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The problem of the fttture of the Eastem and Westem civilizations has come to the fore in civilization studies. 
There are researchers who insist on the idea of their cooperation, which represents itself whether in a dialogue fonn 
(polilogue) or in the fonn of absorbing one civilization by another. There are also researchers who believe that 
civilizations do not have much in common, and that is why conflicts are unavoidable. As a result, there appeared 
four models of civilization development, namely: the Europe-centrism mode4 the model of the parai/el develop­
ment of the U'est and East, the model of the clash of civilizations and the model of cultural dialogue. Could they be 
viewed as something holistic but open to different realizations? The audwrs gi,ve the idea of a synthetic ( or rather 
synergetic) approach to treating civilization development built with the help of the causal-genetic perspective. 
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A brief overview of modern civilization 
models 

At present we can distinguish four branches or, 

rather,fourcivilization models represented in the 

sphere of knowledge devoted primarily to the 

problerns of the development of technological civi­

lization as a dominant civilization type. They are: 

the Europe-centrism model (Buchanan 2002; 

Fukuyama 1992); the modelofthe paralleldevel­

opment of the West and East (Gulik 1962; 

N akarnura 1965); the model of the conflict of civi­

lizations (Huntington 1993); the model of a cul­

tural dialogue that leads to uniting different civili­

zations into eco-civilization (MouceeB 2000). 

Most of the researchers in the field tend to 

emphasize mutual exclusiveness, disjointness and 

independence of the above-mentioned models. 

Nevertheless, one can come across a different view, 

which is not wide-spread however - there exist 

several attempts to look at the models from the 

point of view of their synthesis (CJie)l3eBCKHH 

1997; qeUIKoB 1990). Though until now these 

attempts can hardly be called successful. as in 

each case no balanced system has been created. 

Just the opposite, uniting the models leads in those 

approaches to the predominance of one of them. 

Does it confirm unsuccessfulness of synthetic 

modeling in general? 
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Before discussing the issue, let us look at the 

above-mentioned models of civilization develop­

ment and single aut the main characteristics of 

each of them. 

Europe-centrism seems to be one of the oldest 

geopolitical theories. It postulates and demon­

strates a special status and significance of the 

European values for the world civilization in par­

ticular and cultural process in general. Europe­

centrism is based on the idea that all nations 

should join the Westem pattem of development 

and thus a world-wide unitywill be created. The 

theory is based on the fact that the Western civili­

zation assimilates the most important cultural 

achievements of the East. This fact provides the 

predominance of Europe. Accordingly, the no­

tions of universal history, humanity as a holistic 

notion and the progress ofboth could appear only 

within the European tradition. Europe-centrism 

assumes that certain states and nations have the 

leading positions and set the guiding line for the 

development, while the others are outsiders of 

history (EpacoB 2001 ). Thus, this model annihi­

lates diversity of cultures and traditions because 

it states that mono-civilization (mono-polar 

world) will be inevitably formed in future. 

In other words, this model sets a hierarchical 

ontology. The conceptual attributes more signifi­
cant and less significant are used here to describe 

different cultures. In particular, it allows divid­

ing the world into the center and the periphe,y. 
The center includes societies mainly from the 

Western civilization, which are successfully un­

dergoing the process of modernization. The pe­
riphe,y includes non-modern ( or semi-modern) 
societies from the Eastern civilization, which can 

hardly respond to the challenge of time. In addi­

tion, the centre and the periphery are connected 

by the flows of information, money, goods, work­

ing power and so on, and the direction of the flows 

deterrnines interaction between the centrai and 

peripheral structures. The concept of the center 
indicates the territory where technological, so­

cial and other innovations are created, while the 
periphe,y, which contacts with the centre, propa­

gates and applies them (3i13em:rrrazi:r 200 l). Such 

task sharing is followed by the administrative hi­

erarchy ( one mare hierarchy!) of the territories, 

as well as by the concentration and intensifica­

tion of different kinds of activities. Thus it exerts 

influence on the level of development of the terri­

tory. And the development is described as hierar­

chical as well. 

The model of the parallel development of the West 
and East adrnits a principai dualism between the 

West and East as between the technical and tradi­

tional civilizations. Representatives of the theory 

emphasize the principality and necessity of this 

distinction. They state that no globai integration 

process can go beyond the fundamental opposi­

tion between the introvert and extrovert types of 

thinking and culture (EpacoB 2001 ). The idea of 

fundamental dualism is based on the supposition 

that in future only two historical agents will re­

main, and each of them will become social and 

cultural monolith. The West and East are consid­

ered to be counterpoises keeping balance of the 

world system. According to this model, most of 

the conflicts will disappear in the process of finai 

territorial division into two spheres of influence. 

According to this model, modernization has 

only slightly transformed the Eastern civilization 

but has not touched its foundations. That is why 

the traditional type of culture is not just a period 

in the development of the Eastem society. On the 

contrary, such development is natural and dis­

tinctive for this culture. Only within different types 

of development the potential of the East and West 

will be realized. The followers of the model con­

clude from the above-stated fact that the division 
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Picture l. Severai of possible variants of parai/el 
development of civilization 

and independent (parallel) development of the 

civilization types are unavoidable. They presume 

that cultural identities of a higher level will be 

formed during parallel development of the West 

and East (Epacoa 2001). 

