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FROM THE EDITOR

Every a?eneration is inclined to view its own period of history as
exceptional, as marking a turning point. This is the natural view
from within. Nonetheless there are grounds for viewing our age,
and particularly the last quarter of the twentieth century, as a
watershed in the development of human society.

The scientific and technological revolution has become _dl-em-
bracing, affecting every sphere of socia production, including the
intellectual and cultural, in every country throughout the world.
Space exploration, first begun by two great powers—the Soviet Union
and the USA—is now becoming international in character and is
increasingly regarded as an activity engaged in by mankind as a
whole. The preservation of the ecological system that constitutes the
natural environment of our planet requires the implementation of
integrated scientific and practical programmes at international level.
The development of the mass media has drawn all the peoples of
the world into one cultural-informational process that cuts across
the cultural and semiotic boundaries that once separated local civili-
sations. We witness the rediscovery of the traditions of former
civilisations and cultures long forgotten or sunk into ruin, whose
achievements then become part of international cultural exchange.
The upsurge in social development has stimulated new countries
and peoples to engage in creative cultural activity. The concept of
man as the highest and absolute value is spreading through society
and winning increasing acceptance. Such, in brief, are the basic
characteristics of social development in the modern world, charac-
teristics that point to the integrating processes now taking place in
cultural development, N ) .

However, the socio-political reality of the modern world is such
that these mtegratlng cultural processes assume the form of confron-
tation between world civilisations. As a result, cultural development
becomes one-sided, even distorted, threatening the very existence of
mankind. Scientific and technological progress is used primarily for
military-industrial purposes, to assist in the production of ‘ultra-
modern’ means of mass annihilation. The arms race diverts the
lion's share of mankind's material and intellectual resources into
this grotesquely absurd activity, condemning the truly humane
spheres of cultural activity to subsist on a starvation ration, and
casting over them the ominous shadow of death.
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Production based on extracting the maximum profit <at any price’
€an |egd only to the exhaustion of the Earth's natural resources.
Transnational monopolies are exacerbating the problem of uneven
‘economic anlfl cultural development and Provoklng political tension
in various Hash points' around the world. ‘Mass cuiture’ destroys
the values of traditional cultures, and this in turn leads to a de-
fensive and isolationist reaction that may seek to revive even the
most conservative spiritual systems.

The misuse of science breeds distrust of science, encourages the
rebirth of religious views and provokes social pessimism and apoc-
alyptic sentiments, al of which create a suwitable environment fOr
various kinds of political adventurism. Many people, particularl
-among the young, who had hoped to become directly invollved in“the
‘cultural and historical process, felt that they had been deceived and
-adopted an asocial, counter-culture position. Nor is this surprising.
Understanding the dialectic contradiction in the relationship between
culture and contemporary civilisation requires a philo_sop_ﬁica] anal-
ysis qf the existing situation and a definition of its objective causes,
and therelore cannot be grasped at the level of everyday conscious-
ness. In this respect the theme ‘Philosophy and Culture’ put forward
for discussion at the 17th International Congress of Philosophy is
particularly relevant. However, it must be pointed out that philoso-
phy is not only called upon to examine and explain a given sjtuation
In cultural development, but also, and primarily, to recognise Its
share of the responsibility for finding a solution; for philosophy
does not only explain the world but aso, in defining and offering an
axiological system. contributes. for good or ill. to subsequent change.

The problem of the relationship between civilisation and culture,
has become a traditional domain of philosophical enquiry. It was
first posed by the social philosophers of the Enlightenment, a period
that saw the formation of bourgeois civilisation and the attendant
socia upheavals. Later. following the establishment and development
of capitalism, bourgeois philosophers and sociologists turned their
attention to more specific problems of socio-cultural activity. In
contemporary bourgeois society the problem of civilisation has once
more become the object of socio-philesophical investigation at the
level of universal speculative concepts concerning the process of
cultural and historical development and the prognosis of human
destiny (Spengler. Toynbee. Sorokin. Suzuki. Collingwood). At the
same time. micro-investigation of cultural structureS and mechan-
isms, particularly in traditional societies. carried out Within the
framework of cultural anthropology and ethnography, and investiga-
tion of individual cultural segments and their organisational forms
(socid information. science. technology, political awareness. art,
morality, religion. etc.) carried out at the level of the culturological
sciences, have become widespread. However. these investigations
lack a single philosophical-methodological basis, and are therefore
incapable of grasping the process of cultural and historical develop-
ment as a whole. In any case. the problem of the relationship be-
tween culture and civilisation is of minor interest at the level of
micro-investigation.

Marx and Engels used the term ‘civilisation’ in accord with the
accepted scientific and philosophical traditions of their day as a
concrete empirical concept that made it possible to describe, evaluate
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and classify various stages in the cultural and historical process.
However, unlike their predecessors, they developed the concept of
civilisation within the context of the theory of historical materialism,
providing the concept with a single conceptual and theoretical con-
tent, and the related empirical theories of civilisation with a uni-
versal scientific meaning. At the same time, thanks to empirica
research into various civilisations, the theory of historical material-
ism was enriched with data from comparative history, thus F;1)roviding
the socio-philgzoéphical concepts with a value meaning which enables
them to be u not only to determine the qualitative properties of
the social process but also to evaluate and ideologically direct that
process. This naturally demanded that the cognitive status of the
concept. ‘civilisation’ be rendered more precise in relation to other
categories of historical materialism and related concepts used in
certain social sciences. ] o )

After investigating, on the basis of a materialist understanding
of history, the dialectic of culture and civilisation within the his
torical process, Marx and Engels were able to draw a number of
methodologically important conclusions. They perceived in the de-
velopment of society one single historical pattern based on the mode
of material production. It is the conditions of sociad production
which, in the final analysis, determine the development of culture as
the means of the self-realisation of the individua members of so-
ciety. The investigation into ancient society carried out by Lewis
Morgan had already done much to confirm these general propositions
of historical materialism, and on the basis of this and other research,
Marx and Engels concluded that the rise of civilisation is historically
determined by the socid division of labour, commodity production
and the need to control the redistribution of social wealth, the latter
a function performed by the state by means of specialised institu-
tions.

The rise of civilisation caused a revolution in the previously
existing society. Sweeping tradition to one side, civilisation became
a mode of the socia organisation of culture operating in the con-
ditions of a class society, so that the development of culture was
subordinated to the interests of the economicaly dominant class,
which were usually presented as those of society as a whole. How-
ever, from the very beginning this socia organisation of culture was
achieved by means of the exploitation of the working masses and
other social estates and classes, who were denied the benefits of
civilisation and cultura} creativity. It is this that lies at the root of
the_contradictions between culture and civilisation. i

The classics of Marxism-Leninism reveal the complex and dialec-
tically-contradictory nature of the relationship between culture and
the civilisation that gives rise to it and within which it develops.
Marx turned to the art of Ancient Greece to illustrate this point,
showing the link between this art form and the specifics of ancient
civilisation as a type, while also emphasising that a similar attitude
to nature and society was impossible in Ancient Egypt, and &l the
more so in bourgeois civilisation. At the same time he noted that
cultural develoEment is a universal phenomenon, and that cultural
values retain their significance beyond the borders of the civilisa-
tion that created them, serving as the basis for further cultura
development. This view is pursued further by Engels in his letters
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aItackin% the vulgarisation of Marxism. Refuting the arguments of
those who propounded a so-called ‘proletarian culture’, Lenin em-
phasised that communism could onl(}/ be built by assimilating all
the cultural achievements of mankind, including those (in the fields
of science, technology and art) produced by capitalism.

In contrast to sentimental critics of civilisation. the proponents
of the theory of the ‘matural man’ or those who prophesied the end
of the world, Marx and Engels showed that the development of
civilisation is progressive, if extremely contradictory in nature, and
that the alienation of culture as a form of the realisation of civilisa-
tion is a temporary phenomenon. This then served as the basis of
their evaluation of capitalism, the first civilisation in _human history
to be universal in nature and to take the contradiction between
sociad wealth and the forms of its alienation to its extreme.

