refinement of mind, tastes and
manners, the condition of being thus trained and refined; the intellectua side of civilization’
(1805 Wordsworth, 1837 Emerson, 1869 Arnold); ‘a particular form or type of intellectua
development. Also, the civilization, customs, artistic achievements, etc, of a people,
especialy at acertain stage of its development or history’ (1867 Freeman, 1871 Tylor).?

From this summary of the various senses of civilization and culture what we derive,

a first instance, is that the two words have had a close association, and sometimes referred



to the same thing. By the mid-nineteenth century, the two terms came to be used
interchangeably in the literature of anthropology and ethnology. It became common after G.
Klemm's (1843) use of the German word ‘kultur’ as to include the French term
‘civilization’, for there was no word for ‘civilization’ in German. Especidly, with the
adaptation of Klemm's usage by Tylor (1871), the two words became, in a sense,
inseparable in anthropology, even though most anthropologists preferred to use ‘culture'.
Yet, by ‘culture’, anthropologists mean aso what may be included in ‘civilization’. The
earliest tregtises of culture (civilization) are sad to be C. Mene’s Grundriss der
Geschichte der Menschheit (1785) and G. Klemm's Allgemeine Cultur-Geschichte der
Menschheit (1843), though each recognized predecessors going back to Voltaire.”

It was not only the anthropologist or ethnologist who included what is meant by
‘culture’ and ‘civilization’ in one word - either ‘culture’ or ‘civilization'. Many scholars did
the same <o that it would not make a consderable difference if the words are replaced by
each other. In fact, it could be said that both words fairly established themselves by the
beginning of the nineteenth century. Guizot, in 1828, confidently proclamed that
‘civilization isafact like any other.’ It was afact susceptible of being studied, described and
narrated. It congtituted a fact par excellence, ‘the sum, the expression of the whole life of
nations.” Civilization as a fact was equated with progress and development. ‘ The idea of
progress, of development,” says Guizot, ‘appears to me the fundamental idea contained in
theword, civilization.” Civilization denotes, on the one hand, the development of society in
terms of an increasing production of the socia strength and happiness and aso in terms of a
more equitable digtribution, among individuas, of the strength and happiness produced. On
the other hand, civilization means the development of the individua, of his faculties, his
sentiments, and his ideas® Guizot's bold statements, confidently expressed, show that the
concept civilization has been well-established. They can dso be taken as the reflection of
the self-confidence of a risng Europe. Guizot thinks that civilization, is ipso facto vaued.
He never questions if it is something good. However, Mill, only eight years after Guizot,
asks whether civilization is a good. By ‘civilization’, he too means ‘human improvement’.
According to Mill, there are two basic characters of a state of high civilization: the diffuson
of property and intelligence, and the power of cooperation. Civilization is, on the whole, a
good:; though he spesks of some negative effects coming from civilization.? Mill is not as
sure as Guizot. The English cautiousness? Perhaps, yes. De Gobineau (1853-1855) kept the
vaue-loaded meaning of the concept. He defined civilization as ‘a Sate of relative sability,



where the mass of men try to satisfy their wants by peaceful means, and are refined in their
conduct and intelligence’ *°

In dl these treatments of civilization, what comes out is that civilization is taken to
be both a process and a condition, or property, of man and society. Generdly, it is ascribed
with a postive qudification, perhaps, since its inception. The positive connotation of the
concept has by no means been commonly accepted. Mill hestated about it. By mid-
nineteenth century, it was openly questioned. Marx and Engels wrote in the Manifesto of
the Communist Party (1848): ‘There is too much civilization, too much means of
subsistence, too much industry, too much commerce.’** Later, in Origin of Family, Private
Property and Sate (1884), Engels spoke in sharper words. ‘Naked greed has been the
moving spirit of civilization from the first day of its existence to the present time; wesdlth,
more wedlth and wedlth again... was its sole and determining aim.... The exploitation of one
class by another is the basis of civilization, so, ‘its whole development moves in a

continuous contradiction.’*?

Marx and Engels remarks could be seen as an expression of,
or atention to, the likely sde-effects of technica progress or industridization which has
been regarded to be a mgor component of civilization. The qudification of civilization to
show disapprova, as made by Marx and Engels, or others for that matter, may be taken,
according to Braudel, as an expression of the duality between spirit and nature -a dudity
which has been tenacioudy persastent in German thought. Culture in the German language,
from Herder on, meant scientific and intellectud progress fredly removed from any socid
context. By civilization, the German language smply intended the material aspect of man's
existence. In this dichotomy, Braudel argues, one word is devalued, the other is exalted.®
The qudlification of civilization and culture according to some sort of dichotomy is not just
something peculiar to the German thought. The traces of that duality may be found in the
works of many scholars, from Arnold's Culture and Anarchy (1869) to Snow’s The Two
Cultures and the Sientific Revolution (1959). Devduation or exaltation, the concept has
usudly been vaue-laden.

Of course, there have been those who defined the concept of civilization, united
with culture, in a ‘technicd’ sense without an association with a vaue. Tylor’s definition
which became established in the mainstream literature of anthropology might be regarded
as an example in this direction. *Culture or Civilization,” wrote Tylor in 1871, ‘taken in its
wide ethnographic sense, is that complex whole which includes knowledge, bdief, art,
mords, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of



society. ™ Tylor, as seen, took the terms * culture’ and civilization’ asidentical and, indeed,
used them interchangeably throughout his work. It seems hardly feasible to expect Tylor’s,
or anybody elsg's, attempt to be successful in making civilization completely devoid of any
vaue. In technicalizing the word, Tylor did not render it free from any vauation, positive or
negative. What he did was to include within the concept both vauations. Tylor’s definition
could be viewed in line with that of 1bn Khadun who seems to define it to be what man, as
a member of society, has done and been doing. Ibn Khadun congders the bedouin life
(nomadic life) to be the ground for settled life and sedentary culture in which civilization
grows longer.”® The ‘technical’ definition, as provided by Ibn Khadun and later Tylor,
could be taken as an adequate definition in practical terms. As | have dready said it is not
free from vauations, but at least, it makes the concept free from reifications asit isin such
phrases as ‘civilization is progressing’, ‘ civilization penetrated’, and so on.™®

Just as there have been attempts to dissociate civilization from a vaue-laden
content, we have witnessed the attempts to distinguish the concepts of culture and
civilization. A distinction appears to have been prevaent, expressed in one of the definition
of the word ‘culture by the Oxford English Dictionary as ‘the intellectud sde of
civilization.” By this digtinction, attributed to the persstent dudity in the German thought
by Braudd, culture refers to ‘intdlectud’ advancements and achievements and civilization
denotes ‘materia’ advancements and achievements. Needless to say that such a digtinction
depends upon the separation of the intellectua and materia, which is ultimately untenable.

A second prevaent distinction is to treat one concept to be a generd and inclusive
category and the other in terms of the subcategories of the former. This digtinction is a
digtinction, as the saying goes, in degree not in kind. Most of the writers have taken
civilization as alarger category and culture as the component of civilization. Braudel wrote:
‘A civilization... isa collection of cultural characteristics and phenomena’*’ Elias, in Smilar
fashion, makes the point that the concept of kultur delimits, whereas the concept of
civilization plays down the national differences between peoples™® Meko expresses straight
forwardly and considers civilization to be ‘large and complex cultures, usualy distinguished
from smpler cultures by a greater control of environment’, including the practice of
agriculture and the domedtication of anima. Civilization incorporates a multiplicity of
cultures™ A civilization is, according to Hodgson, a compound culture, ‘a reatively
extensve grouping of interrelated cultures in so far as they have shared in cumulative
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traditions in the form of high culture, on the urban, literate level.’” What we see here is



that, on the one hand, civilization is a collectivity of multiple cultures; on the other hand,
culture is seen as condtitutive of civilization. Culture could therefore be more inclusive as
well. Bagby suggests a digtinction on this ground. He defines culture as ‘regularities in the
behavior, internd and external, of members of a society, excluding those regularities which
are clearly hereditary in origin.’ Civilization is, he says, ‘the kind of culture found in the
cities’ Cities are in turn defined as the agglomerations of dwellings many of whose
inhabitants are not engaged in producing food.** Such attempts to distinguish the terms
‘culture and ‘civilization’, though they seem more tenable than the ‘intellectua’ vs
‘materid’ distinction and could serve pragmaticaly, can hardly be maintained for each word
can safely be replaced by other without losing the meaning of both and causing any
confusion.”? The distinction as such could be useful for pragmatical purposes, but no more.
Besdes, civilization and culture, however they may be distinguished, refers to what man has
produced and inherited from the others.

To sum up o far, three ditinct, but interrelated, meanings of the concept of
‘civilization’ can be said to exist in common use, though their contents may vary. The first
meaning is the adjectival form. Here, civilization qualifies men and society. It refers to the
sate of being civilized, to the possesson of good-manners and sdf control. When we say
phrases like ‘a thoroughly civilized man’ or ‘in acivilized country’, it isin this sense that we
use the term civilization. Thiswas, as we have outlined, the origind meaning of the concept
when it was firg introduced in the eighteenth century. In this sensg, it isimplied that there
are ‘cvilized and ‘uncivilized ways of doing things, or patterns of behavior. Strictly
gpeeking, this sense can hardly be maintained. As Elias noted, ‘there is amost nothing
which cannot be donein a“civilized' or an ‘uncivilized’ way.’® In this adjectival meaning of
the concept civilization, the ‘civilizedness and ‘uncivilizedness persist. They do not
eliminate each other, though one of them (the civilizedness) is exdted. If there is a
‘clvilized’ way of doing something, it necesstates that thereis an ‘uncivilized” way of doing
it.

The second meaning of the concept civilization refers to a particular condition of
men and societies, and aso to a process the result of which is that particular condition,
caled civilization. In this sense, the term denotes a name for a process and condition or
date of society. It is interrelated with the first meaning because it is the condition of
civilization, or the result of the process of civilization, that alow men to attain ‘civilized

behavior, or the qudity of being ‘civilized'. Civilization as a condition implies that the



society or men attained a particular condition at a particular point in time, a condition which
men had not had before. Civilization as a process implicates that the condition of
civilization, which is itsdf a result of a process, is not finite. In other words the civilizing
process is continuous. In this sense, civilization is conceived to be commund, that is, it is
something which happens to a community.** Furthermore, as a process, it assumes the
existence of afurther condition, sometimes thought to be *better’ than the present one. It is
in this view that Collingwood treats civilization as a process of gpproximation to an idea
state® Civilization as a state or process is understood to be a general feature, applicable to,
and attainable by, human societies, in fact dl human societies. Civilization thus becomes a
phase in the course of the life of human beings or societies, it was achieved throughout the
hisory of mankind. Here, we spesk of civilization, not of civilizations. The word is
understood in singular form.