We should point out that parallelism of devel­

opment may be perfectly described through the 

conceptofthesyntagmatic (Linear) configuration 

of the self-realization of civilization. In particu­

lar, we can describe civilizations as syntagmas 

( or components united somehow in a kind of 

line), which develop in a parallel way, in the sense 

that theydo not intersect (seePicture l). 
As we see, the concept line and in particular, 

parai/el line is far from being simple. It includes 

the development process even in the appasite di­

rections; it allows including here ascending, de­

scending, spirai and other forms of development. 

In this case parallelism does not mean just two 

parallel uni-directed lines ( as it is accepted in the 

Euclidean geometry), but lines of any configura­

tion, which do not intersect on different reasons 

of spatial and temporal nature. 

The model of tire clash of civiliwions, or the 

model of Huntington. According to the researcher, 

civilization itself as a specific type of culture has 

its own source of conflicts. Neither ideology nor 

economy but culture is the main point of discus­

sion here. The model broadens our understand­

ing of the civilization as it includes not only the 

so-called traditional participants of intemational 

relations ( the Westem and Islarnic civilizations) 

but also the Latin American and African civiliza­

tions. 

This modelis based on the following assump-

tions: 

Contradictions between civilizations are sig­

nificant and real. They berome real in the pro­

cess of the development of the self-conscious­

ness of civilization. Constant intensification 

of interaction among states and cultures leads 

to a deeper understanding of the differences of 

civilizations ( their structures ). Moreover, 

within each civilization different cultures be­

longing to a similar type adjoin and it leads to 

interaction among local civilizations on dif­

feren t spa tial, cultural and geopolitical levels. 

National elites ofthe so-called non-Westem 

civilizations undergo the process of de-west­

emization and re-evaluating of their own cul­

tural roots. At the same time another process 

goes in the appasite direction - the process of 

expansion of Westem values and the type of 

rationality, the process of creating the West­

em mass-man; 

The conflict among civilizations will substi­

tute the former ideological consent and other 

forms of conflicts; 

Intemational relations will be transformed 

from the game played by the Westem civiliza­

tion into the game where non-Westem civili­

zations take an active part (see: Gulik 1962). 

The model of civilizations' dialogue (the 

model of creating eco-civilization) has got an­

other starting point The basis for the modelis the 

assumption that the world and humanity exist as 

a self-reproducing, self-developing and self-act­

ing system, which has a distinct finite self-percep­

tion. This assumption allows overcoming the idea 
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of the already chosen role of each nation, class or 

group, as well as the idea of line ar development. 

Such ideas are replaced by the idea of multi-vec­

tor development. It means that the rnicro-subject 

(in a mega-system it is a person, a small stale or 

states of the third world) may influence globai 

administrative processes and determine the 

macro-direction of development. At that the rni­

cro-subject preserves its characteristics. Thus we 

can observe a dialogue among the subjects pos­

sessing equal rights, but at the same tirne differ­

ent in their characteristics. 

The idea or the project of eco-civilization may 

be developed only on the basis of the above-men­

tioned assurnptions. Culture is viewed here as the 

counter-agent (the subject) in correlation to envi­

ronment, human aggression and modemization. 

Culture is not described as the manifestation of 

certain tendencies, standards or goals. It rather 

serves as zones of bifurcation. Discourse is viewed 

as an instrument of representation of a historical 

period dane by a contemporary or a historian. It 

is principally polylogical. (Compare with 

Bakh tin' s theory of heteroglossia - the idea of the 

multiplicity of discourses in culture. Bakhtin 

opposes monological language to a dialogue, 

which moves language towards multiplicity. (We 

would rather use here the word polilogue ). 
Polilogue includes multiplicity of meanings, dif­

ferent ways of speaking, different rhetorical strat­

egies and vocabularies ). 

The diversity of voices being a fundamental 

characteristic of any culture ( according to 

Bakhtin ), presupposes the existence of many stan­

dards and pattems in the area created by interac­

tion of different social forces. The correlation of 

what is either rational or irrational is not of fun­

damental irnportance in this case. The theory of 

eco-civilization does not adrnit the ideas of linear 

or multi-linear world history. Instead it offers the 

idea of a net a system or an area of trans-border 

interferences; supranational undulato,y processes 

constituting the globality. Thus, the model takes 

into account different material, role and symboli­

cal agents ofhistoric changes. It accepts the idea 

of reciprocity of any influences and the idea of 

the united world as a co-evolution of historic 

forces. 

Thus, the four models of civilization intro­

duced in civilization studies are viewed as having 

their own logics and because of that as being non­

intersective. But if we pay attention to the fact 

that they are being focused on the contents, which 

are of a complementary nature (hierarchy, 

syntagma/line, structure, paradigma/system), we 

would make another conclusion: thus the four 

models of civilization introduced in civilization 

studies are viewed as having their own logics and 

because of that as being intersective and comple­

mentary. 