The abolition of capitalist alienation, including cultural alicna-
tion, in the course of the proletarian revolution and the building of
socialism creates the prerequisite conditions for the formation of a
new, communist civilisation. Lenin was the first to determine the
specific features characterising the formation of communist civilisa-
tion and the development of socialist culture, and to lay down the
general laws governing this process. Insofar as the development of
socialist culture is a conscious, purposeful activity, a knowledge Of
the laws that fqovern it is combined with the planning and scientific
organisation of its social forms. This synthesis of a scientific analysis
of the objective laws of cultural development and the planned
direction of its organisational forms in relation to the socia develop-
ment of socialist society as a whole is carried out in the USSR
under the leadership of the Communist Party. The need to adopt a
scientific approach to the social management of cultural develop-
ment is _underlined in the policy documents of the 26th Congress
of the CPSU.

Today we approach the problem of the relationship between
culture ‘and civilisation guided by the methodology of Marxism-
Leninism, the experience of world 'social development both past and
present, and the results of research into specific problems of socia
and cultural development by the historical and culturological sciences
in the USSR and abroad. .

This present collection is the result of a philesophical investiga-
tion into various_aspects of culture and civilisation and their inter-
relationship within the historical process.

The first section, ‘Society and Its Classification’, defines the
initial methodological premises used in approaching the problem of
classification, indicates the main stagies in the development of the
theory of civilisation in the Marxist classics, and provides an episte-
mological basis for both the classification and investigation of the
socio-cultural process. It also correlates general philosophical con-
cepts involving varying degrees of abstraction—society, culture, civ-
ilisation, socio-economic formation—with the concepts used in the
applied culturological sciences, and explores their cognitive potential.

The second section, “The Unity of the Historical Process’, provides
a materialist-philosophical explanation of social development viewed
as a natural historical process, and reveals the objective basis of
the unity of this process, which Marxism perceives in the material
life of society, in the social mode of production. The authors of this
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section have set themselves the task of elucidating the mechanism
whereby the essence of cultural and historical development is ex-
pressed in various concrete forms during the process of social devel-
opment, and of explainin% regional variations in terms of secondary
ocio-historical factors. The second section then goes on to analyse
fie cultural creativity of the popular masses and define the criteria
of socio-cultural progress. ) ]

The third section, *Culture and Civilisation', seeks to identify the
distinctive features characterising different spheres of cultural ac-
tivity and to show how they are determined by the material con-
ditions of life prevailing in one or other society belonging to a
specific historical type. It also attempts to determine the causes,
conditions and consequences of the discrepancy between the develop-
ment of certain spheres of culture and the development of civilisa-
tion as a whole. At the same time, an analysis of certain spheres
of cultural activiéy whose general pattern of development spreads
beyond the boundaries of a given civilisation reveals the unity of
the historical process and the progressive nature of cultural activity.

The fourth section. *The Emergence of a Civilisation of a New
Type', analyses contemporary socialist society as a stage in the
formation of communist civilisation. and also examines contempora-
ry bourgeois civilisation and the transitional civilisations of the
countries of the ‘third world’. concluding that the socio-cultural
development of mankind is leading objectively to the formation of a
single, communist civilisation corresponding to the present level and
natlre of socia production. and therefore capable of solving the
contradictions of socio-cultural development in the modern world.

This collection may be described as a summary of the develop-
ment of the Marxist-Leninist theory of civilisation, revealing its
abiligl to identify and analyse the urgent problems of the modern
world. At the same time, however, in view of its subject-matter and
the latest empirical data. it is essentially investigative and in no
way claimsto provide an exhaustive examination of the problem.

Prepared by the Institute of Philosophy of the USSR Academy of
Sciences for the 7th International Congress of Philosophy, this
book contains contributions by philosophers already well-known for
their rescarch into the process of cultural and historical develop-
ment, and also by specialists from applied branches of the human-
ities. In selecting the authors and compiling the material, the editors
sought to provide a comprehensive review of the problem and also
to acquaint the foreign reader with Soviet authors, with their fields
of enquiry and individual style. o )

The book concludes with”a short bibliography of the classics of
Marxism-Leninism and works by Russian and Soviet researchers on
the theory of civilisation and culture. .

Authors: L. N. Arkhangelsky. Doctor of Philosophy; Yu. V. Brom-
ley, Member of the USSR Academy of Sciences; V. V. Denisov,
Doctor of Philosophy; V. G. Fedotova. Cand. Sc. (Philosophy);
V. V. 1vanov, Cand.” Sc. (Philology); T. V. Kerimova, Cand. Sc.

Philosophy); R. I. Kosolapov. Doctor of Philosophy; N. N. Kozlova,
and. C. “(Philosophy); G. G. Kvasov, Cand. Sc. (Philosophy);
E. N. Lysmankin, Band. Sc. (Philosophy); E. 8. Markarian, Doctor
of Philosopkgl; M. P. Mchedlov, Doctor of Philosophy; V. M. Me-
zhuyev, Cand. Sc. (Philosophy); Kh. N. Momjian, Docfor of Philoso-
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phy; N. V. Motroshilova. Doctor of Philosophy; V. V. Mshvenieradze,
Doctor of Philosophy; L. 1. Novikova, Doctor of Philosophy;
Yu. K. Pletnikov. Doctor of Philosoph%; S. |. Popov, Doctor of
Philosophy; V. S. Semyonov. Doctor of Philosophy; I. N. Sizemskaya.
Cand. Sc. (Philosophy); A. D. Sukhov, Doctor of Philosophy;
V. |. Tolstykh, Doctor of Philosophy; S. A. Zavadsky, Cand. Sc
(Philosophy).

The bibliography was compiled by N. N. Kozlova and A. A. Orlov.

Lidiya Novikova,
Doctor of Philosophy

Sectionl.

Society
and Its
Clasgfication



Khachik Momjian C

Society and Civilisation

What is meant by civilisation, its essence, its driving
forces and its future development is a problem that poses
itself with particular force at major turning points in
history, when a new civilisation is taking shape and estab-
lishing itself, heralding a new stage in the history of
world development. This has happened in the past, and it
is happening today, as we witness the emergence and de-
velopment of a radically new, communist civilisation.

The very concept ‘civilisation’, its determining factors,
the characteristics distinguishing one civilisation from an-
other and, more particularly, the question of the interrela
tionship between civilisation and socio-economic formations,
is the subject of increasingly bitter debate and sharp ex-
changes. Heated debates are going on between those who
support the theory of so-called ‘local’ civilisations, and
those who support the theory of a continuous link between
civilisations. Also of great importance is the question of
the approach to be adopted in investigating civilisations,
and more specifically the role of dialectics and the com-
parative-historical method.

It is this last question which will be discussed in the
present article, with due account taken of analyses and
conclusions contained in certain of the author's previous
works, !

To begin with, it should be noted that the concept ‘civi-
lisation’ has an extremely wide range of meanings, some
of which are mutually exclusive. Without claiming to pro-

U Momdmsn X. H. TlpoGaema METOZOIOTHIT COLHMONOTHYECKOTO HC-
credosadns . — Connodoritsi 1 coppemenHoctn. 1. 1, M., Hayka, 1977
(Kh. H. Momjian, ‘The Problem of Methodology in Sociological Re-
search’. In Sociology Today, Vol. 1, Nauka, Moscow, 1977).
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vide an exhaustive or indisputable definition, We will de-
scribe civilisation as the historically-determined UNIty of
malerial and spiritual culture. Perhaps it would bo more
exact to say that civilisations are essentially socio-cultura
complexes that take shape and exist at different times an
in different regions of the ecumene and have their own
specific technical, economic and cultural features. This
ggfrilgition, of course, also applies to contemporary civilisa-

Each civilisation functions as an integrated System of
interacting structural eclements. In the social organism,
however, not al the interacting clements are equally impor-
tant for the existence of the system. The link between the
parts is not merely functional, but also geneti¢c and cansal,
some phenomena within the social organism giving rise
to and determining others. At the base of any civilisation,
however, there lies some substantive, determining principle.
This proposition is perfectly acceptable to proponents of
the most varied theories of civilisation; the parting of (pe
ways begins with the definition of this ‘principle’. It is a
well-known fact that many Western philosophers and so-
ciologists seek this principle in the spiritual sphere. Thus
at the base of his pluralist system of local civilisations,
Arnold Toyiibee locates some form of religions belief. Civi-
lisations, he writes, find themselves in a position to fyulfil
their role if they create a new, higher religion.t Only too
well aware of the depth of the crisis gripping bourgeois
civilisation, Toynbee suggests that a renewed religions
awareness would be able to rescue it from decay. The
renowned American sociologist, Pitirim Sorokin, Proposes
the theory that social supersystems akin to the concept of
civilisation are based on different world outlooks and cor-
responding types of cognition:

In the beainning (ol the socio-cultural world] was the Word
[meaning]... And the Word [meaning] was made flesh and
dwelt among us [acquired vehicules and agents]? If not in
time, then on a logical plane the Word (meaning} is the first.
component of any cultural phenomenon; when it is made flesh
(acquires veliicules and agents), it becomes a system of this
empirical socio-cultural reality. ?