The third meaning of the concept of civilization refers to its plural form. By this
meaning, we speak of civilizations, denoting that there are separate, distinct societies of
human beings which have their own identifiable civilizations, as expressed when we say of
‘Western civilization’, ‘ Chinese civilization’, ‘1damic civilization’, and so on. Braudd tdlls
us that civilization (and culture) moved from the singular to the plura towards 1850.
Civilizationsin the plurd form imply the renunciation of a civilization defined as an ided, or
as the ided.?® The plural conception of civilization does not only imply the existence of
different, distinct societies in the state of civilization, but aso different understandings of
civilization as a state or property of society and men. One should therefore speak not of the
progress of civilization in generd, but of the progress or development of separate
European, Chinese, Egyptian, or Mudim civilizations. With this meaning, civilization
becomes a socid entity with which a collectivity of people identify themsalves or could be
associated. The third meaning of the term may be interrelated to the second and first ones.
Firgly, we label each socid entity or collectivity as civilization assuming that something
common enable us to speak of it, however they may have different conceptions of being
civilized. Secondly, there have been some common traits which are historically tracegble.
Taken in this sense, of course, the question is the delineation of civilizations. Thisis where
we cometo civilization being asocid entity and a unit of anayss.

When considered to be a unit or entity, civilization denotes a socid collectivity. It is
one of the collective identifications of human beings, and, as| said, the word isin its plura

form. Viewed this way, of course, the question is how to distinguish or deimit multiple



civilizations. Unlike its meaning as a date of society, in this meaning it can be teken as a
unit of andyss and some historians such as Spengler, Toynbee, Barraclough and McNelll
argue that civilizations are ‘proper’ units of analysis in history. Saying that civilizations are
the proper units of analysisfor historica study is not the same as saying that other collective
(socid) entities and identifications are improper units as the multi-faceted nature of socia
phenomena does not alow only one unit to be taken in expense of the others. Civilizations
are, as dready said, one form of socid identifications. Then, what is a socid (collective)
identity? And first of al, what is meant by identity?

Firg and foremodt, identity and existence are co-atributes or processes of
something. Identity can then be said to be a definition, by which we come to know or we
describe something. Someone or something that we can describe by identity, or with which
identity is associated may be named as the identifier; and in turn the thing which defines and
describes the identifier could be sad as the identified. For example, individuds are
identifiers and ‘society’ is the identified, and the result is what we cdl ‘socid identity’. It
can farly be argued that, despite the seemingly opposed connotations, identity and
digtinction are closgly interdependent. Any identification therefore requires a distinction just
as any didinction necesstates some identification. If nothing is identified, then, no
distinction can be achieved and vice versa. The identity of something depends upon the
existence of something dse.

Man identifies himsdf with something dse -e.g. family, sex, group, nation, and so
on- in order to become what he is. It has been argued that a the most fundamental leve,
identity results from the human vulnerability. In order to have psychologicd security, every
individud is said to possess ‘an inherent drive to interndize -i.e. to identify with- the
behaviour, mores, vaues and attitudes of thosein his or her socia environment. Moreover,
S0 it is held, every human being possesses ‘an inherent drive to enhance and to protect the
identifications he or she has made’?’ The lengthy and vulnerable infancy and childhood of
human beings may be taken as the bags of the ‘inherent drive’ for identification with others
to achieve psychologicad security and, perhaps, physica security. Whether the drive for
identification is inherent or not, identity and identification are a concomitant part of human
exisence. There are two processes of identification. On the one hand, we see that the
identifier internalizes or associates with the vaues, behaviours, attitudes, symbols and
myths of the identified and on the other hand, an externdization of, or disassociation from,

the values, myths, symbols, attitudes and mores of the non-identified.
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Identification is an on-going process. This means both the enhancement of the
existing identifications and the establishment of new identifications. In other words, human
beings have multiple identities. It may be possble to advance a triple categorization of the
identifications of human beings. Everyone has different traits and characteristics, yet people
have smilar features as well. Thus, separate and common identifications are possible. Fir,
there is a common identification of everybody, for al persons share some traits with all
others, i.e. the universal characteristics of the specie. This could be regarded as the
identification of al human beings as digtinct from non-humans. Secondly, as dl persons
share some characteristics with some others, those characteristics define those persons as
members of a particular group, leading to what may be caled group identifications. Any
group identification accordingly involves the existence or establishment of commondities to
form the group and of differences to distinguish it from the others. Thirdly, a person has
some traits which he or she shares with no one dse, condtituting his individua persondity
or idiosyncratic characteristics, making the persond or individud identity.

If the identification basicdly arises from the human infant’s need for physicad and
psychologica security, this means that, as dready dtated, the security need, i.e. survivd,
forms the bass of identity. Behind this need for security lies the vulnerable character of
human beings. As human beings may have various characteristics and needs, or they may
develop and obtain them in time, then it could be asserted that human beings may have, or
may achieve in time, multiple identities. They can identify themsalves with various groups
according to their characteristics and needs. The scope, intensty and number of these
identifications will vary with the degree and strength of these needs and traits, and with time
and place as wdll. As Smith rightly makes it, there is nothing to prevent individuals from
identifying with Flanders, Belgium, and Europe smultaneoudy, and displaying each
dlegiance in the appropriate context; or from feding they are Yoruba, Nigerian, and
African in concentric circles of loyalty and belonging.”

It follows that persona identity of an individua is formed by his collective
identifications. Persond identity isindeed socid. When the child internalizes the patterns of
behaviour of, say, his parents, he internaizes a behaviord pattern on which the socia
environment has aready made an impact. Even the idiosyncratic characteristics of an
individud do not just emerge from a hiological or an intrapsychologica process,
independent from the socid milieu in which he or she is socidized. Moreover, it has been
sad that for most psychologists, from Freud to Mead, persondity is a socid construct and
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the result of socid interaction. Bloom, | think rightly, adds that to a lesser or greater
degree, al identifications are social and shared. Theidentifier might be an individua, but the
identified is dways socid.*® What one is can only be intdligible in the socia network in
which one is an dement. The individud sdf is not something detachable from on€e's
relationship with the others. What one is may depend upon what one feds and thinks and
what one feels and thinks is not independent of the prevailing fedling and thought in the
society of which oneisamember.

Having sad that identity emerges out of the needs and common traits and
characteristics of human beings, it could further be proposed that societal (or group)
identification is evoked and enhanced if @) the group provides individuas with security in
the face of externd threat, and/or b) the group is beneficent towards the (would-be-)
members. The existence of an externd threat causes human beings to make identifications
with the others around, just as the vulnerability of the human infant against the environment
leeds himher to make identification with the parents. For example, according to
Thucydides, before the Trojan War (an externd threat) there was no identification of being
‘Hellas or ‘Hellenes in Greece. Homer did not cal them by the name of ‘Hellenes. He did
not even use the term barbarian, probably because the Hellenes had not yet been marked off
from the rest of the world by one distinctive appelation.®* Similarly, it has been a generdly
agreed view that in the formation of the English and French nationd identities, Hundred
Years War was one of the most sgnificant factors. It was this continuous conflict,
Trevelyan wrote, which supplied England with ‘strong national self-consciousness, great
memories and traditions; a belief in the idand qualities’*! It would not be wrong to say that
the Ottoman power in the East had been a prominent factor in the shaping of the modern
European identity.®* Through the existence of externa groups, a group is distinguished and
identified, when externd groups are perceived as a thredt, it is highly likely that the
distinction increases and the group identification is enhanced.

The socid identifications which an individud could have range from the smalest
collective unit, for instance, family, to the dl-embracing one, for example, humanity. There
may be discerned some important points about these socid identifications. First, as | have
dready hinted, al collective identifications are socid in the sense that man is per se a socid
cregture. Pardld to this, they are historical in the sense that they are formed in the course of
time. Identifications, being socid, involves a collectivity of human beings. As dready stated,
even the individua identity takes place in, and is shaped by, a collectivity. A socid identity
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istheinterndization of some eements by someindividuads. Man, being asocid being, asfar
aswe know him, has dways had akind of feding for collectivity or group consciousness, as
emphasized by Kohn.** The extent of this feding and the size of the collectivity it covers
vary. The collectivity of a socid identification may even grow to the extent that it can gain
an dl-embracing character asit isin gender identification. A family, a smple group such as
a camping group of 34 people ae samndl collectivities of socid identifications.
Communities, nations, ethniés are what we take as normd collectivities. Large collectivities
may form socia identifications, for instance, religions and civilizations. The historicalness of
asocid identity involves not only the case that it takes place in the historical process, but
aso it means that the extent and degree of their collectivity, their cohesiveness and impact
upon human beings can change throughout history. At a particular period in time, for
example, a particular form of identity may have a greater cohesiveness and consequently
influence on the individuds, as it is the case with religion before the modern period in
Europe. In another age, another form of identity may gain strength and exert control upon
individuds as in the case of nationd identity with the modern age in Europe. A form of
identity in time may even get near-universa. The point has been made that the nationa
identity has been so predominant in the contemporary world that ‘to be without nationality
isto be perceived as almost without identity. **

The second point to be noted about socid identifications is that there may be
defined two classes of them on the basis of how human beings achieve their identity. Oneis
the identity chosen by individuas with their own will and the second one denotes those into
which individuas are born. Examples of the first are interest groups, politica parties, clubs
and associdions; of the second are family, ethnié, society, nationality and civilization. Those
identifications which are not chosen by individuds are in the beginning exclusive asthey are
born into by individuds. One can only born into a family, a society and a civilization and
thus excluded from the others. However, this involuntary and exclusive character of some
socid identifications is not absolute and continuous in the life span of individuas. The very
socidity and historicaness of socid identity dlows men to change ther identificationa
collectivity. In time, man could change his family, his nationdity, his religion and so forth.
Paradoxicdly, it is that very socidity of the socia identity that, via the progress of
socidization, makes it extremey difficult for individuas to change their socid

identifications such asreligion, culture, civilization.
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A third point is the extent and degree of socid identifications in making cohesive
units and mobilizing individuals for common action. As | have dready stated this could vary
in the course of historical process. Yet, some propositions may be advanced. Firs, the
wider an identity is the less likely it is to be a ground for a cohesve identification and
mobilization for a common action. That is why civilizations are less cohesive and potent
than, say, nation gates. Second, the need from which a socid identity emerges may be a
determinant of its conesion and capacity for collective action. It may increase according to
the urgency and necessity. Another factor, already mentioned, can be given as the existence
of an externd threat. One other may be recalled. The degree of cohesion and mobilization
of acollectivity may depend upon how beneficid the identification is towards individuas.