Idea-Biased Content of Civilization 

We view civilization in the terrns of the theory of 

communication as it is viewed in the process of 

interaction. Thus, it (civilization) is a complex 

functioning sign that has its form and content. 

Because it is complex, we define its content as 

that of a double na ture, that is while studying civi­

lization content we find there both idea-biased 

and phenomenon-biased content. In this part of 

the article we will consider the civilization within 

its idea-biased content. 

Content as an idea presupposes the focus of 

attention on conceptual issues that is the issues of 

interconnection and projection and mostly the 

idea of content space organization ( in structures, 

lines/syntagmas, hierarchies, systems/para­

digrns). Otherwise, content is of ideological na­

ture. 
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Giving a brief overview of modern civiliza­

tion models we have paid attention to the fact that 

civilization is viewed within four interdependent 

and inter-penetrated organizational parameters: 

hierarchica~ structura~ system and linear. Our 

approach is that these parameters are interdepen­

dent and inter-penetrated. Out of this it is quite 

logical to accept the fact that atl the above-pre­

sented models of civilization development ( each 

being focused on one of the mentioned above 

parameters) may be regarded as complementary 

and interdependent. 1n fact each of them gives 

insight into different aspects of the sarne idea ( con­

cept) called civi/ization. 
Thus, we can view civi/ization as a self-devel­

oping dynamic system, which is formed under the 

influence of four key factors (permanent reasons ), 

which are of process-based or activity-based na­

ture. Accordingly, we can stale that the Universe 

has four sources of self-development, which are 

the following four processes ( or forms of interac­

tion ): 

(l) The "evolutionary-pivot" process, ( a hierar­

chy focus of attention ), which presupposes 

co-development as co-subordination of dif­

ferent forms of development to the one, 

and that is (self)-determined viewed as the 

most progressive, powerful. dominating 

one; 

(2) The "evolutionary-parallel"process, (a line 

focus of attention), which pre-supposes 

steĮ>-by-step co-development, co-evolution 

of equal in power and balanced structures, 

non-crossing in principal and acting 

jointly. 

Both processes work as factors (permanent 

reasons) and they are evident and essential 

for the formation of civilization as a gener­

alized, holistic notion ( concept). The only 

difference between them is that the first 

process views the hierarchy as the leading 

form of interaction while the second one 

adheres to the line. Otherwise, for the first 

process promotion or self-promotion of the 

leading form of development is based on 

strength or authority/tradition, and other 

forms are followed through borrowing or 

propagating. 1n the second case in the fo­

cus is the idea that, each civilization has its 

own way (line) of development no matter 

how others develop (no borrowings or 

propagating are presupposed); 

(3) The "revolutionary-conjlict" process ( a struc­

ture focus) as the co-development ( cross­

ing/clashing) of different forms of devel­

opment through inter-negation, repulsion; 

the so-called "development in spite of' 

( ''We exist in spite of the fact that the others 
exist, we have our own way of develop­
ment "); 

( 4) The "revolutionary-consonant" process ( a 

system focus) as co-development (cross­

ing/meeting/dialogue) of different forms of 

development; as "development thanks to" 

("l¼? exist thanks to the fact that the others 
exist, we are maldng up a system together"). 

These two processes are also factors (that is 

constan tly existing reasons ), and being such, they 

may be characterized as latent (potential)factors 

for the formation of civilization. The question is 

which of the forms of development will intersect 

( clash) bringing structural changes at one or an­

other period and will clash, and which of them 

will activate their system characteristics and will 

turn to dialogue. At that we should mention the 

specifics of their interaction: in the situation of a 

conflict the actualization manifestation of struc­

tural forms takes place. Structural forms do not 

adapt to each other and consequently reject each 
other. Dialogue is possible only on the level of 
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the development of sys tem characteristics, which 

constitute communicative basis, ( the communi­

cative na ture of the sign ). 

Thus, we see that all represented above civili­

zation models may be viewed as focused on this 

or that organizational dimensions: hierarchy, line, 

structure, system. In particular, the presence of 

stntctures gives ground for their clash, the pres­

ence of systems gives ground for the dialogue, the 

presence of hierarchies gives birth to and embod­

ies subordination, and the presence of advancing 
potentinl for their development, represented as a 

line of any shape. In other words, on the basis of 

all the models of civilization development that 

we have at our disposal, we reconstruct the key, 

determinate type of activity and consider it as a 

factor of formation and development of civiliza­

tion. Thus, we view each model of civilization as 

a possible and predetermined form of civiliza-

/ffhe model of Europocentrism// 
the "'evolutionary-pivot" factor 

/{fhe modcl of civilization cla.shcs// 
the "revolutionary-contlict" factor 

tion development and civilization itself as a com­

plex holistic notion organized in a hierarchy, lin­

ear, structural and systematic way and due to its 

complex nature open to different realizations. Any 

realization is just a part of the whole. 