1 .
Arnold |. Toynbee, A Study of itistory. Abridgement of Vo] e
VII—X, "Oxford University Press London, 1957. p. 111 olumes

Pitirim Sorokin, Social and Cultural Dynamics, Vol. IV, Ameri-
can Book Company, New York. 1941, p. 9‘5.
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The concept of the primacy of the spiritual, seen as the
most important and determining factor in a given civilisa-
tion, has many other supporters among Western theoreti-
cians. Typical in this respect is the interesting work by
Louis Dumont entitted HOmo hierarchicus. The author is
justifiably critical of superficial, formal comparisons and
paralels in literature investigating the question of civilisa-
tion, and aso rejects research that is abstracted from the
process of change and development. He strives to arrive
at a meaningful analysis of civilisations, but, to put it
mildly, complicates matters for himselt by seeking the
essential origin of civilisation in the ideological sphere
which, in his point of view, cannot ‘be explained by,
or reduced to, other aspects of society’.!

Each civilisation undoubtedly has its own specific spiri-
tual character which leaves an indelible mark upon its
structural elements and upon the civilisation as a whole.
The question is whether this spiritual character is really
the origin of civilisation. The factual material used by
Louis Dumont in his book would seem to suggest the oppo-
site, viz., that it is the material conditions of life which
serve as the foundation upon which rises the ideological
superstructure in al its richness and variety, Human history
is itself the irrefutable proof that religious and other world
outlooks are not the prime factors, but are themselves de-
termined by the material conditions of life, and reflect
those conditions, each in its own particular way.

History demonstrates that every civilisation is based
upon a specific historical mode of material production, for
without this human society itself could not exist. Such an
interpretation makes it possible to correlate the concept
of civilisation and the concept of socio-economic formations
which, in Marxism, refers to an integrated system covering
all the major aspects of social life: economic relations and
their corresponding manifestations in the superstructure.

This in no way implies that Marxism considers the two
concepts lo be synonymous. The aim of the theory of civi-
lisation is to identify those particular features which dis-
tinguish one civilisation from another and to discover
which relations serve to bind into one living whole the

115LOUis Dumont, Homo hierarchicus, Gallimard, Paris, 1966,
p. 15.
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production-labour practices, racial and ethnic community,
way of life, and cultural, ethical, aesthetic and religious
concepts and practices that together constitute a given
civilisation. In this sense the concept of civilisation ap-
proaches that of culture in its broad interpretation, i. e.
as the construction and use of instruments and means of
labour and weapons of defence and attack, as the building
of dwellings and the accumulation and transmission of
information, as a particular mode of life and a particular
level and forms of intellectual development, as a charac-
teristic mode of thinking and using oral and written lan-
guage, and as a particular set of political and legal con-
cepts, practices and institutions.

There are yet other important reasons why the terms
‘civilisation’ and ‘socio-economic formations' may not be
treated as synonymous. Some civilisations have undergone
substantial changes and passed through several socio-eco-
nomic formations. On the other hand, one socio-economic
formation may give rise to a variety of civilisations, as
did feudalism, for example, in the countries of Europe and
Asia

Any civilisation examined at a particular moment in its
history is found to rest upon a variant of a particular
socio-economic formation. Can we, when speaking of Roman
civilisation, separate it from the slave-owning socio-eco-
nomic formation, from the economic basis of this formation
and its particular superstructure? Niether the Roman pan-
theon, nor its cultural achievements, nor the moral code of
the ruling class, nor yet the level of development of its
instruments and means of labour are able to explain the
specific character of Ancient Rome. The ‘mystery’ of this
civilisation can only be solved by first grasping the nature
of the slave-owning formation and only thereafter can we
speak of the particular variant that operated in the Roman
Empire as distinct from that which operated in, say, Baby-
lon or Ancient Ea%/pt.

We have already noted that different civilisations can
be based upon one and the same socio-economic formation.
This then raises the question of the cause of the diffe-
rences between civilisations having the same socio-economic
base. The answer lies mainly in the material conditions of
life. However, there are other factors involved. Each civi-
lisation gives rise to a specific culture, religion, moral
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code, etc., whose unique combination affects every other
aspect of that civilisation, serves as its main identifying
characteristic, and would appear to be its determining base.
It is indeed true that each civilisation has a specific spiri-
tual character, but this specific character, which is ex-
pressed primarily in its legal, political, ethical aesthetic,
mythological and religious concepts and institutions, is
ultimately conditioned by a historically determined mode
of production.

In saying that any civilisation is determined by the
socio-economic formation upon which it rests and which
itself is based upon a particular mode of production, it is
important to make one reservation. Western philosophical,
sociological, historical and culturological literature occa
sionally betrays a tendency to view the level and nature
of material and technical development as the type-shaping
factor in the formation of a given civilisation. This view
gained broad acceptance as a result of the spread of the
ideology of ‘technological determinism’, which attempts to
prove that civilisation is determined primarily by technolo-
gy, and aso by the social structure and spiritual culture
that this technology gives rise to. Technology is thus trans-
formed into a demiurge, into the basic factor determining
social changes, changes in morals, social structure and,
finally, the whole complex of values of a given society.?
This fetish of technology presented as the main driving
force of social development, of civilisation, is designed to
replace a dialectical-materialist explanation of social pro-
cesses. It must be emphasised that this ‘ultra-materialist’
technological determinism leads to a fairly banal idealism.
Thus Rostow suggests that this original technology devel-
ops 2as a result of the inner needs of men, their curiosity,
etc.

Technology is one element of the productive forces
which, together with the production relations, constitute a
given historically-determined mode of production. Techno-
logy thus cannot be divorced from its social context and
transformed into the driving force of civilisation. The genet-

1 Cf. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Between Two Ages. America's Hole in
the Technetronic Era, The Viking Press, New York, 1970.

2 W. W. Rostow, The Sages of Economic Growth. A Non-Communist
Manifesto , Cambridge, at the University Press, 1960; idem, Politics
and the Stages of Growth, Cambridge, at the University Press, 1971.
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ic foundations of civilisation are to be found not in tech-
nology alone, but in the realm of social production taken
as a whole, that is, in the system of social relations.

Investigated in its direct relationship to the theory of
socio-cconomic formalions, the theory of civilisation rests
upon a secure scientific foundation and is supported by
verifiable and verified facts. Such an approach makes it
possible to preserve the theory of civilisation from subjec-
tivism and social mythologisation, and also from an exces-
sively and unjustifiably broad interpretation of civilisation.

Up to this point we have been looking at what one might
cal the ‘horizontal’ aspect of civilisation, civilisation as
the totality of socio-cultural complexes existing simulta-
neously or at different times in different regions of the
globe and placed side by side. Civilisation also has a ‘ver-
tical’ aspect related to the diachromic replacement of one
civilisation by another and the genetic relationship between
successive civilisations. Basing itself upon historica reality,
dialectics examines civilisations in their sequential, genet-
icaly-related stages of development. A new civilisation,
while negating Its predecessor, nonetheless preserves the
most essential material and spiritual achievements of the
previous stage of socia development. As a rule, no civi-
lisation disappears before having prepared the essenlial
prerequisites of its own negation and the rise of a new
social reality, a new system of socia relations and material
and spiritual values.