As a lagt point, it could be recorded that a socid identity, once established, may
lead to, or enhance, other identifications. Thisis aresult of the dynamic and ongoing nature
of the process of identification. It is a commonplace that territorid identity largely
determines one' s societal or nationa identifications. Conversion to a particular religion may
lead to a change of communa identity. Similarly, identifications of class, nation, ethnié,
religion could increase or decrease the cohesiveness of each other. Having made these
observations on identity, | shal examine civilizational identity as a particular form of socia
identity

Civilizations as socid identifications are said to be large-scae collectivities. They
are large-scale entities in two senses: in their spatial coverage and tempora extensions.
Civilizations are wider and broader and more durable and long-lived than other collective
identifications in human history. Thisview is best expressed by Braudd. ‘ Civilizations are;
wrote Braudd, ‘redlities of the extreme longue dureé.’ Civilizations are not ‘morta’, a
leadt, in comparison to human lives. They exceed in longevity any other collective redlity
and, in space, go beyond the frontiers of the specific societies® Huntington has defined a
civilization as ‘the highest culturd grouping of people and the broadest level of cultura
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identity people have short of that which distinguishes humans from other species’*” Being
large-scale entities, civilizations thus incorporate a multiplicity of other socid collectivities
or group identifications. Of course, it makes them to have a low degree of coheson and
potency. It should here be pointed out that large-scale characterization of civilization is just
the result of historical observation. It entails no logical necessity.

Closdly related to the view that civilizations are large-scde and long-lived

collectivities is the idea that they are slf-sufficient and salf-comprehending societies. The
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mogt ardent proponent of this idea is Spengler. One can add Toynbee. Yet, the idea is
implicitly expressed by many writers. For Spengler, civilizations or, in his terms, greet
cultures are the prime phenomena of al past and future world history. They have their own
idess, lives and desath, their own possbilities of saf-expresson. Each civilization possesses
its own sculpture, painting, physics, number and mathematics®” Toynbee considers
cvilization to be an ‘intdligible fidd of hisoricd sudy’ and as inditutions that
‘comprehend without being comprehended by others.’*® The basic idea behind this view is
that asmdl or individual society can hardly be understood and comprehended by remaining
within its boundaries because it is not self-sufficient and free from externa influences and
impulses. Accordingly, so it is held, a larger entity comprises more possbilities for self-
aufficiency and salf-comprehenson. Ranke, who did not have a conception of separate
civilizations, seems to have in mind this idea when taking Latin and Germanic peoples as a
unit.® Similarly, Collingwood, when explicating ‘the idea of history’, relied on ‘the modern
European idea of history,”* implying that ‘ Europe’ could be amore ‘intdligible’ unit than,
say, ‘England’. As could be seen, the self-aufficiency and sdf-comprehension of civilizations
are reative. The Spenglerian idea, according to which civilizations are concelved to be self-
aufficient in terms of being free from externd impulses and interactions, can hardly be
maintained. Civilizations encounter each other and make exchanges with each other.
Higtoricaly, we see that, for instance, a least three civilizationa societies interacted in the
Mediterranean region, namely Western Christendom, Eastern Christendom and Idamic
Civilization. If civilizations are to be taken as sdf-sufficient, sdf-comprehending, we need
to ask df-aufficient in what respects and self-comprehending in which aspects and limits.
Civilizations can then be regarded as relaively sdf-sufficient and self-comprehending. The
same relativity goes for large-scae and long-lived characterization. Now, we can sum up
that civilizations are long-lived, large-scde, sdf-sufficient and inteligible collectivities in
comparison to other collectivities.

Having examined the basic nature of civilizations, the questions comes to the
ddinedtion of different civilizations. What could be the distinguishing dements? What
would be the criterion for the delimitation of civilizational identities? As a working
criterion, it may be advanced that a civilization could be defined, first by common
‘objectiveé’ elements shared by some people such as common descent, language, history,
customs, indtitutions, religion, style... etc; and, secondly, by the subjective self-identification

of people in concern, meaning that people are conscious of their commondlities and that
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they conscioudy identify themsdves with the said civilization.** Let us see those * objective
elements.

a) Common descent. It might be argued that a civilization is formed by a
collectivity of people who are supposed to come from a common descent or claim that
they have a common ancestry. Though this view seems, to us, so obvious to be
unsustainable, when united with racia ideology, it goes as far as to assert that only those
coming from a certain ancestor can form a civilization. Alas, it is so obvious that a common
descent or ethnic stock cannot be taken as a basis for acivilization. Isocrates knew it. In his
Panegyricus, he wrote: ‘And so far has our city distanced the rest of the world in thought
and in speech that her pupils have become the teachers of the rest of the world; and she has
brought it about that the cause ‘Hellenes' is applied rather to those who share our culture
than to those a common blood.* It suffices to add to those remarks by Isocrates that
historical research demonstrates peoples, having a supposed common descent, scattered in
more than one civilization (Indo-European peoples being the identifiers of, at least, two or
three digtinct civilizations -Western, Indian and Idamic civilizations); and it adso
demongtrates civilizations with more than one ethnic stocks (Idamic civilization comprising
Arabs, Turks, Persans, to name but a few). It might be argued that the fact of your being
born into a family from a particular ethnic stock could influence your socid identities.
However, thisis not equa to saying that people from a common ancestry could congtitute a
civilization. Yet, the myth of a common descent, if sustained, could enhance civilizationa
identifications.

b) Language. It is sad that separate civilizations possess distinct languages.®
Language does not, however, form a sgnificantly digtinctive dement of civilizations as it
changes with time and place. Moreover, civilizations are usudly bilingual or multilingud.
For example, Sumerian and Semitic in earlier Mesopotamia, Greek and Latin in Hellenism,
Western Europe and Idam with many languages. Y et, each civilization may have a sort of
‘superlanguage’  throughout its geographica extensions -a ‘civilizationd’ language or a
language of power and dité. Kroeber gives some examples: Mandarin, Sanskrit, the Greek
Koine, Latin in Western Christendom, Arabic in Idam, Great Russan in Soviet
Civilization.™ The existence of a superlanguage may enhance civilizationa identity. Thisis
not disputable. Nevertheless, the changing nature of language and multilingua characteristic
of civilizations hamper language to be the digtinctive e ement.
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¢) Religion. Rdigion is taken as a diginguishing dement of a civilization on the
ground that civilizations are accompanied by religions or some kind of worship.** Some
civilizations have ingtitutionalized religions such as Chrigtianity in both its Catholic and
Orthodox versons, Idam, Brahmanism and Confucianism, whereas some civilizations (e.g.,
the early Near Eastern civilizations) do not have organized religions, but local forms of
worship. Some civilizations are distinctively defined or established by its rdligion as it is
with the Idamic civilization.

d) Territory and Geography. | have earlier said that a territoriad region, or
geography in generd, congtitutes one of the mgor factors in the emergence of civilization
as adate of society. Hence, it would seem reasonable to expect that differencesin territory
and geography could lead to civilizationd differences. It is true in the sense that
geographica conditions affect the way human beings do things. It has even been argued
that civilizations can be generdized to ther geographicd locations such as Egypt,
Mesopotamia, India, China, Turkey, Perda, Centrd Ada, Europe, Africa and America
Thus, it is suggested that only relatively large empires be considered as subjects of
civilizationa andlysis® Even if territory and geography could provide civilizations with
digtinctive features, it can hardly be taken as asignificantly distinctive element of civilization
for civilizations in time becomes non-territoria. This remark in no way denies the impact of
territory and geography on civilizations which, just like al socia identities, take place in a
territory or geography. Yet, a civilization does not only extend into remote territories but
into territories with quite different conditions.

e) Style. Kroeber argues that style is one of the most important eements which
distinguish civilizations. Style refers to the manner as against content and to form as against
substance. Kroeber contends that style, primarily thought to be denoting aesthetic qualities
and the fine arts, can be traced in those activities such as food (cuisine) and dress. In East
Asda, for example, the food is prepared soft; meat and vegetables cut into bits in the
kitchen, not at the table or by the eater. The food is served mixed in one dish. We see bowls
and chopsticks; not plates, knives and forks. Eating habits distinguishes Indian and Chinese
civilizations. The fact that Viet Nam eats with chopgticks, Sam and Burma without shows
that the former country liesin the orbit of the influence of the Chinese civilization, the two
latter of the Indian. Smilarly, the Indian Subcontinent and the Middle East differ from
Europe in their eating habits, as the former eats directly from its fingers and the latter
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instead uses knives and forks. Dress is, for Kroeber, another example of the distinguishing
syles of civilizations. Western women'’s dress, dominated by a skirt and either emphasizing
or deemphaszing the anatomy of waist and legs differs markedly from the ancient
Mediterranean dress (Egyptian, Greek, Roman) in which there was no skirt as such and
both waist and legs were neither emphasized nor de-emphasized. In the Far Eastern dress
dyles, there was no modulation of bossom, waist and pelvis and the Western skirt was
replaced by long deeved coats or draped garments hung from shoulders®” Krober argues
that style is the best indicator of civilizationa delimitations”® McNeill agrees with Kroeber:
‘The only red guide historians have for assgning spatid and tempord limits to
‘civilizations isa.. sense of socid style’*° Both authors include arts and literature in style.
It seems fairly evident that most civilizations develop a set of characteristic basic styles
manifested in avariety of activities ranging from what are called intellectua crestivities such
as philosophy and literature to what may be caled the daily trividities such as fashion and
cuisne,

f) History. A common historica experience shared, or an historical process gone
through, by peoples of a civilization can be said to create the congtitutive and distinctive
traditions, customs, inditutions and characteristics. A common history could aso make
peoples to achieve a‘civilizationd consciousness' o that they identify themselves with the
said civilization. A particular rule experienced throughout a period of history, or a particular
threat felt for some time or a particular movement undergone in history could lead to the
digtinctive characteristics. Shared Roman rule, for example, brings Western and Idamic
civilizations closer in comparison to Indian and Chinese civilizations. As noted earlier, the
Idamic threat felt by Europeans has been an important ingredients of their civilizationa
identification. The Reformation movement which Western Christendom has undergone, but
Eastern Christendom has not formed one of the distinctions between these two civilizations.
Similarly, the fact that ‘ the Eastern Church remained permanently antipathetic to the idea of
the Crusades > may be seen as another distinctive historical experience. It can fairly be said
that a common history makes a difference.

We can add this list of eements others such as customs, ingtitutions, traditions,
systems of government, military techniques, ways of production, myths,... and so on.
Civilizations are digtinguished or delimited from one another by not just one criterion or
element. They are differentiated in some degree by dl of the elements outlined above. This
remark is not just a reflection of an eclectic attitude. It is very easy to dismiss it as
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eclecticiam. Yet, civilizations are socid entities which sem from the socidity of human
beings and human socid identification. As socia identities, they have dl socid products. In
other words, it looks quite naturd for civilizations, being what men have produced and
inherited, to comprise a variety of dements or human activities from language to myths.
The multi-faceted character of human phenomena can hardly be explained and distinguished
by one aspect or dement. A civilization is, like al socid entities, amply a result of the
ingtitutionalization of human activities which form human life, and which are done by some
people in a paticular way. The differentiation of civilizations is no easy matter. Socid
phenomena and socid identity are ongoing processes, implying that the composition and
boundaries of civilizations could change in time. Kroeber is aware of the difficulty and
submits to the authority of common sense which *demands that we accept civilizations as
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units naturdly given in higtory.> Therefore, only by historical andysis, we can see what
have been (are) those civilizations with which human beings have identified (are identifying)
themselves.