The above-said is shown in Picture 2. The given 

approach was born inside the causal-genetic per­

spective (Oukhvanova 1998). Causalgeneticcon­

tent modeling illustrates the fact that civilization 

is a set of specific, settled forms of development 

( such as societies, nations, races ), which are any­

way interactive and their interaction may have 

evolutionary or revolutionary nature with further 

specifications. 

They respond to the interaction in a revolu­

tionary way, that is they cross and as a result they 

are attracted to each other or push each other 

away; or they can respond to the interaction in an 

evolutionaryway and as a result the forms absorb 

/ffhe model of parnllelism// 
the "evolutionary-parallel" factor 

/(fhe model of cultural dialogue// 
the "revolutionary-consonant'" factor 

Picture 2. Civilization content caused by four factors 
(permanent reasons) 
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others or simply ignore them. All these processes 
are natural inside the civilization in its functional 
state. They fonn the basis of its development and 
its built-in functional components; they deter­
mine and transfonn the way it (in its particular 
realizations) changes. They help to examine civi­
lization as a living (functional) being, they deter­
mine the content components of civilization. That 
is why we also call them factors or the "whys" and 
the "wherefores" of civilization. They help to ex­
plain unexpected changes in the development of 
civilization; they help to foresee these changes. 
Accordingly civilization may be described as an 
open dynamic system that experiences the effect 
of all the above-mentioned factors ( constituting 
categorical shear of the civilization). In its turn 
the theory of the civilization may be introduced 
as the ability to examine and explain specific pro­
cesses of interaction: clashing, attracting, absorb­
ing, parallelly developing processes. 

We see that the study of civilization as some­
thing ideal ( conceptually organized) includes 
examining its hierarchicalcharacteristics (prag­
matic or axiological content ), linear characteris­
tics ( syntagmal content, examining specific peri­
ods/syntagmas ), structural (cognitive or spine 
content) and system (paradigma tie content) char­
acteristics. 

Making a conclusion, we should mention that 
such an approach shows a new perspective in the 
study of civilization processes, and it can present 
the ideas of Europe-centrism, Parallelism, Clash 
of civilizations and their Dialogue (polilogue) as 
complementary, inter-crossing factors of the his­
torical process. So, our premise is that the four 
idea-biased ( spatially and timely organized) con­
tent dimensions are complementary. Accordingly, 
the study of the civilization in a historical con­
tinuum includes the decoding of: 

Pragmatic or axiological content of civilization. 
Each form of civilization represents a set of 

functioning ( and therefore correlating) value 
characteristics (functional values ). The ir cor­
relation detennines if it is becoming a unity or 
not; it determines the manifested content of 
civilization in its functioning; 

Syntagmal content. Each form of civilization 
represents a set of functional stages/intervals 
detennining civilization. Each form of civili­
zation has a set of functionally valid ( and there­
fore correlating) stages or intervals (functional 
stages); and it also detennines the manifested 
content of civilization in its functioning; 

"Spine" content. Each fonn of civilization rep­
resents a specific structural resolution or struc­
turally united idea. Each civilization has a spe­
cific functionally valid "spine ", or a set of struc­
turally correlated elements. Their combina­
tion makes up the integrity of civilization; it 
detennines the latent content of civilization 
functioning; 

Paradigmai content. Each fonn of civilization 
represents a specific system resolution or sys­
tem united idea. Each civilization is a set of 
functionally valid sys tem units, or a set of sys­
tem organized signs. It is in the framework of 
this system that we can speak about a particu­
lar civilization. The correlation of system units 
detennines the latenl content of civilization in 
its functioning. 

Conclusion. It is clear then, that we can go be­
yond a specific civilization and look at Civili­
zation from a holistic angle. Then we will be 
able to observe a specific civilization as a part 
of a larger unit, which has its own axiology, 
spatial (and temporal) organization (exten­
sion),just as its own system of sign organiza­
tion. In other words, our approach remains 
open, dynamic, adaptable, admitting any trans­
fonnation ( evolutionary and revolutionary ). 
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Phenomenon-Biased Content 
of Civilization 

Content as a phenomenon presupposes the focus 

of attention on objects ( facts, events, etc.) and sub­

jects (people) which are phenomenological by 

nature and can be reflected and reconstructed. 

This kind of content refers to reality, denotes re­

ality and reconstructs it in the minds of the com­

municants. 

Civilization can be viewed as bearing certain 

phenomenological characteristics. Otherwise, it 

also has a specific phenomenological content. 