While emphasising the sequential link between civilisa-
tions as an objective historical process, we cannot overlook
the fact that some civilisation have arisen, developed and
disappeared in almost total isolation, neither inheriting nor
bequeathing anything of any import. Thus specialists speak
of the isolated civilisations of the Mayas, the Incas and
others. The reasons for this relative isolation in specific in-
stances must be sought in particular historical, geograph-
ical and other factors.

The supporters of the theory of isolated civilisations
have absolutised the fact of the existence of relatively
isolated civilisations with specific characteristics, and have
erected insuperable barriers between these civilisations,
comparing them to the monads of Leibnitz.

The concept of isolated, enclosed civilisations creates a false
picture of human history and disrupts the unity of the histori-
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cal process. Such aconcept rules out any possibility of there
being universal historical laws and denies the progressive di-
mwension of human development. If every civilisation is
viewed as absolutely original, unigue, and existing inde-
pendently of all other civilisations, then the problem of
historical progress as constituting the general trend in human
history is thereby removed. Each civilisation arises as it
were spontaneously, inheriting nothing from any previous-
ly existing socia structures, and develops without any con-
tacl or exchange with other contemporary civilisations.
Having rcached its apotheosis, the civilisation falls into
decline and perishes without bequeathing anything that
could be adopted and developed further.

One of the supporters of the theory of isolated civilisa-
tions, Oswald Spengler, expressed his credo in the follow-
ing words:

I see not a monotonous picture in which world history follows
a single straight line, a view possible only if one ignores a
whole host of facts, but rather a kaleidoscope of many mighty
cultures ... each culture has its own idea, its own passions,
its own life, will, feelings and its own death... Each culture
has its own deSSIbI|ItIeS of expression which emerge, bloom
and fade and arc never to be repeated... In world history |
see eternal creation and change, the miraculous genesis and
P]assmg away of organic forms. The Br_ofessmn historian,
owever, merely sees something resembling a tapeworm in-
defatigably building epoch upon epoch. !

The negation of the unity of historical progress has its
shaky foundation in the absolutisation of the qualitative
features of civilisation. Wherever peoples belonging to
different races entered into some form of intercourse, they
exchanged not only material commodities but also the pro-
duction practices, ideas, and achievements of their respec-
tive civilisations. The more advanced production practices
and ideas of one people were adopted by other pcoples.
This is particularly true of scientific and philosophical
ideas, as the history of Marxism, its rise and development,
serves to demonstrate. Having first arisen in Western Europe,
in Germany, Marxism then spread to every country and
continent and became the intellectual weapon of peoples

1 Oswald Spengler, Der Untergang des Abendlandes. Umrisse €iner
MorPhoIogle der Weltgeschichte. Erster Band. Gestalt und Wirklichkeit,
C. Il. Becksche Verlagshuchhandlung Oscar Beck, Munich, 1924,
S. 28-29.
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belonging to the most diverse civilisations in their struggle
for arevolutionary transformation of society.

The establishment in various countries of one and the
same mode of production inevitably led to the formation of
similar political and legal concepts and institutions, to
similarities in moral consciousness, in literature and art,
in the whole structure of socia and cultural life. The re-
currence of historical phenomena, of which we have already
spoken, was not the result of some imaginary endless round
but of the rise of single-type socio-economic formations.
Thus capitalist relations took root in Japan despite its
isolationist policy, giving birth to material and spiritual
phenomena similar to those that had previously occurredin
Europe. Naturally the essence of capitalist civilisation was
expressed in a specific manner in Japan, as it was in other
countries.

History is not characterised by wastefulness. Nothing,
or almost nothing is lost in the rational experience of
mankind. Achievements in any sphere of life and knowl-
edge, regardless of their geographic and ethnic source,
gradually become the possession of al the peoples of the
world.

The rise of a new, advanced civilisation has by no
means always coincided chronologically with the collapse
of an old civilisation. In the majority of cases the old
civilisation is able to continue in many countries and re-
gions of the world for a considerable time after the emer-
gence of the new civilisation. In noting the rise of civili-
sations, dialectics does not exclude stagnation, regression
in socia development, instances of the temporary suppres-
sion of important and progressive social relations and insti-
tutions by reactionary forces. The history of Europe knows
of cases in which ethnic groups at a lower stage of civili-
sation succeeded in overthrowing and destroying states that
had achieved a relatively high level of social and cultural
development. Nonetheless, the destructive forces then ebbed
away, and the previous centres of civilisation ‘rose from
the ashes' and pursued further the temporarily discontinued
process of socia development. The interconnection and mu-
tual enrichment of different cultures and civilisations can
only be denied by distorting the facts of history.

The dialectic method has a special role to play in arriving
at an understanding of social phenomena, and of civilisa-
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tions in particular. Dialectical materialism examines any
object of research in the course of its spontaneous move-
ment. Viewed in this way, the rise, development and decline
of every civilisation has its objective reasons, and every
civilisation prepares the way for a more developed and
more progressive civilisation. The driving forces of civili-
sation lie hidden within the process of social development,
within the internal contradictions whose resolution is the
creative force behind the history of civilisation, behind the
different stages in its development. Such an approach to
the problem reveals the futility of attempts to explain the
fate of a civilisation merely in terms of external influences
or collisions with other civilisations. Dialectics is thus di-
rected towards a search for the internal causes of and
objective laws governing the development of civilisation and
the various stages by which it reaches maturity and is then
invariably replaced by a more advanced and viable civili-
sation.

Dialectic analysis is essentially a qualitative analysis
that attempts to discover the essential differences between
the given object of investigation and any other comparable
object. In comparing civilisations, the dialectic method lays
groat stress upon identifying the specific characteristics,
the qualitative features that make a particular civilisation
what it is. In devoting most of its attention to the qualities
of a given civilisation, however, Marxist analysis does not,
unlike the method used by those who support the theory
ofisolated civilisations, ignore the points of contact between
different civilisations, the inherited links between them.
The need to study the qualitative characteristics of differ-
ent civilisations thus in no way precludes the search for
common eclements. This approach makes it possible to ac-
count for the radical differences between various civilisa-
tions while understanding these civilisations as links in the
unified historical process.

Dialecties reveals the unity and diversity of the emer-
genee and development of civilisations in various social
and national milieus and various geographical regions of
the world. Despite the wide variety of socia structures the
dialectic of the general and the particular identifies the
general laws governing this diversily and  exeludes the
atomisation of social phenomena where such phenomena
express a single essence. A substantial dialectical analysis
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also prevents heterogenous civilisations from being identi-
fied one with another by demanding thal due consideration
be given to the ‘social incompatibility’ of antagonistic social
systems.

Marxism values the contribution made by the compara-
tive-historical method to linguistics, sociology, biology, geo-
logy, paleontology and other branches of science. The com-
parison of phenomena and the identification of their simi-
larities and dissimilarities is an important, indeed essential
stage in the acquisition of scientific knowledge. The process
of comparison becomes even more significant when it is
applied to developing phenomena and to the identification
of similarities and differences in phenomena of the same
category existing at different stages of historical develop-
ment. None of this is disputed. However, the principle of
comparison, despite its undoubted advantages, may reveal
negative aspects if the comparative-historical method is
absolutised and isolated from other, more universal methods
of scientific investigation. Such an approach restricts the
comparative-historical method itself to the sphere of phe-
nomenology, and converls it into a tool of description rath-
er than into an instrument permitting a theoretical analysis
of fundamental processes with a view to perceiving the
essence Of the phenomena being compared and identifying
the laws governing their emergence and evolution. Taken
to its cxtreme, the absolutisation and simplification of
the comparative-historical method leads to the production of
meaningless historical analogies and parallels that lack any
identification of or concrete investigation into the essential
properties characterising the development of the object of
research. The already discredited oversimplified compara-
tivism that arose, for example, in the spheres of culturo-
logy, the history of literature and folklorism, eloquently
testifies to the consequences of applying the comparative-
historical method without adopting a dialectical approach.