Appedling to history is no absolute or final remedy due to known reasons. Not only
do different historians delineste different civilizations -and different number of civilizations-
but the same higtorian may present different delinegtions at different times. A list of
civilizations by a particular higtorian is, just like dl lists, bound to be arbitrary. Nonetheless,
higtory is the only solution we have. Moreover, we can find some agreements by the
community of historians. Then, it would be better to see what has been proposed.

We do not know who was the firgt author distinguishing separate civilizations. We
do, however, know that societa differentiations have always existed. According to
McNsill, the higtoricd evidence in hand at the present time alows us to say that distinct
civilizations have emerged -by diffuson from Mesopotamia in the main regiona centers of
the Old World such as Mesopotamia, Egypt, Minoa and Indus Valey between about 4000
and 1700 B. C. By 1000 AD, the locd civilized societies began to have inter-civilizationa
exchanges al over the Old World and from 1500 AD the Amerindian peoples were
subjugated and incorporated into the Eurasian world system.>® As separate societies (and
civilizations) encounter each other, men naturaly see the differences between them. In the
fifth century B.C., for example, Herodotus knew who were Greeks and who were not. Yet,
those who were not Greeks were not, for Herodotus, the peoples of another civilization,

but barbarians. The attitude to regard others as the barbarians was not, of course,
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something peculiar to Herodotus. It went on till the modern age and still exists, at least, in
itsadjectiva form.

In the twentieth century, many authors have delineated different numbers of
civilizations. While some gave fewer numbers, others gave as many as twenty-one or o.
Spengler and Toynbee have been the most passonate authors claming tha only
civilizations could be taken as meaningful units of historica study. For Spengler, who
argues that civilizations are exclusve and impenetrable, there have been eight civilizations,
or in his terms ‘great cultures: Egyptian, Babylonian, Indian, Chinese, Classca or
Apoallinian (Graeco-Roman), Arabian or Magian, Mexican, and Western or Faustian (which
emerged around A.D. 1000). He mentions the Russian as the next possibility. Of these nine
cultures, the Mexican died by violent death, the Magian and the Russan underwent a
‘pseudomorphosis > Toynbee, who perhaps counted more civilizations than any other
writer, has first identified twenty-one: the Egyptian, the Andean, the Sinic, the Minoan, the
Sumeric, the Mayan, the Indic, the Hittite, the Hellenic, the Western, the Orthodox
Chrigtian (in Russia), the Far Eastern (in Korea and Japan), the Orthodox Christian (main
body), the Far Eastern (main body), the Iranic, the Arabic, the Hindu, the Mexic, the
Y ucatec, the Babylonic. Secondly, four ‘abortive civilizations have been delineated: the
Abortive Far Western Chrigtian, Abortive Far Eastern Christian, Abortive Scandinavian,
and Abortive Syriac. Then, he adds five ‘arested civilizations: the Polynesan, the
Eskimos, the Nomadic, the Ottoman, the Spartan.>* As seen, Toynbee has a list of thirty
civilizationd units dtogether. McNaeill builds his World History on four mgor Eurasian
civilizationd centres from each of which a digtinctive style of civilization is derived, namey
those of the Middle Eastern, the Greek or European, the Indian, and the Chinese.”® Despite
the dominance of the European or Western style of civilization a present, others are ill
living. Lately, Huntington has counted seven or eight existing civilizations among which
‘the clash’ will be taking place in the post-cold war era: the Western, Confucian, Japanese,
Idamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American, and, possibly, African civilizations> One
may cite other authors with till different ligts.

The reason why we find different delineations with different authors can, of course,
be explained in terms of their conceptions and assumptions. Perhaps, we can find a more
fundamenta reason. | have earlier made the point that civilizations, being a dynamic process
as dl socid entities of socid identifications, could change in composition and boundary.

The same dynamic process holds for the emergence of separate, and new, civilizations
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throughout history, and thus for the emergence of different lists. A civilization may be
divided into two parts due to such factors as the withering of communication between the
respective parts and the rise of different interpretations with regard to the identificational
elements. When such a development takes place what is seen is not a commondity forming
a civilization, but two (or more) commondities forming two (or more) civilizations. For
example, McNelll tdls us that such a break happened between Orthodox and Latin
Chrigtendom in the early medieval centuries, and between China and Japan at about the
same time> It is therefore right to endorse the view that rejects the restricted lists of
civilizations, and that there is nothing final about the listing of civilizations.™

No find ligt of civilizations and no find agreement among historians on the number
and boundaries of civilizations. If so, then, does it mean that we fal back into the ‘anything
goes anarchy of relativism or a mere intellectua sophistry? Not exactly so. Even if it is not
possible to make afinal demarcation lines between civilizations (between and of what can it
be made?), it is possible to find some agreements by the community of scholars. There may
be disagreements about the boundaries and compositions of the ‘Western civilization’, or
‘European civilization’, as some extend it to cover Americas and some ex-colonia
territories, or the Bakans and Russa. Yet, dmost everyone agrees that there is a distinct
Western or European or Chrigtian civilization (whatever name that may be called), distinct
from, say, an Idamic, or Indian, or Chinese civilization. Smilarly, today, the distinctiveness
of Idamic, Indian, Chinese, and Japanese civilizations have been recognized by many
scholars, though the nature, boundary, characteristics of each civilization could be
contested. It has dready been noted that there have been those arguing for the emergence
of distinct Orthodox-Russian, African, and Latin American civilizations™ Drawing upon
the works of a variety of authors from Spengler and Toynbee to Kroeber and Bagby,
Melko tells us that a good measure of consensus has been reached on the following areasin
which separate civilizations have been distinguished in history:

the Far East between 2000 B.C. and the present

India between 2500 B.C. and the present

Egypt between 4000 B.C. and 300 B.C.

the Middle East between 4000 B.C. and the present

the M editerranean between 3000 B.C. and 1500 A.D.

Western Europe between 700 A.D. and the present

Central Americabetween 1 A.D. and 1600 A.D.



Western South Americabetween 1 A.D. and 1600 A.D.

Meko finds a pronounced tendency to distinguish an Idamic civilization round the
Southern Mediterranean between 500 A.D. and the present, an Orthodox civilization in
Eastern Europe at roughly the same period and a civilization in Japan, since possibly 400
B.C. ditinct from China® Meko's comprehensive survey shows us that the degree of
agreements among historians is not negligible. It is quite significant to the extent that it
dlows usto say higtoricaly and for certain that distinct civilizationa units have existed and
do exig in history, even though there is no absolute * objective’ element for ddlineation.

It has dready been stated that a civilization could be defined both by common
‘objectivé elements and by the ‘subjective’ identification of people in concern. Having
examined the ‘objective dements which congtitute commondities for a civilization, the
question is now if there may be found a civilizationa consciousness in human beings who
are said to be the members of the civilization in question. To formulate it another way, we
need to see if human beings identify themselves with a socia entity which we cal
civilization. Apparently, this is an empirical question. However, it must be stated that the
distinction between criteria of ‘objective’ dements and ‘ subjective’ identification, put as a
working definition, does not mean that the two criteria are independent of each other. In
other words, the existence of ‘objective common eements reveds that there is a sdf-
identification of human beings with each other and consequently with &l the others having
the same eements or characteristics. If people have nothing in common, how could they be
expected to identify with each other? The question is not, then, whether there can be a
civilizationa consciousness, but how cohesive or how strong it is. The question of degreeis
in turn something which depends upon the specific civilizations and historical conditions. It
has dready been suggested that, since civilizations are large-scae socid entities mgority of
which contain multiple sub-identifications in themselves, civilizational consciousness or
identity tends to be less cohesive and wesker than, say, smdler identificational units such as
dates, local societies, ethniés, and so on. The existence of an externd threst is, it has been
gated, an enhancing factor of civilizationa consciousness as it was in the case of struggle
between Idamic civilization and Western Civilization in history. Accordingly, the existence
of a high measure of homogeneity in terms of the ‘objective elements is expected to
heighten the degree of cohesiveness and strength of civilizational identity. This can eesly be
exemplified by the Jagpanese civilization, which is virtudly uninationd and highly

homogenous, as againgt the Western or Idamic civilizations, each being multi-nationd and
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highly heterogenous. The history of Western civilization provides another exemplification.
In medieva period, when the cultura unity of Western civilization was quite high, it was
possible for the Europeans to mohilize for the Crusades. Now, in the modern period, given
that there is much less culturd unity than it used to be, it is very unlikdly that such a
mobilization of peoples could be achieved in Europe.

Perhaps one of the most typical expresson of civilizationd consciousness or
identity is the self-regard or self-image of each civilization. Each civilization regarded itself
as the civilization and others as inferior to its own or as mere barbarians. Almost every
civilization consdered itself as the centre of the world and had its own, to use Gong’ s term,
‘standard of civilization.’® The Greeks had it. In the words of Plato:

When Greeks and Barbarians fight, we shdl say that they are natural
enemies, warring againgt one another, and this enmity is to be called
war; but when Greeks fight with Greeks, we shdl declare that
naturdly they are friends, and when anything of this kind occurs,
Greek is 9ck and attacked by sedition, and this kind of enmity isto
be called sedition.®

AndinAristotle s

‘Right it is that Hellenes rule barbarians...The Greeks accordingly
rgect the term ‘dave as gpplicable to Greeks, and confine it to
barbarians... The barbarians are more sarvile in character than
Greeks, and are therefore prepared to tolerate despotic
government.®

It was not only the Greeks who had a sense of superiority and self-righteousness. As Gong
has shown us, the Europeans articulated a ‘standard of civilization' to which the others,
with whom the Europeans established contacts, have been subjected.** Nor was it only the
Europeans. Mudims saw themselves as the soldiers of the God, truly civilized, in charge
with bringing the infidds, certainly uncivilized, into the civilization, -the way of the God.
The classca Chinese literature had it that China was the centre of the world in
geographicd, cultural, political terms and it was self-sufficient in al aspects without needing
anything of the others®™ A letter from the Emperor of China to the King George 111 of
Great Britain boldly expresses it: ‘Our celestia Empire possesses dl things in prolific
abundance and lacks no products within our borders. There was, therefore, no need to
import the manufactures of outside barbarians in exchange for our produce’®® In sum,

every civilization had (has) its own image as an expresson of its identity, derived from its
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common eements and its encounters and interactions with the other societies, and very
often articulated in opposition to the external ‘barbarians .’