Each form of civilization can be characterized by 

(self) identification ( ethnical identification), cul­

tural foundation ( categories of culture and law), 

as well as general level of reality (referential 

world). Each of these characteristics is a signifi­

cant phenomenon, but at the same time there is a 

tendency for their introsculation and inter-mani­

festation, which we cannot but view. When we 

are concentrating on their correlation and integ­

rity, we are to adapt the existing terminology for 

our case. Then we can go beyond academic dis­

cussion carried aut among representatives of dif­

ferent traditions presented in the first part of this 

article and concentrate on what unites them 

Studying the works devoted to civilization phe­

nomenon as, for example, the works by Gurevich 

(fypeBHŲ 1984), Stepin (CrenHH 1986; CrenHH 

2001), Kiesov (K'ecay 1999), Hobsbaum 

(Xo6c6a)'M 2002), we find that practically all of 

them represented their approaches in complete 

isolation to others ( and here only the latest book 

ofErasov (EpacoB2002) is an exception). In other 

words, we do not see direct in terchange of termi­

nology in the works written by of the above-men­

tioned researchers, as well as their followers. On 

the contrary, each of the approaches is detached 

from the others, each of them applies a specific 

set of methods and is guided by its own idea (vi-

sion) of the phenomenon. This situation makes 

the researchers in the field rather chaose among 

the approaches than look for some common 

ground. 

To what extent is our synthetic approach effec­

tive? Can it bring the researchers closer to under­

standing how civilization is organized and func­

tioning as a specific phenomenon? How can civi­

lization as a phenomenon be defined in this case? 

We will come closer to the answers to these ques­

tions after we have a closer look at the existing 

terrninology and see if it can be reconsidered from 

a synthetic angle. 

Self-identification is a term that may be repre­

sented in ethnical sense. In other words, it is a fact 

of a certain ethnical self-consciousness. lts basic 

element is ethnical identity. It is formed due to 

the processes of ( ethnical) self-identification and 

typification (typology). The mechanism of the 

forrnation, development and maintenance of eth­

nical self-consciousness has many levels. It is con­

structed and represented by stereotypes ofbehav­

ior, traditions and ceremonies that translate ( com­

municate from generation to generation) norrns 

and values. It is also constructed and represented 

by stereotyping people world perception. Thus, 

ethnically deterrninated world-outlook ( the pic­

ture of the world) and behavior are formed 

(EpacoB 2001 ). Self-identification in global civi­

lization is mos t effective when a person and soci­

ety are considered in correlation to both their 

own cultural tradition and the world culture. In­

tegration is accomplished by the destruction of 

local culture through translating a wider cultural 

horizon. Imported values do not necessarily ne­

gate local values, but they stay "on the surface" of 

culture. This level helps the local culture to enter 

the orbit of the world (global) culture. 

The second term is pattern. We will proceed 

from the assumption that any culture is varied, 
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and conunon consciousness is principally inlaid. 

Archaic ideas from the point of view of science as 

well as ideas, which will constitute the founda­

tion of the world outlook in future, co-exist in 

modern culture (CrenHH 1986). Conunon sense 

will include modern social myth as well as reli­

gious ideas, elements of magic and many other 

things. This complex of ideas constitutes a har­

monic unity, in which no element dominates. If 

we examine culture in its vertical and horizontai 

shears and consider the point of their intersec­

tion, we can find here a cultural-axiological cen­

tre -pattem, or orthodoxy. Pattern does not pre­

suppose irnplicit acceptance ( and even complete 

knowledge) by a/l representatives of the culture. 

Orthodoxy constitutes the value and the will cen­

tre. It is transmitted from the centre to periphery. 

One of the variants of pattern formation is its 

borrowing (it was used for the formation of the 

cultural ca,wn in Eastern Europe ). But a bor­
rowedpattem does not mean that it is spread along 

a blank cultural field. All previous cultural mean­

ings and ideas make up the foundation of culture 

and make it unique (MouceeB 2000). Borrow­

ing and fixing of a pattern is made practically with­

out conflicts in the case when orthodoxy is irn­

ported purposefully, permanently, when it has ho­

mogeneous basement and when there is no place 

for the clash of different patterns at the same cul­

tural field. 

Cultural fowulation is a sys tem of ideas basic 

for culture, which makes up the model of reality 

typical for a specific historical period. Cultural 

foundation is "a system of coordinates, which 

helps to mould the world outlook of a person" 

()K6attKOB 2001, e. 474). It forms the basement 

of pre-theoretical knowledge and the basis for the 

constitution of"different forms of mature world­

outlook" ()KfiattKOB 2001, e. 474). This model 

describes how a person is related to macro- and 

micro-cosmos and society, his/her duties as a rep­

resentative of a certain tradition, standards ofbe­

havior in typical situations ( ordinary stereotypes) 

and, what is most irnportant, a special set of 

existentials ("life-death", "the past-the future", "I­

the Other" and so on ), which constitute the sys­

tem of universal cultural ideas and determine the 

infiltration into sacral and profane dirnensions of 

human life and all basic strategies of personai 

and social existence. 