In a number of works by the school of thought referred
to above, the vulgarised, simplistic application of the com-
parative-historical method has led to a purely superficial
comparison Of cultural phenomena and to the identification
of external similarities between them, similaritics, more-
over, which, emerging in different ethnic milicus, were
explained primarily by the influence of the prototype. The
socio-economic and other causes of similarities in the
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inteltectual and cultural sphere were ignored, as were
both the essence and the specific characteristics of these
intellectual and cultural phenomena and processes. Unfor-
tunately this erroneous approach has now been adopted in
sociological investigation. Suffice it to mention the unjusti-
fiable thesis of the similarity, and even identity, of the
social consequences of the technological revolution in a
society based on private ownership and under socialism.
In its hunt to find external analogies, superficial compar-
ativism is unable to identify mutually exclusive processes
and trends of social development. Thus a distorted method,
totally unable to pass from appearance to essence, is used
to construct every possible kind of social centaur, to point
the convergence of incompatible social systems and civili-
sations.

Up to this point we have spoken primarily of the sim-
plistic and distorted results of the application of the com-
parative-historical method. A question arises: is this method
designed mainly to identify similarities and dissimilarities
in the objects of investigation, capable of proving a suffi-
ciently reliable instrument, even when correctly applied, for
resolving such cardinal socio-historical problems as the
disclosure of the essence of civilisation? Before answering
this question it should be pointed out that the comparative-
listorical method is a specialised method which deals with
primary empirical data. It does not set itself the task of
prognosing the future, of analysing given phenomena and
the trends of their future development. While recognising
the importance and potential of the comparative-historical
method, we must also remember that, like any specialised
method, it has a limited field of application, beyond which
it may prove invalid and even create considerable difficul-
ties. This holds true of the study of civilisations, too.

A comparison of the civilisation of Ancient Khorezm
and that of the ancient Mediterranean in terms both of their
general characteristics and of their individual features and
specific qualities would, of course, be quite interesting.
However, such comparison and contrast embraces only
superficial phenomena; in order to penetrate to the essence
a more universal method is required which makes it pos-
sible to pass from the identification of similarities and
differences in the socio-economic organisms under study
to an explanation of the essence of different civilisations,
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of the conditions in which they arise, develop and decay,
or which makes it possible to identify and explain the
common characteristics indicating that they belong to one
type of socio-economic formation. The dialectical method
in al its various aspects is precisely such a universal
method. The comparative-historical method is merely one
of the components of the dialectica method of cognition.

The study of such a complex problem as civilisation is
unthinkable without the use of the dialectical method,
without its laws and categories which enable social phe-
nomena to be studied in their development and operation.
in the variety of forms in which they manifest themselves.
One can confidently state that the impasse in which cer-
tain Western schools of sociology find themselves, and the
now obvious crisis facing Western sociology as a whole is
largely a conseguence of the failure to apply the dialectical
method. Numerous socio-ideological prejudices prevent cer-
tain sociologists from using a method that is essentially
revolutionary in nature, and this in an age when the enor-
mous rate of social development and the profound contra-
diction it involves can only be adequately understood by
applying the dialectica method of cognition. This is equal-
ly true for any investigation of the complex problem of
civilisation.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, surveying
the revolution taking place in the natural sciences, the
collapse of previous concepts in physics and other sciences
and the bankruptcy of spiritualist, metaphysical and me-
chanistic views of the world, Lenin concluded that the latest
discoveries in the natural sciences confirmed the material-
it dialectic, developed it and broadened the scope of its
application. He also noted that it had become impossible to
assimilate this more complex picture of the world without
the conscious application of the dialectica method of cog-
nition to natural phenomena and processes.

In extending Lenin's ideas to the modern revolutionary
age, with its complex internal contradictions, its social
cataclysms, its evolutionary and revolutionary processes,
its variety of ways of establishing a new world and the
equally varied ways in which the old disappears, the role
of the materialist dialectic in modern philosophical and
sociological theory must be constantly emphasised. No de-
tailed and comprehensive understanding of an age so dy-
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namic and so full of dialectical contradictions as ours is
possible without a strictly scientific, dialectical method of
investigating social phenomena.

There is yet one more important aspect to the problem
under discussion, and that is the comparison of capitalist
and communist civilisations. Over its long existence, the
first has revealed great creative potential. Despite its inter-
nal antagonistic relations, it heralded an important stage
in the process of socia development and now, like all
receding civilisations gripped by class antagonisms, has
eached 1ts apogee and started upon its decline. The passing
decades only serve to reveal more clearly its insoluble
contradictions, irrationality and obsoleteness.

Communist civilisation, which is now replacing that of
capitalism, won the sympathy of hundreds of millions of
people from the very beginning, its achievements a source
of inspiration and its victories full of promise for the
future. Now it is developing a a rate unknown to any

previous civilisation.



Mikhail Mchedlov

The Concept of Civilisation
in Marxist Philosophy

Any meaningful analysis of the Marxist concept of
civilisation requires that at least two factors he taken
into consideration. Firstly, the concept of civilisation in
Marxist social philosophy has undergone a degree of evolu-
tionary change, secondly in dealing with theoretical and
political questions, the term ‘civilisation’ has slightly dif-
ferent shades of meaning.

In the classics of Marxism-Leninism the term ‘civilisa-
tion’ has a variety of meanings. In the nineteenth century
the historical sciences traditionally used this term to refer
to that stage of social development that followed bharba-
rianism, and this is the meaning that predominatles in
Marxist literature, and particularly in the work The Origin
of the Family, Private Property and the Sate by Engcls.

Engels frequently expresses his support for the ideas of
Lewis Henry Morgan, a renowned American cthnographer
and author of the book Ancient Society. Morgan considered
the monogamous marriage (as distinct from the pairing
couple characteristic of the barbarian period, and the car-
lier group marriage characteristic of savagery), the shift
from tribal to political organisation and the division of
society into antagonistic classes to be the attributes of
civilisation. In the above-mentioned hook Engcls summa-
rised Morgan's views as follows:

. ..Civilisation isthat stage of development of sociely at which
division of labour, the resulting exchange between individuals,

and commodity production, which combines the two, reach

their complete unfoldment and revolutionise the whole hitherto

existing society. !

The great achievement of Marxist theory was its iden-
tification of the antagonistic content of all pre-socialist
' Frederick Rngels, The Origin of the Family, Prirate Property and

the Sate, p. 330. (More detailed information on the quoted works of
Marx, Engels, and Lenin is given in the bibliography.)
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typos of civilisation, of the contradictory nature of their
development. Describing the progress achieved in the sphere
of material and intellectual production, the founders of
scientific communism pointed out that human progress
takes place within a specific cultural, social and class me-
dium, that is, within the context of different historical types
of civilisation, and, in the case of all pre-socialist types
of civilisation, within the conlext of exploitation and class
struggle. In The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx formulated
the following idea: ‘The very moment civilisation begins,
production begins to be founded on the antagonism of
orders, cstates, classes and finally on the antagonism of
accumulated labour and immediate labour. No antagonism.
no progress. This is the law that civilisation has followed
up to our days.”!