Having explicated the concept of civilization, the question is now how meaningful
or ‘intelligible’ civilizations are as units in historica and socid sudies. They are inteligible
units of anaysis like the other more familiar or immediate units such as nation-states. It is
not because civilizations are more inclusive and thus relatively sdf-explanatory, but just
because man is a socid and cregtive being to establish relations and identifications of
different types at different levels. Civilizations are not the only identification of men asthere
are others -e.g. nation-states, ethniés, localities, various kinds of groups. How effective or
directing is a civilization upon the behaviours and actions of human beings? To what extent
is individud identity determined by civilizationd identity? It could be asserted that the
impact of civilizationa identity upon the identity and actions of the individua is not
ingtitutionalized to the degree of being exclusve asit isin the case of palitical or organized
socid identifications. If you do not have an identification with the Chinese civilization, it
does not prevent you from having your meal by using chopsticks. However, if you do not
have an identification with the Peopl€'s Republic of China, you can not bear a Chinese
passport. Even if you do not have the identity of Western civilization, you may dress and
edt like a European. Y et, you may not possess a right to permanent residence and work in
the United Kingdom, if you are not of British nationality. Nevertheless, civilizations do
influence individua or collective actions. Fird, civilizations being socid entities affect the
socidization of individuas and individuas are partly moulded and shaped by civilizations. It
is true that it is not forbidden to use chopsticks, but it is adso true that not having been
rased in the Chinese civilization makes it difficult for you to use chopsticks. Secondly,
individuals take into congderation their civilizationa identity like dl other collective
identifications when they act according to specific cases. We can but say that the influence
of civilizationa identity on the actions of human beings is less than that of smdler,
organized and more immediate collective identities. Civilizations are not, as aready
emphasized, integrated socia entities as some other socid identifications (e.g. states, loca
communities, groups...etc.) are. They have been multi-dimensond, just like al collective
socid identifications, and multi-organizational unlike many units of identity. Historicaly,
mogt civilizations have never been embraced within one socid entity. That they are multi-
organizationa makes them less effective upon men compared to uni-organizationa socia
identifications such as nationality in our day. Yet it has been dready stated that the impact



of civilizationd identity isincreasing with the end of the Cold War. Thisisthe next issue we
will be dedling with.
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[1l.  THE END OF THE COLD WAR AND REVIVAL OF CIVILIZATIONS

Firgt, we need to answer the question whether there are till multiple civilizations or
a sngle cosmopolitan civilization. Higtoricdly, interactions between civilizations have not
aways been even. Sometimes, one or more civilization(s) has (have) predominated others
in terms of its power, organization, vitality, cohesiveness, potency and so forth, and of
being the main attraction centre of the world. It was the Middle Eastern civilizations in the
third and second millennia B.C., later it was Graeco-Roman, than Idam and now it has been
the European/Western civilization. The Western civilization has far outstripped the others
that it has a globa or world-wide impact. Other civilizations such as the Idamic, Indian,
Chinese and Japanese having been subjugated, McNeill spesks of *the establishment for the
first time in world history of a genuinely globa cosmopolitan civilization, centered upon the
West but embracing al the other varieties and cultura traditions of mankind as well. He
adds that interaction between the heirs of Western, Idamic, Hindu, Chinese, and Japanese
civilizations has been and in the foreseeable future promises to remain, a centrd axis, and
perhaps the central axis, of world history.?® Then, according to McNeill, with the global
impact of Western civilization there occurred a possibility of forming agloba cosmopolitan
civilization. Yet, other civilizations have been only ‘subjugated’, they have not been
eiminated.

On the other hand we &l know that the modern world has been articulated into
nation-gates. In other words, nation-state or nationality has been the principa focus of
collective socid identification. Indeed, it can confidently be argued that thereis now asingle
international system which is widely called as modern international system. The modern
international system is said to have emerged in Europe from sixteenth century onwards.
Firgt, we see that Western civilization was articulated into separate sovereign nation-states
and, then, the emerging European states-system expanded and became worlwide®® Since
the civilizationd identifications have not yet disgppeared, then, the modern internationa
system is both inter-civilizationd and trans-civilizational. Because it is inter-civilizationd,
different civilizationd eements and values have not been diminated and they might be il
effective. On the other hand, because it is trans-civilizationa, the effects of civilizationa
elements have been lessened. Furthermore, since it has been basically Western-centred,
elements and values of one civilization have prevailed. However, the nation-tate as the
principa focus of socia identity in the modern period can hardly be said to have eiminated
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the civilizationa identity as the multi-faceted nature of socia phenomena does not alow
one unit to monopolize human socia identification. As nation-state does not encapsulate
al socid identifications and the pre-dominance of Western civilization did not diminate al
other civilizations, civilizational eements and different civilizational vaues have existed in
the modern internationa system. Gong, for instance, notes that Japan has dways had (and
il has) difficulties in confirming to a standard of 'civilization'.”” Yet, no one thinks that
Japan is outside the modern internationa system. Now, we therefore have one internationa
system with multiple civilizations.

The prevaence of the nation-gtate and the dominance of the Western civilization
have, to some extent, suppressed the civilizationd differences in the modern world.
Accordingly, the Cold War in the second half of the twentieth century, as dready
expressed, disguised the particular regiona conflicts and divisions behind the ubiquitous
preeminence of the East-West confrontation. It aso disguised the civilizational differences
and conflicts. The end of the Cold War has led to a greater awareness of civilizationa
elements as sgnificant factors within the modern international system as the existing and
emerging countries within and around the European hinterland are struggling to form new
identities or to fortify the old ones. Today we see a considerable number of peoples and
movements which put emphasis on civilizationa identity such as Idamic fundamentalism
and European integration. We aso witness a greater number of individuads in many
societies stressing the importance of once forgotten civilizationa identities.

The civilizationad dement in world politics and in the modern internationd system
has recently been prompted by Huntington in his provocative article. Arguing that after the
Cold War the fundamenta source of conflict in the new world will be primarily cultura
rather than ideologicad and economic and that the conflict will occur dong the lines of
civilizations, Huntington describes the basic reasons and factors of ‘the clash of
civilizetions as follows Firs, civilizationd differences are far more fundamenta than
differences among political ideologies and politica regimes. Second, as the world becomes
smaller the interactions between peoples of different civilizations are increasng and thus
enhancing civilization-consciousness and awareness of differences between civilizations and
commondities within civilizations. Third, as a result of economic modernization and socid
change, local identities are getting wesker and religious identity is strengthening, providing
abasisfor civilizational identity. Fourth, the confrontation between the powerful West and

non-Westerners leads the latter to return to their roots. Fifth, cultura characteristics are less
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mutable and less easly compromised and resolved than politicd and economic ones.
Finaly, economic regiondism is increesng and hence renforcing civilization-
consciousness.™

These observations have no doubt some truth, though perhaps not entirely in the
way Huntington envisages. Nor was he the firs scholar emphasizing the role of
civilizationa differences. Toynbee and writers of the British School such as Wight and Bull
have adways been conscious of the fact that the modern international system, originaly
emerged within a civilization, comprised civilizationd differences. Gong predicted that the
realm of culturd sovereignty might become the next mgor arenain the struggle for sphere
of influence.”® Nor could the impact of religion, especialy Isam, a mgor component of
civilizationd identity, be said to have come before the eyes of the students of international
relations after the Cold War. From the late 1970s onwards we see the talk about the 'revival
of Idam’.” These studies, however, largely considered religion as a matter of influence on
policies, issues and respective governments. When we come to 1990s, before Huntington,
some began to talk of a civilizationa conflict, in a sense, a tendency to shift from
internationa relations to inter-civilizationa relations. According to Bernard Lewis, the
Mudim rage over the West in generd and Idamic fundamentdism in particular reflect
nothing less than 'a clash of civilizations.” Gilpin sees the signs of civilizationa conflict not
only between the West and Idam, but among others as well. ‘ Today the reviva of Idamic,
Chinese and Hindu civilizations, as well as the emergence of potentidly powerful new or
previoudy isolated civilizations, in particular Japan, Brazil, and Mexico, suggest that a new
eraisopening.’ " It seems fair to spesk of areturn to cultura or civilizationa rootsin many
countries.”

Of dl the 'revivds which have been said to be taking place in the contemporary
world, the reviva of 1dam has been the most widdy-spoken one. And this is not without
understandable reason. It could be said that Idam, as a religion, is the most politically-
oriented one. There is no distinction in Idam between *the things of God’ and *the things of
Caesar’, no separation of the church from the state. Moreover, the idea of a single Idamic
polity transcending particular states and nations has aways been very strong in Idamic
history, though it has, except perhaps the first centuries of Idamic history, never been
redized. On the other hand, higoricdly, Idam and Chrigtianity, and thus Western
civilization and Idamic civilization, have dways been strong rivals and in fierce opposition.

These characterigtic differences and historical competition do not only account for much of
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the talk about Idamic revival or Idamic fundamentaism that we witness nowadays, but dso
for the recent events which are described as the examples of Idamic reviva, from the
Iranian revolution to the victory of Idamist parties in the Algerian popular eections.
According to Lewis, the fact that radicd and popular movements, inaccurately called
‘fundamentdigt’, have won mass support in Mudim countries demongtrates that the ided of
a sngle Idamic polity still has consderable gpped for Mudims. Idam provides the most
effective form of consensus in and among Mudim countries and congtitutes the basic group
identity among the masses. ‘Idam is, argues Lewis, ‘apowerful but ill undirected forcein
politics. "

That there is an increasing identification of the masses and some dites in Mudim
countries with awider entity which is basicaly defined by Idam and Idamic civilization and
that a degree of collective ralying on the basis of rdligious (civilizationd) identity in Mudim
countries is possible have been starkly demonstrated by the Gulf War of 1991 and the
Bosnian War &fter the disintegration of Yugodavia, as many observers admit.”® As well-
known, even Iran, the fiercest enemy of the secularist regime of Irag, gave indirect support
to Iraq in the name of Idam and againgt the United States. In Turkey, the mgority of public
opinion including a consderable number of the traditiond Westernized-elite opposed the
governmental policy of providing the alied forces with facilities which were to be used
againg Irag. No need to extend this list, as | have dready made the point that an externa
threat (the American-led operation in this case) breeds the identity in concern. The process
of the formation of awider identity based upon Idamic civilization is not something limited
to the historical Middle East. It has been pointed out that the process is beginning to be
effective in ex-Soviet republics of Central Asaand Transcaucasia.”® Upon this basis, we are
judtified to say that the established nationa identities in countries with predominantly
Mudim populations are increasingly being questioned as the sole group identification and
Idam, asardigion and a civilization, is beginning to come into surface as a proper identity.
This process can be demondgrated in Turkey, a country with a predominantly Mudim
population and a strong secular commitment and Western-orientation.