The next term is the general level of reality. We 

have already mentioned that self-identification is 

possible only in the case when person and society 

are correlated to different cultural grounds as to 

equally possible, and no cultural idea is given the 

position ofvalue predominance. But the ques­

tions arise: what is the mechanism of this corre­

lation? Is this process theoretically and practi­

cally possible? Letus consider the role of Latin­

Arnerican and Baltic literature. The so called 

magic realism (Latin Arnerica) of G. Marques, 

H. Kortasar, H. Borches and others as well as 

intellectualmysticismofM. Pavich, G. Petrovich 

(MapKec 1997) demonstrates this position. They 

state the existence of the general level of reality 

(which includes material level) where all levels 

of consciousness - personai and public - are 

mixed. 1n this situation culture does not sepa­

rate people on the basis that they belong to one 

of its versions, but it eliminates the confl.ict na­

ture of consciousness and instead suggests the 

idea of endlessly different possibilities to inter­

pret social codes (H. Borches) or the idea of 

transmutations and the transformation of cul­

ture (M. Pavich). It means that the process of self­

identification is endless, open and never finish­

ing because culture itself is non-static and change­

able. This does not mean "broken", "schizo­

phrenic" consciousness. In fact, genuine culture 

can not be static and fixed. That is why the pro-
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cess of self-identification, striving for self-iden­

tity can be interpreted as a permanent correlation 

to different cultural foundations. And no founda­

tion dominates over others. This situation can be 

described as existing "at the break of traditions 

and meanings", which is possible only when in­

stability and variability of the system serve as a 

condition for its effective development. 

The referential wor/d is the ground that pro­

vides meaning to any human knowledge, includ­

ing scientific knowledge. It is given directly in 

emotional experience; it is pre-reflexive and it is 

always connected with the subject. It has struc­

tural characteristics, which provide the possibil­

ity to form scientific abstractions, idealizations 

on its basis (fyccepJib 2000). So, the referential 

world is prior to scientifically organized think­

ing. It is supposed that all people have similar life 

experience that makes all levels of sign interac­

tion possible. 

And here we will try again to examine the 

above-rnentioned characteristics and concepts of 

civilization from causal-genetic perspective. Oth­

erwise, the key characteristics that we have dis­

cussed (such as self-identification, pattern, cul­

tural foundation and generallevel of reality) can 

be viewed as particular facturns ( result-bringing 

causes/reasons ), which bring civilization its phe­

nomenological content. Letus consider the fac­
tums one by one. 

First, we have every reason to believe that 

self-identification is a result-bringing cause. The 

civilization that develops in an evolutionaryway, 

we rnean here axiological (ideological) and 

syntagrnal (by stages) developrnent, cornes to the 

comprehension of the constitutive role of differ­

en t f orms of integrity of its social (subject-subject) 
organization. One of such forms of integrity ( the 

largest and all-ernbracing) is ethnical organiza­

tion. Thus, civilization can be defined as a unity 

of subjects who interact in a specific historical 

space-tirne continuum and who have ethnical self­

consciousness, the basic phenornenon of which 

is ethnical self-identification. It manifests itself 

both in specific ( adheres to some particular com­

munity group) rnodels of perception of other 

people living in the world (behavioral shear of 

civilization in its hierarchy dirnension; the 
axiology or pragmatics of behavior) as well as in 

standard ( typical for the whole cornmunity) mod­

els of world perception (with a fixed line/pattern 

of behavior; the syntagmatics of behavior). The 

main characteristics of the models are their rep­

resentativeness, their information value for the 

referent group (ethnos or other significant 

groups ). The mechanism of forming, developing 

and maintaining ethnical self-consciousness ( tak­

ing into account the above-mentioned causes of 

the phenornenon) is based on the unity of the 

representative and cornmunicative cornponents 

( traditions and ceremonies, behavioral stereo­

types and stereotypes of world perception, which 

convey a certain hierarchy of norrns and values, 

social roles, ideals relevant to different stages of 

the developrnent of civilization). It is clear that 

self-identification is not only an interior but it is 

also an external characteristic of the civilization. 

It determines the identification of the place of a 

civilization within the globai civilization. 

Second, we have every reason to believe that 

cultural foundation ( reality specific for a certain 

historical type; program determining connec­

tions; reproduction and variations of all differen t 

forrns and types of behavior and activity typical 

for a specific type of social organization) is also a 

result-bringing cause. Civilization develops in a 

revolutionary way as well ( all its quantitative fac­

tors develop into qualitative, new structures and 

systerns are given rise to). While developing in a 

revolutionaryway, we mean idea-biased structural 
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and paradigmai (system) development, the civi­

lization makes different units of its sign-subject 

organization fixed. The most significant unit ( the 

largest and all-embracing) is pattern. 

Diversity of culturai foundations arises from 

the necessity for the culture to absorb historicai 

experience, which is fixed by different sign sys­

tems (verbai - granunar, lexicai - semantic and 

so on, as well as non-verbai). Every language rep­

resents a specific perception of reality and consti­

tutes a certain speech behavior. When a language 

dies, the joint experience of people who used this 

language perishes as well. 

Historical experience is also fixed with the help 

of typicai structures, which arenot less represen­

tative for the civilization. When typical structures 

(sociai mythology, religious ideas, elements of 

magic and others) intersect with exclusive cul­

ture languages ( codes describing all aspects of 

the civilization ), pattems are created. We should 

point aut again that formation of a new pattern is 

a kind of revolution. Pattems are the phenomena 

born in the heart of culture. They serve as proto­

knowledge, which describes the experience of 

reflecting reality by consciousness and through 

language. Pattems connect different facts, events 

and ideas. Comprehension of a pattern is a mare 

complicated and a longer process than percep­

tion of reality because it is full of abstractions of a 

higher level ( culturai meanings and categories ). 