In The Origin of the Family. .. Engels develops this
idea still further. Basing himself on a survey of concrete
scientific data, he reveals the contradictory nature of all
historical types of civilisation that develop within the frame-
work of an exploiter society. The three main consecutive
stages of pre-communist civilisation are characterised by
three basic forms of enslavement—slavery in the ancient
world, serfdom in the Middle Ages, and wage-labour in
modern times. Insofar as civilisation was founded upon
the exploitation of one class by another, the entire course
of its development was marked by contradiclions, ‘assign-
ing to one class pretty nearly all the rights, and to the
other class pretty nearly all the duties’. 2

At the end of this particular work, Engels concludes by
quoting from Ancient Society the conditions which Morgan
sees as mnecessary to supercede ‘civilisation’ as defined
above. The completion of that form of historical develop-
ment whose sole ultimate aim is personal enrichment and
profit leads Morgan to contemplate the next, higher stage
of social deveclopment ‘to which experience, intelligence and
knowledge are steadily tending’ and which will be charac-
lerised by ‘democracy in governmenl, brotherhood in soci-
ely, equality in rights and privileges, and universal educa-
tion'. 3

Thus the meaning of the term ‘civilisation’ is here quite

L Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 132.
* Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family..., p. 333.
3 Ibid., p. 334.
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clearly defined, historically delimited. Civilisation as a spec-
ific stage in the development of civil society must be super-
ceded in order to establish a new, higher social system
that will bring freedom, enlightenment, equality and
brotherhood.

A similar interpretation of the term ‘civilisation” was also
used by the Utopian socialists. In the social philosophy of
Charles Fourier, for example, a great deal of attention is
devoted to the contemporary stage of civilisation, that is,
to the bourgeois system, which is subjected to harsh crit-
icism for its socio-economic and moral flaws. According to
Fourier, the civilised system based on deceit and compul-
sory labour (le monde a rebours) will be replaced by a
higher social system characterised by harmony and justice
(le monde a droit sens). !

A careful analysis of the theory of scientific communism
as formulated by Marx and Engcls reveals that, for them,
the term ‘civilisation’ has a somewhat broader meaning.
In defining and describing civilisation, Marxist historical
science also takes account of the level of cultural develop-
ment—the emergence of a writien language and of the
division of physical and intellectual labour (a progressive
phenomenon at that time), achievements in the develop-
ment of productive forces, and even in weaponry (let us
recall here the words of Engcls, ‘the bow and arrow was
for savagery what the iron sword was for barbarism and
firearms for civilisation, namely the decisive weapon,’?)
increasing labour productivity, the rise of industry, artistic
and scientific achievement, 3 etc. Science, technology, knowl.
edge in general, cannot begin to develop without a written
language the essential prerequisite and attribute of material

1 Ch. Fourier, ‘Le nouveau monde industriel et societaire, ou in-
vention du procédé d’industrie attrayante et naturelle distribuée en
series passionnées’, Oeuvres complétes, Vol. fi, La Librairie societaire,
Paris, 1848, p. 2.

2 Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family..., p. 205.

3 In The Origin Of the Family... (p. 209) Tingels wrote:

‘Savagery—the period in which the appropriation of natural pro-
ducts, ready for use, predominated; the things produced by man were,
in tho main, instruments that facilitated this appropriation. Barbar-
ism—the period in which knowledge of cattle breeding and land culti-
vation was acquired, in which methods of increasing the productivity
of nature through human activity were learnt. Civilisation—-tho period
in which knowledge of the further working up of natural products. of
industry proper, and of art was acquired.’
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and intellectual culture which makes it possible to register
words and perpetuate the useful practices and experience
that assist the (ransmission of socio-cultural values and
the entire stock of cultural information from one genera-
tion to the next. Mankind owes an enormous debt to the
unknown genius from Mesopotamia who around 4000 B. C.
first begann to use pictographs to represent sounds. Tho
subsequent invention of an aphabetic script stimulated the
development both of a communications system and of
science and technology.

Without the transmission to subseqguent generations of
the sum of social cxperience, registered and preserved
by means of the written word (and aso by means of pre-
served material values, primarily work tools and buildings,
and by means of skills, customs, social organisation, etc.)
the knowledge and values of the past could not become
a part of the present. Similarly, if the common human
heritage were not preserved in the social memory, no tan-
gible progress could take place and civilisation would not
arisc and devclop.

The term ‘civilisation’ also expresses a value judgement
and is used in comparative descriptions of various socio-
cultural communities and in assessing their ability to create
original values surpassing the achievement of others. In
describing the Sumerian civilisation, for example, we first
of al note their achievements—the invention of cuneiform
script, the plough, the wheel, etc.

In the works of Marx and Engels, the term ‘civilisation’
occasionally has other meanings, or shades of meaning. It
is dso used to describe a socia organism more limited in
space and time than the whole of class-antagonistic history,
and is also used in analysing the specific features of histo-
rical types of production relations and the corresponding
socio-cultural communities (‘the old civilisation’, ‘bourgeois
civilisation’, ! etc.). Marx and Engels frequently used the
word ‘civilisation’ to designate and evaluate the sum total
of human cultural achievement, both material and spiritual,
to characterise progressive shifts in socia development and
the level of achievement in various spheres of socia activ-

L Cf. Frederick Engels, The Peasant War in Germany, Progress Pub-
lishers, Moscow, 1965, p. 41; Karl Marx, ‘The Future Results of Brit-
ish Rule in India’, in Karl Marx, Frederick Engels, Collected Works,
Vol. 12, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1979, p. 221.
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ity, and also to indicate the degree to which the masses
had access to these achicvements. ! When used this way,
the terms ‘civilisation’ and ‘civilised” are closer in meaning
to the concepl of progress.

In contemporary Marxist research the term ‘civilisation’
also has a variety ol meanings, and is used to designate a
whole hierarchy of socio-cultural communities. Thus il
might refer to an essentially cthno-social organism (for
example thc Maya, the Egyptian, the Sumer civilisations),
that is, to a community that is, ethnically speaking, rela-
tively homogeneous. It might be used to refer to a broader
socio-cultural community that includes a number of ethnic
groups which, by virtue of their socio-cultural parameters,
constitute one traditional-cultural area (the Hellenic, Euro-
pean and Latin American civilisations, for example). The
term ‘civilisation’ is also frequently used to designate all
socio-cultural communities belonging to one historical type
of socio-economic formation (slave-owning civilisations,
bourgeois civilisations, etc.). Findly, the term ‘civilisation’
can be used to refer to al the socio-cultural achievements
of mankind. In this case the term is being used in its
broadest sense and includes &l that has been achieved in
a number of formations.

Given the variety of meanings indicated above, it is
essential that in the course of any scientific investigation
it be made clear which particular meaning is being used.
It should aso be noted that the process of investigating
and summarising the historical process and the consequent
development of socia philosophy is serving to further
enrich and deepen this concept.

The meaning of the term ‘civilisation’ has been consider-
ably enriched during the period following the Groat Oclober
Revolution in Russia, which heralded the creation of a new
world free from exploitation, a world in which socialist and
communist transformation is being consistently carried
through. A major contribution to the development of the
Marxist concept of civilisation was made by Lenin.

In his article ‘Our Revolution (Apropos of N. Sukhanov’s
Notes)’ Lenin, analysing the characteristic features of the
communist socio-cconomic formation, developed a number

! Cf. F. Engels, ‘Die Armeen LEuropas’, Marx/Engels, Werke,
Hand 11, Dietz Verlag, Berlin, 1974, S. 412; idem., ‘Persien-China’,
Marx/Engels, Werke, Band 12, 1974, S. 213-214.
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of important concepts that shed new light upon the mean-
ing of the term ‘civilisation’. Naturally, Lenin’s interpreta-
tion coulinues to involve a historically high level of eco-
nomic and cultural development, a high level of democracy,
the spread of education among the population and their
active involvement in political life. It was precisely in this
sense that Lenin, noting the unique socio-geographical po-
sition of Russia in the 1920s, declared that it stood
on the border-line between the civilised countries and the
countries which this war has for the first time definitely
brought inlo the orbit of civilisation—all the Oriental, non-
Kuropean countries, , .}

It was also this meaning that Lenin had in mind when
he wrote in some of his last articles that, as a result of
the centuries-old reactionary policy of tsarist autocracy,
the working people of the young Soviet republic were in-
sufficiently civilised and that one of the main tasks of the
revolution was to draw them into the world of culture.