Republic of Turkey, established in 1923, was officially declared to be a secular state
from early on. The new adminigrative and intellectual dites of Turkey defined the new
date as a 'modern’ state committed to the values of Western civilization. The role of Idam
in the government has totally been denied and it has been relegated to a body of beliefs and
rituals observed by the mgority of population. Some sort of Turkish nationd identity, based
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upon the acceptance of Turkishness of everyone within the established boundaries, was
envisaged. The new state renounced any interest in the Ottoman legacy and made a strong
commitment to the West. In other words, a civilizationd identity based on Idam, or any
wider identity of the sort, has been denied. The vaues of the Western civilization have
been perceived not just the values of a civilization but those of the civilization of a universa
character.® In line with these orientations, Turkey has taken place in, or applied for
membership to, aignments of Western origin such as NATO, European Council, European
Community and so on.

The strong Western orientation has by no means been adopted by the mgority of
population ill conforming to the eements of Idamic civilization. From 1970s onwards,
groups questioning the Republican nationd identity and Western orientation and arguing
for a more Idamic-oriented identity and policies began to emerge. Moreover, the Western
orientation has increasngly been questioned by some dites, the Ottoman legacy has no
longer been overtly renounced. It has been noted that when we come to the 1990s, after the
downfal of Soviet Union, there is an effort among the Turkish dites to try to revise their
group identity and enlarge the definition of Turkey's region, leading to a search for awider
identity. On the one hand, the identity is consdered as Idamic and on the other hand to be
Turkic so as to include Turkic republics of Central Asia® It should be noted that Turkey's
new orientation towards Centrd Adan states cannot soldly be atributed to common
linguigtic and ethnic characterigtics, but the shared religion, Idam, as wdl. For example,
Tgikistan, which is not Turkic but Persan-speaking was invited to the Turkic summit held
in Ankara, October 1992. The search for new identities or orientations in Turkey is making
its impact upon the policies pursued by Turkish statesmen. Turkish policy toward the
Bosnian War is a driking example. Not only the Turkish public opinion unanimousy
supports the Bosnians, but the Turkish governmenta policies have very often come to be at
odds with its Western dlies. Such a policy was not seen in 1950s and 1960s. The Turkish
government, for example, sded with France in the issue of the Algerian independence. Both
Bosnians and Algerians are Mudims and both countries are ex-Ottoman territories, but
both of them are not Turks and Turkish-speaking peoples. It is due to the increasing
influence of Turkey's historically held identity of Idam and Idamic civilization or due to the
decreasing role of Western orientation which was the basis of Republican national identity.

These brief accounts of Idam in generd and Turkey in particular could be taken as

the concrete examples of, on the one hand, the existence of civilizationd differences and, on
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the other hand, the effect of civilizationd eements. However, upon these observations, it
can hardly be argued that a full civilizationd clash is on the way to replace palitical,
ideologicd and economic conflicts as Huntington predicts. First of dl, civilizationd
differences have dways been there in the modern international system for it is, as stated, a
multi-civilizationd system. Ye, the differences in civilizations are not as acute as some
doom theorist argue. Even the two higtoricd rivas, Idam and Christendom have much in
common compared to their differences from others.® Perhaps, that is why they dispute very
often. Secondly, civilizations, and not least those movements arguing for an Iamic unity,®
are not organized entities as nations or other socia identities so as to make an inter-
civilizational conflict permanent and world-wide. There are neither a unified Idamic bloc
nor a Western bloc. The point has aready been made that civilizations being large-scde
entities, are not tightly organized as smal identity groups. Thirdly, the process of
globdization, the shrinking of the world, the world-wide communication networks make
the world a smdler place. Huntington assumes that it reinforces civilizational differences
between distinct civilizations and commonadlities within each civilization. It could do it. Y,
it could do just the opposite as well. Many argue that a cosmopolitan internationa society
comprising different eements and features from different cultures is possible and in the
process of being created.® Finally, civilizations, just like nation-states could co-exist. One
should not underestimate the adaptability of cultures and civilizations.

In the closing decades of the twentieth century we may note two paradoxica
tendencies among and within societies. On the one hand, we see human beings increasingly
identifying themsalves with small units, whether it be an established unit like nation-state or
small loca communities. Despite al the talk about the demise of the nation-state and world
interdependence, people do not seem to give up the state. Even those who struggle against
an existing nation-state wage it in order to create another nation-state. The disintegration of
Soviet Union and Y ugodavia increased the number of nation-states. The state and national
identity built upon it, though striven for by many, have been under attack because of its
restrictiveness and exclusiveness. We are only too familiar with the demands for greater say
upon their own affairs by regions, cities, even neighbourhoods. In short, it would not be
wrong to assert that there is a generd trend of locaism. That the most ambitious and
perhaps the most accomplished integration movement of the century has adopted a form of
‘union’ (i.e, European Union) instead of its previous form of ‘community’ (i.e., European
Community) could be taken as an indication of the gpped of ‘locdism’. Today the nation-



sate, though being a particularist identity compared to its predecessor, do not seem to have
the hold it used to have on more particularist units of identity.

On the other hand, although we note a trend of localism and efforts to form small
identity units, paradoxicaly we observe an orientation towards wider and larger unionswith
which people equally wish to identify themsalves. It istrue some large states have collgpsed
and some others are being questioned. It is, however, equaly true that the existing
internationad and generd units ill survive and there is an increesing demand upon them.
The authority of the ‘Brussal’ has been decreasing as stated, but there is along queu at the
door of ‘Brussdl’. Those who want to have a smdler identity want to have it together with
agreater one. The Scottish nationalists am at establishing an independent state of Scotland,
a smdler identity than United Kingdom, yet they think of not just an ‘independent
Scotland’, but an ‘independent Scotland within Europe’, a greater identity than United
Kingdom. An independent Scotland is thought within European Union, not within African
Union or within the Commonwedth of Independent States. Absurd this may seem, das it
shows the effects of what may conveniently be called civilizationd identity. Of course, the
trend towards greater and general unions and associations can aso be acoounted by the
process of globdization, the shrinking of the world, world-wide networks of
communication, increasng world interdependence in economy and globa problems of
poverty, environment, population and so on.

In spite of Al thistalk about globalization, why do we spesk of civilizations? Surely
there is no a priori and forever case for any socia unit of identification. However, any
identification is socio-historical. The point has dready been made that socio-historicality of
men is multiple. In other words, people are capable of holding severd different identities.
They could at the same time be Scottish, British, European and Western. Here, it has been
shown that one of these layers of identity is civilization which has been in association with
internationa system and it ill has relevance not just as a group feding but as a unit for
internationd relations. The basic concluson derived from this conceptud and historica
andyss may be expressed as the need for the modern internationd system or the
international community to congtitute a framework in which interactions between multiple
units of states, nations, societies, communities, unions and civilizations could be mediated
and different values of nationd, socid, ethnica, cosmopolitan and civilizationd character
can be articulated. At this point, we now come to the final part of this project: NATO and

its relation to civilizationa dement.
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V.  NATO AND CIVILIZATION

NATO has never been a conventiona dliance. It has never been atypica collective
defense organization. Saying that NATO has never been a typicd dliance for collective
defense in no way underestimates its defense function. Its chief aim is indeed defined to be
the collective defense of member states as it has been envisaged in Articles 3-5 of the
Atlantic Treaty. Y et the Treaty involves some purposes and aims which go beyond resisting
an actud or potentia attack. In the Preamble, it has been clearly expressed that the Parties

are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy,
individud liberty and the rule of law.

Similarly, Article 2 of the Treaty reads asfollows:

The Parties will contribute toward the further development of
peaceful and friendly internationa relations by strengthening their
free inditutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the
principles upon which these inditutions are founded, and by
promoting conditions of stability and well-being. They will seek to
eliminate conflict in ther internationa economic policies and will
encourage economic collaboration between any or dl of them.’

These statements are enough to show that NATO is more than a collective defense
organization. Here we do not only see palitical aims such as the development of peaceful
and friendly internationd relations and promoting conditions of stability and well-being.
Nor isit only amed at economic collaboration. The statements comprise goas and amsin
such phrases which properly refersto civilizational €lement.

The Preamble expresses the aim of safeguarding ‘freedom, common heritage and
civilization...founded on the principles of democracy, individud liberty and the rule of law.’
Article 2 expresses the need for ‘strengthening their free indtitutions. What is meant by
these principles and inditutions is no doubt those inditutions and principles which
developed within the framework of the European or Western civilization. Democracy,
individud liberty, the rule of law and free inditutions are vaues of the Wesern
civilization.® It would not be wrong then if we say that NATO has from the very beginning
been united with the Western civilization. In the beginning, we have indeed stated that
NATO has been established within the framework of asingle civilization. However, we also



made the point that some member states of NATO have come from civilizations which are
not Western, namely Greece and Turkey.

How did these states which are not of the Western civilization become members of
an organization which has been predominantly a creation of the Western civilization? There
may be three explanations. Firs, in examining the civilizationd identity it has been shown
that it does not condtitute a cohesive whole so that a state' s civilizationa identity does not
hinder it from becoming a member of an aliance based upon a different civilizationa
identity. In other words, the loose nature of civilizationd identity allows Turkey and Greece
to become NATO members. Secondly, there was the expressed commitment of these states
which are of non-western stock to the values of the Western civilization. Indeed, both in
Turkey and Greece there has been an ongoing process of Westernization since the
nineteenth century.®® Thirdly, the values upon which NATO is said to have been established
are rdlatively of universal character so that others could easly adopt them. NATO has
therefore been an organization established within the Western civilization and with
members which have non-Western civilizational identities.

Although NATO envisaged civilizationd vaues from its inception, its defense
function was dominant throughout the Cold War period and the bulk of the efforts have
been devoted to the military activities. Indeed, we may even say that throughout the Cold
War erait has in practice a collective defense organization. Furthermore, as dready been
sad, the rigid positioning resulted from the Cold War was not apt to express civilizationa
identity. Y et, even during the Cold War years, the Organization has been perceived to have,
or to have redlized, sgnificant functions of non-military or defense character. It has widdy
been stressed that, true to its goas described in the Preamble and Article 2, NATO was not
only effective in bringing stability to Europe, especialy by being the chief instrument of
solution for the age-old Franco-German problem, it was adso insrumenta in promoting and
sabilizing free indtititutions. It has been pointed out that NATO played an important rolein
stabilizing German democracy.®” In other words, NATO is not only a guarantee of security,
but also a stabilizer of democracy.