It is the collective thought, the way to which is 

difficult and thankless. 

different borrowings by the system (potential level 

of content - latent content of civilization ). 

Third, we have all reasons to believe that the 
general level of reality ( it is the basis for creating of 

meanings as it is a mixture of all levels of con­

sciousness-sociai as well as personai) is a result­

bringing cause. The civilization that develops ideo­

logically (axiologically) and idea-biased (struc­

turally) fixes its forms (phenomena) of the sub­

ject-object organization (when exclusive forms of 

comprehension of the real world - individuai 

structures - in terlace with the type models of re­

lation to the world-sociai evaiuation). The most 

significant of the forms ( the largest and all-em­

bracing) is reference. 

Forth, we have all reasons to believe that the 
referential world ( as a foundation for production 

of meanings- the mix of all levels of sign interac­

tion) is a result-bringing cause. The civilization, 

which develops in syntagmaland paradygmal way, 

sets its forms (phenomena) of sign organization 

(in the interlace of speech and in typical language 

forms). The most significant of the forms (the 

largest and all embracing) is sign reference. 

To sum up, we should point aut that the phe­
nomenon-biased content of civilization is based 

on such phenomena as identity, pattern, proto­

type and sign reference. Accordingly, we can dis­

tinguish four aspects of phenomenon-biased con­

ten t. It arises on four levels: the level of sociai 

reality, the level of materiai reality ( the generai 

level of reality ), the level of sociai-sign reality ( the 

level of culturai foundations) and the level of ob-
When we analyzed the process of formation of ject-sign reality ( the level of functionai signs of 

ethnical identity, we used the concepts "repre- the civilization). All these levels are the causes of 
sentation" and "communication" (manifested 

level of content - actuai content of the civiliza­

tion). On the other hand, the process offorming 

of the pattern may be described in such terms as 

controversy between structures and adaptation of 

such content-dimensions of the civilization as 

existentiai dimension, type dimension, materiai 

and functionai or functional-sign dimensions. 

Each dimension includes specific phenomena of 

the development ofthe civilization, such as pat-
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tem ( the phenomenon of typological dimension 

of the civilization ), identity ( the phenomenon of 

existential dimension), reference (the phenom­

enon of material dimension) and sign reference 

( the phenomenon of functional-sign dimension ). 

Examination of each phenomenon gives us the 

following static characteristics of content dimen­

sion of the civilization as: 

Existenlial content dimension - information 

about ethnical (subject-subject) identity of the 

referent group; knowledge (axiologicaVprag­

matic and syntagma/) about the specifics of 

interaction among subjects or, in other words, 

knowledge about value-motivational features 

and realization of advancing dynamics of de­

velopment in speech; 

Type content dimensum - information about the 

specifics of manifestation of ethnical identity 

of the referent group in the sign (verbaliza­

tion). In other words, it is knowledge about 

social context, fixed in speech experience and 

represented in structural and system organiza­

tion of language; 

Referent content dimension - information about 

subject-object identity; 

Sign-referent content dimension - information 

about functional sub-system 

Civilization is a set of certain patterns and eth­

nic groups, referents and their signs, which inter­

act constantly. All these processes are "the a­

priory" of the civilization, they constitute its foun­

dation, they determine and transform its devel­

opment, they help to recognize the civilization as 

a kind of a living being, they determine content 

components of the civilization, they are result­

bringing causes of the civilization, they help to 

explain the tuming points in its development, to 

foresee and predict these tuming points. 

A Bit More about Causal-Genetic 
Approach to Civilization Studies 

Thus, we have approached to civilization studies 

accepting the fact that civilization can be treated 

as a holistic, communicative, functionaL complex 

sign that has its own material and ideal essence, 

form and content attributions. This is as if we 

treat civilization as a text or discourse. If we focus 

our attention on civilization content research it is 

logical to apply to civilization research and the 

perspective and methodology of the causal-ge­

netic perspective/theory/methodology. It was first 

presented in 1993 in the article "The text con­

tent: from analysis to synthesis; from structure to 

system" injournal "Philosophical and Sociologi­

cal Thought" (YXBaHoBa 1993). 

The causal-genetic approach (perspective) to 

research presupposes that text/discourse content 

is viewed as that caused by factums ( result- bring­

ing reasons) and factors (permanent reasons ). The 

knowledge of the factums and factors of the con­

tent helps to learn mare about and to understand 

the content elements out of which text/discourse 

content (and in our case, civilization content) is 

being formed. The formed elements are organized 

further on both idea-biased (causer by factors) 

and phenomenon-biased ( causer by factors) in a 

number of sets (ways ), thus becoming element of 

the gene tie code of the content. 