At the same time, arguing that Russia had now only to
create the prerequisite conditions for the further develop-
ment of civilisation, Lenin makes another significant state-
ment, namely that the prerequisites of genuine civilisation
were ‘the expulsion of the landowners and the Russian
capitalists, which will then enable the movement towards
socialism to begin.? The concept formulated by Lenin of
the link between socialist transformation and the develop-
ment of a new civilisation anticipated to a large degree the
meaning that was later to be attached to the term ‘civilisa-
tion’ in Marxist-Leninist historical and socia science.

Thus the victory of the Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion, which represented a turning point not only in the life
of the peoples of Russia but also in the historical develop-
ment of the whole of mankind, breathed new meaning into
the Marxist concept of civilisation. Thanks to the harmo-
nious link between universal human values and class values
in the ideology and socio-political practice of the working
class, the revolution made it possible for the people to re-
alise their hopes of enjoying the benefits of civilisation,
made these benefits, created by the labour of the pecople,
the property of the people themselves. The socialist revo-
lution has considerably enriched the meaning of the concept

1 V. I. Lenin, ‘Our Revolution...", p. 477.
2 Ibid., p. 480.

31



‘civilisation’ by giving civilisation itself a new path of
development.

In contemporary Marxist literature, the most important
components of the conceptl Of communist (sometimes, given
the particular stage of historical development, referred to
as socialist) civilisation are the following: the generalised
characteristics of a new type of socia progress, the high
level of material and spiritual culture under socialism, the
achievements of a social system free from exploitation and
oppression, and the advantages of the new formation. In
correlating these socio-class factors and characteristics with
the material and spiritual values created by mankind during
the course of history, and in disclosing their place within
the unified progressive movement of world history, the
humane nature of the new type of civilisation is revealed.
It constitutes a higher stage of human civilisation, as it
creates the conditions necessary for the full flowering of
the individual and the development of the working classes,
of nations and of the whole of mankind.

As a rule, the Marxist concept of civilisation covers socio-
cultural communities that exist at different times in differ-
ent parts of the ecumene. It reflects a specific stage in the
development of these socio-cultural communities, limited
in time and space, and the sum of their social, material
and spiritual values. Each community is characterised by
comparatively stable features (traditional culture, language,
habitat, a single economic or spiritual system, etc.). This
cultural milieu, traditional for a given region, affects every
type and form of life-activity engaged in by the social
organism and predetermines the particular way in which
the general laws of the historical process manifest them-
selves in that particular community. Thus, in identifying
socio-cultural communities due consideration is given to
both the sociological, formational characteristics and the
traditional characteristics of the given culture. Thus, accord-
ing to Yu. V. Bromley, Member of the USSR Academy of
Sciences, the criteria for identifying socio-cultural regions
are to be found,

on the one hand, in the factors characteristic of the social
organisms composing that region and belon%mg to one type

and, on the other, in the typical features of the correspondlng
traditional-cultural areas. !

1 Cf. the article by Yulian Bromley in the present collection.
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In our opinion, a particular form of civilisation emerges
and takes shape during that period when a society is
capable of creating values that represent a contribution to
the forward development of mankind and leave their mark
on the history of culture, as did the Sumer civilisation,
whose contribution was mentioned above.

The main problem facing the theory of civilisation is
the wunity of socia, formational and traditional-cultural
factors, combined with a certain autonomy, a relative inde-
pendence, and the fact that civilisations can exist for far
longer periods than any one given socio-economic forma-
tion. Understanding the essence of the problem is rendered
al the more difficult if due account is not taken of its
component parts and their specific features.

A given civilisation—that of Sumer, of Ancient Greece,
the Arab civilisation or that of Western Europe-—can, Of
course, be described solely on the basis of its external
characteristics. However, the disclosure of the essential
characteristics of a historical type of civilisation, produced
by qualitative differences in the nature of its socia rela-
tions, and the identification of the generic essence of a
social organism (the slave-owning type of civilisation, for
example) of which specific civilisations (Ancient Egyptian,
Ancient Greek, Ancient Roman, etc.) are particular mani-
festations, require a deeper analysis that relies upon the
capacity to extrapolate and generalise.

In order to examine objectively and comprehensively the
essential core of each civilisation, the causes of its rise,
development and subscquent historical fate, it is essential
to discover the link between that civilisation and the histor-
ically determined mode of material production, the existing
economic relations and the consequent socio-economic for-
mation. * Such an approach makes it possible to understand
the inherent nature of a given socio-cultural community
rather than dealing only with its individual elements, be
they techno-cconomic or spiritual.

In analysing the ‘theory of civilisation’ advanced by the
economist Henri Storch, Marx showed its methodological
invalidity, which was displayed in the argument that civili-

1 Cf. the articles by Yevgeni Lysmankin and Yuri Pletnikov in
the present collection.
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sation is a ‘general category’ based on the division of mate-
rial and spiritual produclion.

If material production itself is not conceived in its specific
historical form, it is impossible to understand what is specific
in the spiritual production corresponding to it and the reci-
procal influence of one on the other, !

and therefore it is impossible to determine the historical
type ol civilisation and explain the dynamic of its de-
velopment.

In his polemic with the Narodnik philosophers, Lenin
elaborated on the Marxist proposition that the mode of
production plays a determining role in the development o
social, political and spiritual processes, substantiating the
proposition that culture rests on a material base. This pro-
position is crucial to a scientific understanding of the theory
of civilisation. The concept of the ‘material base of culture’
is, of course, quite specific and varies with different histor-
ical periods and different regions. Lenin saw the material
base of culture in Russia at the end of the nineteenth
century in ‘the development of capitalist technology, the
growth of commodity economy and exchange, which bring
people into more frequent intercourse with each other and
break down the medieval isolation of the separate locali-
ties. 2 However, if we leave aside the concrete content of
the concept ‘the material base of culture’, then its general
methodological importance lies in the fact that it indicates
the necessity of analysing the objective prerequisites of
cultural activity, without which the function and develop-
ment of culture in any civilisation cannot be understood.
In the same way, it is impossible to understand the social
characteristics of any historical typo of civilisation without
analysing the dominant economic and production relations,
without taking into account the specifics of the existing
mode of production.

Thus the essence of the Marxist concept of civilisation
can be summarised as follows:

First, every civilisation, examined at a specific historical

U Karl Marx, Theories of Surplus-Value, Part [, pp. 284, 285.
2 V. |. Lenin, ‘What the “Friends of the People” Are and ilow
They Fight the Social-Democrats’, p. 249.
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moment Of its existence, is based upon a particular socio-
economicformation.

Secondly, the existence of a number of civilisations of
the same type based on one and the same socio-economic
formation, is a consequence of the unique and unrepeatable
combination of forms of culture, ethnic and national char-
acteristics, and specific socio-political, religious, legal,
ethical and aesthetic relations and institutions. 1t is a
stage in the socio-cultural development of the given part
of the ccumene linked to a definite level of social achieve-
ment in material and spiritual production.

Thirdly, the progressive development of socio-cultural
communities rellects the consistent development of the pos-
sibilities, the potential of the human mind, of science and
culture, and the development of social organisation; the
contribution of each specific civilisation to this forward-
moving process is original, yet at the same time each
civilisation is gencticaly linked to those that preceded it.
This continuity can be observed even when the new civi-
lisation is a negatlion of the previous one, as the new Civi-
lisation preserves the universal material and spiritual val-
ues created in the course of previous social development.
This universal human legacy, preserved thanks to the social
memory of mankind, accumulates cverything from the past
that is of significance for the future, that will serve as the
prerequisite for the emergence of the new, being an essen-
tial aspect of the process of development.

This process is, of course, extremely contradictory. Natu-
ral disasters, wars, political and religious division have
caused irreparable harm to the development of human
civilisation, wiping off the face of the Earth individual
local formations. Mankind has more than once lost much
of what had already been achieved, having to ‘rediscover
America’, and repeat the same steps in mastering the forces
of nalure, improving social organisation and developing
science, lechnology and art.