With the end of the Cold War, now that the threat against which it was established
has dissapeared, there seems to be atendency that NATO is percelved as aless military and
collective defense organization than it used to be. At present, NATO is increasngly
consgdered as an organization for cooperation in security and political issues, even in

economic and culturd affairs. It is considered as such not only by its current members but
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aso by the prospective members as the discussons about the issue of enlargement has
clearly reveded. That NATO is not anymore a collective defense organization, but rather a
collective security organization involving political purposes such as stahility, can be seenin
Presdent Clinton's speech declaring that NATO expansion ‘is no longer a question of
whether, but when and how. And that expansion will not depend on the appear ence of a
new threat in Europe. It will be an instrument to advance security and stability for the
entire region.”® Indeed, the officias | talked to a& NATO headquarters, Brussd, in March
1997 dressed that NATO cannot be confined to a defense dliance againgt an actud or
potential attack and the issue of expanson should be consdered within a broader
perspective than assuring defense and security of prospective members. Smilarly, when |
inquired if there was to be any military reason for the expangon of the Alliance, the officers
at SHAPE gdraightforwardly said that there was no military reason and it was basicdly a
politica decison.

The prospective members, which are most likely to be Poland, Chech Republic and
Hungary,®® aso see NATO as an Organization which comprise more than smple defense
and security ends. For them, it is an avenue leading to full integration with the ‘Western’
world.. The former Polish Defense Minister Janusz Onyszkiewicz has, for example, made
the point that it is not to defend against a Russian attack that Poland seeks NATO
membership: ‘We see that as a virtud impossibility. The key reason we want to be in
NATO is to secure our own democr acies.’
experts | taked to in Budapest expressed the view that NATO membership would enable

The members of Parliament and military

Hungary to achieve greater integration with the Western Europe. Given the fact that
European Union membership is not likely in the short run, one member of Parliament has
sad, NATO would be a step for EU membership. | think the same thinking goes for the
Chech Republic. They too see NATO membership as away of integration with the West.
Indeed, when explaining that the Chechs were part of the NATO family, Vaclav Havel said:
‘We have adways belonged to the Western sphere of European civilization.’®* We see that
NATO has been associated with the European civilization in Havel’s statement. NATO
membership is thus condgdered a way of integration with this civilization. Smilarly, the
traditiona Republican dite of Turkey, from the beginning, consdered NATO membership
of Turkey as a dgn of integration with the Western world. Here, we come to
identificational dimension and civilizationa or culturdl dement of NATO.
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It is fair to say that NATO has been percelved to provide its members with an
identity which islinked to Europe or Western world. According to Zbigniew Brzezinski, an
expanding NATO will help a reunited Germany continuing to become an increasingly
European Germany instead of seeking for a German Europe.” The cultural dimension of
NATO expanson is aso stressed by  French Defense Minister Frangois Le otard: ‘ The
possibility that the new democracies will join the Atlantic Alliance must not be viewed on
the basis of soldly military consderations, but should aso be viewed globaly, combining the
various politica, military, economic and even cultural dimensions of their integration with
the West.”*® Of course, thinking NATO as linked to Europear/Western identity and finding
culturd dimensions of NATO expansion do not mean that NATO represents a civilizationa
or cultural unit in terms of an integrated socid whole and actually takes action for it.
However, there have been statements which would seem to imply such an understanding.
In addressing the 40th Generd Assembly of NATO, Secretary-Generd Willy Claes
described the new dangers to the Alliance. Among others was ‘the Stuation accross the

Mediterranean.’®*

What is meant by this ‘ Stuation accross the Mediterranean became clear
in Februay 1995 when Mr. Claes, echoing Huntington, told a German newspaper,
Suddeutsche Zeitung, that Idam posed a threat to the West in much the same way
communism had in previous decades®™ Of course, these statements by Mr. Claes have not
been shared by many members. However, they are important not only because it points out
the civilizationd or cultura dement of NATO, but also because of the way and wording of
their expression. That the culturd or civilizational dement which has existed within NATO
from the very beginning has been expressed this way is surely something to do with the end
of the Cold War. And it also shows that NATO need to take into account the element of
culture and civilization and must develop a clear attitude.

To this end, this project has taken up to eucidate the concept of civilization as it
has been described in the previous sections. In the remaining part of this section, the
summary of my persond interviews, sdectively conducted at the elite level comprising
academics, journdist and officids from United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey, has been
presented.

Firg, if NATO has anything to do with civilization and civilizationa values asit has
been envisaged in the Preamble and Article 2 and as it has been accepted by the authorities
of the existing and progpective member states. There seems to be a general agreement

277



among the people | talked to on the fact that NATO is an organization of the Western
civilization however that may be defined. Basically, it is consdered as an organization to
protect and promote the values and interests of the Western world. Yet, there are some
divergences from this generd agreement. For people from the United Kingdom, mostly
academics, though admitting that NATO has something to do with civilization, it isonly in
a vague and generd sense. NATO, for them, is more politica than civilizational and we
should not put too much in this civilizationa thing. Mgority of the people from Greece and
amog dl of the traditiond Republican dite of Turkey consder NATO as part of the
Western civilization which is true and universdized civilization and they gpprove it. The
elite coming from traditionally conservative segments of Turkish society agree with the
former group that NATO is a part of the Western civilization, but differs from them by
showing strong disgpprova. Some people from Greece and Turkey, a minor group, think
that NATO has nothing to do with civilization, it is just an insrument of American
hegemony.

Secondly, how strong this civilizationd eement in NATO is. To what extent
NATO iscivilizationdly motivated in its policies. Asit could be guessed from responses to
the first question, there appear again differences of opinion. The British think that the
civilizational eement in NATO is no more than its vague and generd sense. No
civilizationaly or culturally motivated policy. Some academics think that the phrasesin the
Preamble is just alegacy of the ingtitutions which formed in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries as we see in the United Nations Charter and the Statue of the
International Court of Justice, especidly in its Article 38. The Greeks and Turks do not
congder that there is much strong civilizational motivation in NATO policies, though they
attribute the civilizationd element a greater sgnificance than the British. Those from
traditionaly conservative segments of Turkey think that NATO policies are designed to
protect the values and interests of the Western civilization against the others.

Given the agreement that NATO has something to do with civilization, the next
question is if it is uni-civilizationa in the sense that dl members belong to one civilization,
namdy the Wedtern civilization, or it is multi-civilizationd implying that there are
civilizationd identifications other than the Western one. Some of the British say that it is
uni-civilizationa as dl members have long been expressing their commitment to the vaues
and principles of the Western civilization. Others think that, since the civilizational dement
exist vagudy and generdly, though it implies oneness of civilizational identification, it does
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not diminate ‘cultural differences’ which lead to some degree of multiplicity of civilizationa
identification. The mgority of the Greeks and Turks too seem to take upon the latter view,
but with some more emphass. While a minor group of Turks think that it is uni-
civilizationa asit represents universdized Western civilization, mgority of the conservative
segments of Turkish society are in the view that NATO members have multiple
civilizationd identities.

If there are multiple civilizationd identifications among NATO members, how
about the relations among them? For the British, differences in civilizationd identifications
of the member states do not have much influence on the mutua relations of those states. As
the civilizationd dement is a vaguely existing and generd dement, its impact upon
internationd relaions is rather negligible. The influence can only be seen in style. The red
element which is effective upon internationd relations is the nationad element or nationa
identity. People from Turkey and Greece too agrees with this view in generd. Y et, some of
them argue that what they cdl ‘culturd’ differences sometimes influence the reations as in
the case of, for instance, the ratio of the American military aid. Some people from the
traditiondly conservative segments of Turkish society attribute the reluctance of NATO in
interfering the Bosnian conflict to civilizationd differencesin terms of religion.

Finaly, what could they make of al this talk about ‘clash of civilizations and the
‘Idamic threat’ of which the former Secretary-General Willy Claes spoke? The Biritish
congder the talk about the clash of civilizations is rather superficid. For them, if anything
clashes it is the interests of nations. Though they admit the existence and to some extent
rise of civilizationa identities after the Cold War, for them, it is no where near to
civilizationa clash. Furthermore, they think that the level of cosmopoalitanism is significant
enough not to expect a civilizationa clash. The statement of Mr. Claes was rather careless
and very unfortunate. Mgority of the Greeks and Turkish elite seem to agree with the view
expressed by the British, but again there are differences. A minor group of the Greeks agree
with the ‘Idamic threat’, though they did not comment from where this threat is coming.
The Greeks seem to take the civilizationa differences more serioudy than the British. For
the diplomatists and academics, Mr. Claes' s remarks were quite undiplomatic. Coming to
Turkey, the mgority of the traditiond Republican dite do not see anything like a clash of
civilizations and the statement by Mr. Claes was very unfortunate and not acceptable.
Those coming from the liberal segments of society admit the existence of civilizationa

differences but not the clash and, for them, the issue of the ‘Idamic threat’ is not to be
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taken serioudy. Moderate Idamists put more emphasis upon different civilizationd
identities, yet they too see no clash between civilizations for the time being and they argue
that the remarks by Mr. Claes reflect nothing but his lack of knowledge. The radica
Idamists argue that it has always been a clash of civilization and now al this talk about the
clash of civilization and the Idamic threat reved what has dways exised in the
subconsciousness of the Westerners.

As seen, mgority of the people | talked to admit the civilizational ement in NATO
and different civilizationa identifications of NATO countries. Y et, though they understand
it differently, they do not see a civilizationd clash and dmost everbody but the extreme
Idamists consder Mr. Claes' s remarks not acceptable and  unfortunate. A common point
expressed isthat NATO should pay more attention to civilizationd identities than it used to
be. As different civilizationd identities do exist and there seems to be a more and more
awareness of them among people then it seems that NATO cannot keep it out of its
agenda.
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V. CONCLUSION

This project has begun by pointing out the need for the andlysis of new concepts
and units in international relations in order to understand the developments after the Cold
War. In doing so, it has suggested that civilizations as a unit of analyss and as a form of
collective socid identifications of human beings should be taken into account. To thisend it
has badcaly concentrated on a conceptuad and historicd examination of the idea of
civilization. In the course of the research, interviews on the dite level have been conducted
in order to find out the significance of the civilizationd dement generdly in internationa
relations and particularly within NATO.

Fird, it has been pointed out that socia identity of human beings are multiple and
multi-dimensiond. Multiple, because men smultaneoudy identify themsalves with a variety
of socid collectivities. Multi-dimensiond, because collective socid identites are formed and
shaped through the impact of various elements, thus they cannot be defined soldly on the
bass of a sngle dimenson. Multiplicity and multi-dimensondity of collective socid
identification therefore means that the cohesion, potency, and mobilizing capacity of any
unit of socid identity can only be understood case by case and according to specific
historical circumstances.