The causa/-genetic model represents, together 

with the nucleus of the content ( composed of four 

interdependent and interacting elements ), the sets 

in which content elements are organized in the 

process of its function with a view on their inter­

dependence and interpenetration. 

The causal-genetic theo,y is the system of 

knowledge about the text/discourse/civilization 

content viewed within the dynamics of its devel­

opment, analytical and synthetic vectors, coding 

and decoding. 
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Applying the techniques elaborated within the 

causal-genetic approach we can present existing 

models of the civilization as factors (permanent 

causes ). These factors deterrnine the content of 

the civilization within such functioning content 

dichotomy sets as the sense and the essence, the 

meaning and the significance, the object-biased 

and the subject-biased content schemes. This 

analysis is very important for many reasons. On 

the one hand, it will help to work out an adequate 

scheme of sucha many-sided and contradictory 

idea as the civilization. It will also help to choose 

a precise research model to describe specific civi­

lizations. Obviously, there exist other possibili­

ties, the discussion of which is further ahead. 

Thus, the civilization within causal-genetic 

perspective is a certain historical process and at 

the same time it is a historical phenomenon. In 

its first meaning the civilization is a self-organized 

set of axiological, paradigmai syntagmal and 

structural content parameters or types of content. 

In its second meaning the civilization is a self­

organization of referent or sign-referent content 

coordinates. 

Causal-genetic perspective in examining of 

the civilization as an idea and a phenomenon 

sets the possibility to make a synthesis of the 

existing theories and approaches to the devel­

opment of the civilization. The causal-genetic 

model unites the theories, which were consid­

ered to be basically adversarial. It works both 

on the level of civilization static (representa­

tive, phenomenological characteristics) and 

on the functional level ( ca tegorical, ideal and 

Leve( of social reality 
Thefactum of(self•) identification 

Gencral lcvcl of realily 
The factum of 
objectivizing 

Leve l of verbialized social reality ( cultural 
foundations) 

The factum of camumiwtion 

Leve l of verbalized 
reality (horizont) 

The facn,m of nomination 
( sigmfication) 

Picture 3. Civilization content caused by f our factums 
(result bringing reasons) 
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organizationalcharacteristics). The approach 
allows examining the civilization as a result 
and a process, in other words, as a product 
and as a living-developing phenomenon. It 
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CYWILIZACJA JAKO ZNAK: NOWE PER­
SPEK1YWY BADAN NAD CYWILIZACJĄ 

Streszczenie 

Jednym z kluczowych problem6w badan nad cywili­
zacją stal się temat przyszlošci cywilizacji Wschodu i 
Zachodu. Niekt6rzy badacze propagują ideę ich 
wzajemnego oddzialywania, wyra:zającą się w po­
staci dialogu (polilogu) lub przenikania się cywili­
zacji. Inni z kolei uwa:zają, i:e cywilizacje niewiele 
mają ze sobą wsp6lnego, totei: konflikty są nieunik­
nione. W rezultacie wyodrębniono cztery modele 
rozwoju cywilizacji: model europocentryczny, mo­
del r6wnoleglego rozwoju Zachodu i Wschodu, 
model konfliktu cywilizacji oraz model dialogu kul­
turowego. Czy nalei:y je uznac za podejšcia holis­
tyczne, ale otwarte na r6i:ne realizacje? Autorki pre­
zentują syntetyczne (a raczej synergetyczne) po­
dejšcie do problemu rozwoju cywilizacji oparte na 
perspektywie kauzalistyczno-genetycznej. 

Sl..OWA KLUCZE: cywilizacja, znak, perspekty­
wa kauzalistyczno-genetyczna, cywilizacja jako idea, 
cywilizacja jako zjawisko. 
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CIVILIZACIJA KAIP ŽENKLAS: NAUJA 
PERSPEKTYVA CMLIZACIJOS STUDIJOSE 

Santrauka 

Civilizacijų studijose viena iš svarbiausių problemų 

yra Rytų ir Vakarų civilizacijų ateities problema. Vieni 
mokslininkai siūlo jų bendradarbiavimo idėją, pasi­

reiškiančią dialogo (polilogo) forma arba vienos 
civilizacijos viešpatavimo forma. Kiti mokslininkai 
mano, kad civilizacijos turi mažai ką bendro, todėl 
konfliktai yra neišvengiami. Šiuo metu siūlomi ke­
turi civilizacijos vystymosi modeliai: Europos cen­
tristinis modelis, lygiagretaus Vakarų ir Rytų vysty­
mosi modelis, civilizacijų konflikto modelis ir kultū­

rinio dialogo modelis. Ar galima manyti, kad tai 
holistiniai, bet skirtingiems realizavimo variantams 
atviri modeliai? Autorės pateikia sintetinį (tiksliau, 
sinergetinį) požiūrį į civilizacijų vystymąsi, pagrįstą 

kauzaline genetine perspektyva. 
REIKŠMINW ŽODŽIAI: civilizacija, ženklas, 

kauzalinė genetinė perspektyva, civilizacija kaip idėja, 
civilizacija kaip reiškinys. 
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