Secondly, civilizations are defined as units of socid identity just like other forms of
socid identity such as nation, ethnié, tribe, clan,... etc. It has been shown that civilizations as
units are large-scde socid identifications or large-scale collectivities in terms of spatid and
tempord extendons. They ae rdaively long-lived and sdf-aufficient inteligible
collectivities in comparison to other collectivities. Being large-scde, civilizations have a
multiplicity of other socia identities. Historicdly, most civilizations have never been
embraced within one socid entity. This is why civilizations present a low degree of
cohesion and potency and are less likely to be the ground for collective mobilization. It is
observed that the impact of civilizationd identity upon the identity and actions of
individuasis not ingtitutionalized to the degree of being exclusive in contrast to the case of
politica or organized socid identifications.

Thirdly, it has been argued that, contrary to the view of civilizations being sdif-
aufficient isolated entities, incapable of understanding and interacting with each other,
civilizational encounters and exchanges may lead to the formation of commonalities among

civilizations and thus to peaceful co-existence of civilizations. It means that unions or
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collectivities which comprise more than one civilizational identification could emerge, that
is, unions or collectivities which are multi-civilizationd. This is not only because of
relatively low degree of cohesion, potency and mobilizing capacity which we observe in
civilizations, but dso due to the nature of socid identity in generd, that isto say, itsbeing a
higorica, changing, multiple and multi-dimensonal phenomenon. NATO has been
conddered as an example of an organization which involves multiple civilizationa
identifications, though it largely takes place within the framework of one civilization, that is,
the Western civilization.

Fourthly, as it has been said, NATO has mainly been an organization for defense
and security of some countries among which we find a least three civilizationd
identifications according to the prevaent historical analysis. Y et, we also said that, though it
is multi-civilizationad, NATO has been basicaly established and operated within the
framework of the Western civilization. Moreover, we have seen an expressed commitment
by those countries of non-Western civilizational identification, that is, Turkey and Greece,
to the principles and vaues of the Western civilization as they have been envisaged in
NATO. However, we have dso seen tha, despite the obvious commitment by the
respective countries to the Western civilization, the civilizationa identification of those non-
Western stock have not been eiminated, but rather preserved in the society at large and to
some extent at the dite level as well. Our research has shown that preservation of those
multi-civilizationa identities have not been in mutua antagonism as expressed by the
magority of people interviewed. Y et, we have seen arise in civilizational consciousness of
some minor segments in arather antagonistic way. We may therefore conclude that it might
be necessary for NATO to have more concern for civilizationd identities. The concern for
civilizationa identites may lead to, on the one hand, a better understanding and solution of
those practical problems among the member states and, on the other hand, the ground for
the emergence of a cosmopolitan civilization on the globa leve. As a Turkish
commentator, who is known to be a moderate Idamist, said, ‘the acceptance and
recognition of multiple civilizational identities by NATO does not only enriches it but so
makes the first step for a peaceful co-existence of these different civilizations in the whole
world.’

Finaly, we have stressed that NATO has from the very beginning never been a
typicd military defense or even security organization, though it was basicaly established
and understood by many as such. Besides military cooperation, it had something to do with
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cooperation in political, economic, cultural and civilizationa aspects. We have observed
that after the Cold War and with the issue of the enlargement it has been less and less
perceived as a collective military defense and security organization, on the contrary, it has
now been consdered more and more as an organization for political, economic and even
culturd cooperation. If NATO is to be a more politicaly and economicaly oriented
organization for cooperation, then, it may be necessary to andyze and handle those new
problems and challenges rather within a civilizationd paradigm than a nationdity paradigm.
Because, the new problems and chalenges which result from such cases as migration,
ethnic resurgence, environmentalism, gender and rise of radicd and universdigtic
movements transcend the established limits of nationd identity.

The basc concluson of this research may be expressed as such: Despite the
overwhelming gpped of nationality in the modern period, civilizationd identifications have
not disappeared in the world and to some extent they are getting increasingly influential
upon the behaviours of individua men and women. However, given the complexity and
nature of civilizationd identity, it is rather smplistic to expect a civilizationa clash among
societies. On the other hand, this is the very reason why we should take civilizationa

identity more serioudly than we used to do.
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NOTES

! Huntington, for example, in his thought-provoking article argued that the fundamental source of conflict
in the new world would be cultura and it would take place adong the lines of civilizations, thus
introducing the cultural element to internationa conflicts besides political and ideologica elements, and
the civilizationa identity in international relations besides national identity. See Samuel P. Huntington,
‘The Clash of Civilizations?, Foreign Affairs (Vol.72, No.3, Summer 1993), 22-49. As early as 1983,
Buzan proposed that, besides the military threat, there were four other categories of security:
political, economic, societal and environmental threats and pressures. See Barry Buzan, Peoples,
Sates, and Fear: The National Security Problem in International Relations (Brighton:
Wheatsheaf Books, 1983). Recently, Constantinou has added three ‘new’ dimensions of security:
cultural and ethnic security, environmental security and gender security. See Costas Constantinou,
‘NATO's Caps. European Security and the Future of the North Atlantic Alliance’, Alternatives
(Vol.20, No.2, 1995), 147-164.

2. In the course of this research, in order to make an extensive literature survey on the idea of
civilization, 1 have made researches at Middle East Technical University Library and Bilkent
University Library in Ankara, Turkey, and Leicester University Library in Leicester, England,
which | visited in late January and February 1996. My visits to London in October 1996, to
Brussels where | was able to interview with NATO officials at SHAPE and NATO Headquartersin
March 1997, to Budapest in March 1997 and to Istanbul in May 1997 enabled me to have
interviews with various people. Of course, | have been the recipient of the help of many people
during my research. However, | must here express my thanks to Professor G.R. Berridge of
Leicester University, Professor Jack E. Spence of the Royal Institute of International Affairs in
London, Ms. Emel Uresin, Liason Officer Turkey, NATO, Dr. Charalampos Tsardanidis of Pantheon
University in Athens, Colonel Laszlo Nagy of Ingtitute for Strategic and Defence Studies in Budapest,
Miss Kate M. Byrnes and Bahar Gunal of the American Embassy in Ankara and Retd. Ambassador
Ismail Soysd of Foundation for Middle East and Bakan Studies in Istanbul. Lagt, but not least, | am
indebted to my wife, Esin, who has always been with me during the research and shared its joy and
difficulties.

3, The association of the word ‘ civilization’ with “city’ can be found in other languages as well. The Turkish
word for ‘civilization’, ‘medeniyet’, in its Arabic root, too has an association with ‘city’. The word for
city in Arabic, ‘medina’, has the same root as medeniyet, that is, mdn. The other word in Arabic for
civilization, ‘unmran’, used by Ibn Khadun, is derived from a root which means ‘to build up, to
cultivate’. Ibn Khaldun uses it to designate any settlement. See ‘Trandator’s Introduction’, in 1bn
Khaldun, The Mugaddimah: An Introduction to History, trans. by F. Rosenthal, second edition (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967), xxvi. The association of the word ‘civilization” with ‘city’ is by no
means common to all languages. For example, the Chinese word wen (for civilization and culture) does
not implicate city or city-life. See A.F.Wright, ‘The Study of Chinese Civilization', Journal of the
History of Ideas (Vol. xxi, 1960), 234-235.

*. This summary of the early usages is based upon F. Braudd, ‘The History of Civilizations: The Past
Explains the Present’, in his On Higtory, trans. by S. Matthews (London: Wedenfield and Nicolson,
1980), 180; N. Elias, The History of Manners, trans. by E. Jephcott (New Y ork: Pantheon Books, 1978),
38; A. L. Kroeber and C. Kluckhohn, Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions
(Cambridge, Mass.: Plesbody Museum of American Archeology and Ethnology, 1952),1,37. Oxford
English Dictionary, second edition (1989).

®. For Elias, the concept of civilité received the specific stlamp and function in the second quarter of the
sixteenth century. 1t owes the specific meaning to a short treatise by Erasmus of Rotterdam, De civilitate
morum puerilium (On civility in children), which appeared in 1530. Elias, op.cit., in note 4, 53- 54.

€. Based on the Oxford English Dictionary and Kroeber and Kluckhohn, op.cit., in note 4, 33. Kroeber and
Kluckhohn note that the word ‘culture’, amost inits al usages, retains ‘ the primary notion of cultivation
or becoming cultured’, derived from its Latin root. Ibid.,, 35. Yet, based upon their survey of
anthropological, sociologica, psychologica, and other relevant (historical, educational, etc.) literature,
the authors cite 164 senses of the word ‘culture' . Ibid., 43-72.
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. R. H. Lowieg, The History of Ethnological Theory (New York: Rinehart and Company, 1937), 10. The
recognition of Voltaire as the first historian of culture (or civilization) is a commonplace. It is held that
he was the first scholar who examined the whole life of societies, not only the dynasties, kings and their
battles. See, for instance, G. P. Gooch, History and Historians in the Nineteenth Century, second edition
(London: Longmans, 1952), 523. If someone isto father the study of civilization (culture), it is not easy
to trace who heis. Nonetheless, we could assert that it was not Voltaire, as Ibn Khaldun precedes him.

8, F. Guizot, The History of Civilization in Europe (London: Cassell and Company, 1911), 5-8, 11-15.

°.9.J.S. Mill, “Civilization’, The London and Westminster Review (Vol. 28, No. 1, 1836), 1, 3-6, 14-17.

103 Arthur de Gobineau, The Inequality of Human Races, trans. A. Collins (London: William
Heinemann, 1915), 91.

1 K. Marx and F. Engels, ‘Manifesto of the Communist Party’, in K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works
(London; Lawrence and Wishart, 1968), 40.

12 F. Engels, ‘Origins of Family, Private Property and State’, in K. Marx and F. Engels, Sdlected Works
(1968), 582.

3 Braudd, op.cit., in note 4, 181-182. See dso Elias, op.cit., in note 4, 4. Cf. Spengler on the devaluation
of civilization: ‘ The civilization is the inevitable destiny of the Culture.” Civilization signifies the death
of aculture. O. Spengler, The Decline of the West, 2 vals, trans. by C. F. Atkinson (New Y ork: Alfred A.
Knopf, val. | 1926 and val. 1l 1928), 31,106.

. E. B. Tylor, Primitive Culture: Researches into the Development of Mythology, Philosophy, Religion,
Language, Art, and Custom (New Y ork: Brentanos Publishers, 1903), 1. Cf. Kroeber and Kluckhohn,
op.cit., in note 4, 9-10.

3 |bn Khaldun, op.cit., in note 3, Val. I, 89; Val. |1, 270-71, 291.
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of the past centuries. It suffices to read the following sentence in a recent article “We associate
civilization with, among other things, afedling for moderation, for a happy medium between excess and
shortage.” F. R. Ankeramit, ‘Historiography and Postmodernism’, History and Theory (Vol. 28, 1989),
138.

7 Braudd, op.cit., in note 4, 177.
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