However, the development of mankind, viewed as a
whole, moves irresistibly forward, though sometimes at the
cost of sacrifice. Today the unparalleled increase in military
expenditure and the accelerated development of new types
of strategic nuclear arms constitule, as was noted at the
26th Congress of the CPSU, a potenlially lethal threat to
the whole of mankind. This process is accompanied by the
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promotion of dangerous doctrines, such as the notorious
Carter doctrine according to which nuclear war could be
limited. However, in his report to the 26th Congress, Leonid
Brezhnev noted that

a ‘limited’” nuclear war as conceived by the Americans, in,
say, Europe, would from the outsct mean the certain destruc-
tion of European civilisation. And of course the United States,
too, would not be able to escape the flames of war. !

Hence such plans are being firmly rejected throughout the
world. We are convinced that the progressive forces ol
civilisation will prove able to overcome the destruclive
forces and defend peace. As a result, on the basis of dl the
losses and al the achievements in a given epoch, the
level of development of a given form of civilisation takes
shape. -

Fourthly, the content of each civilisation is determined
by the creative labour of the people, who are the source of
ail material and spiritual advance. Hence the main driving
force of civilisation was and remains the working people,
the popular masses.

Elitist theories of civilisation still exist today. Accord-
ing to such theories, gifted individuals are the ‘ge-
nuinely active factor’, and not only do they ‘propel civili-
sation forward’ but they also mould civilisation. Conse-
quently, in these theories, civilisation is presented as the
product of individual genius educating the inert mass of
the population, who live off the fruits of the activity of
genius. Such views, according to which any civilisation can
only progress thanks to the florescence and independent
activity of an elite who guide the masses, are today being
propagated by a number of Western sociologists. In his
article ‘Social Classes and Civilisations’ Maurice Allais, a
follower of Vilfredo Pareto, declared that the existence
of an elite is an inevitable and permanent aspect of any
civilisation as a result of the natural difference in abilities,
of biological factors, etc. In his opinion, the progress of
civilisation depends on the existence within society of con-

L Documents and Resolutions. The 26th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, Novosli Press Agency Publishing fouse,
Moscow, 1981, p. 28.
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ditions favouring the optimum development of real €lites. !
While the role played by outstanding individuals in the
development of culture must not be underestimated, it
should bo noted that these individual s are born of a specific
environment and of a specific people, and that their creative
activity cannot bear fruit outside the activity of the mass
of the population. Various social classes and their indivi-
dual members play each a specific role in creating the
values of civilisation, but the activity of progressive classes
and sections of society is of special importance.

In different civilisalions (antagonistic or communist)
the relationship between the popular masses and the mate-
rial and spiritual goods possessed by that society is differ-
ent. In a society based on private property, most of the
achievements of culture or civilisation are available only
to a relatively small group of socially privileged people, as
a result of which the mass of the population are robbed of
what is rightfully theirs, and even find that many of the
achievements of culture and civilisation are used against
them. Therefore in assessing the progressive nature of any
socio-cnltural community it is most important to consider
not only its material and spiritual achicvements. but also
their effect upon each individual. the degree to which they
help to disclose his spiritual, intellectual and physical abi-
lities, and the degree to which the individual may partic-
ipate in the shaping of his way of life and that of the
given society. The need to find a broad and comprechensive
solution to the problems facing mankind and to develop
civilisation in the interests of the popular masses presup-
poses that the limitations and flaws of a civilisation based
on the alienation of labhour and social wealth be overcome
by means of radical reorganisation.

Naturally, when speaking of the flaws of antagonistic
civilisations, and in particular of bourgeois society and the
essential qualitative limitations of its basis and values, no
Marxist denies the major advances achieved in the course
of its development. Commenting on the contribution made
by bourgeois civilisation to the development of the produc-
tive forces of society, Lenin, echoing Marx and Engels,
noted: ‘Capitalist culture has ereated large-seale produe-

I M. Allais. ‘Classes sociales ot civilisations', Economies et sociétés
Vol. 8. No. 3. 1974.
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lion, factories, railways, the postal service, telephones,
ete..." While subjecting the anti-popular, inhumane quali-
tics of antagonistic civilisation to justified criticism, they
did not view it as a regressive movement in history. The
‘mole of history’ carries on with his task notwithstanding;
socio-cultural communities continuc to develop despite op-
position from reactionaries. Whenever antagonistic class
relations threatened to destroy the fruits of civilisation,
the forces of social progress have always found a way oul
of the situation. Flahorating on this idea, Marx wrote in a
letter to P. V. Anncnkov:

...In order that they may not be deprived of the result attained

and forfeit the fruits of civilisation, they are obliged, from the

moment when their mode of carrying on commerce no longer

corresponds to the productive forces acquired, to change all
their traditional social forms.?2

Progressive processes and trends manage to clear their
way forward oven when their hearers and supporters are
temporarily defeated.

At every turning point in human history, social revolu-
tions cleared the way for the further development of the
positive potential of every type of civilisation. Whercas the
formation and initial development of civilisation required
that savagery and barbarism be overcome and a class so-
ciety established, today mankind is faced with the urgent
need to shatter the bonds of the bhourgeois class-based
civilisation.

As a result of socialist revolution and the establishment
of a radically new typo of civilisation, not only do the
benefits and values of civilisation achieved over the course
of history become available to all, but also new values
intrinsic to socialism are created which meet the needs of
the individual, of the nation, and of all of mankind. Bour-
geois civilisation is incapable of creating (hese values. The
new economic and political conditions and the new overall
social climate make it possible to draw the mass of lhe
people into creative historical activity. The social and cul-
tural activity of Ihe people assumes a hitherto unparalleled
scope and diversity. Describing the new society in his book

L'V. I. Lenin, The Staieand Revolution, pp. 425-426.

2 Marx to P. V. Anncnkov in Paris. In K. Marx and F. Engels,
Sclected Worksin three volumes, Vol. 1, Progress Puhlishers, Moscow,
1973, p. 519.
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The State and Revolution, lLenin remarked that under so-
cialism
for the first time in the history of civilised society, the mass
of the population will rise to taking an independent part, not
only in voting and elections, but a/so in the everyday ad-
ministration of the dlate.

Socialism is the establishment of a new type of civilisa-
tion—communist civilisation--that is to be identified by
the level of social progress, the level of material and spiri-
tual culture achieved in the new society and the universal
nature of its values. These identifying characteristics per-
meale the socialist type of socia progress and are mani-
fested in the emancipation of labour, in the establishment
of peace throughout the world, in the just distribution of
national wealth, in the participation of the mass of the
population in the management of state and public affairs,
in the universal accessibility of culture, in the new life-
style and in the qualities marking the socidist type of
individual.

The principles and characleristics of this new historical
type of civilisation are inseparable from a radical, revo-
lutionary change that replaces uncontrolled cconomic and
social development with the conscious organisation of pro-
duction and the whole of social life. They are inseparable
from the consistent implementation of those ideas that have
inspired the best social thinkers throughout the ages and
which were scientifically formulated by Marx, Engols and
Lenin, namely freedom, full well-being and free, all-round
development for al the working people and other members
of society. 2 Consequently, the emergent communist civili-
sation is characterised not only by the assimilation and
propagation of the entire progressive cultural heritage of
mankind, but also by the radically new content of human
activily in various spheres of social life, by the wealth of
its social relations and way of life, by a new set of values,
requirements and motivating forces, by a high level of
spiritual culture and a genuinely humane social climale.

To sum up, the historical role of communist civilisation
in the development of mankind derives from the fact that

1 V. T. Lenin, ‘The State and Revolution’, pp. 492-493. .
2 V. I. Lenin, ‘Draft Programme of the Russian Social-Democratic

Labour Party’, Collected Works, Vol. 6, Progress Publishers, Moscow,
1974, p. 26.
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it alone is capable of solving the socia and class contra-
dictions and the universal problems facing the world today
in a way that meets the interests of the whole of humanity.
Communist civilisation is an essential prerequisite of fur-
ther social progress. As its basic characteristics correspond
to universal human interests, it is capable of being the
legitimate heir to the values accumulated by previous gen-
erations. The new values that it itself gives rise to meet to
the fullest the basic needs of men. For this reason, the
transformation of communist civilisation into a single uni-
versal civilisation is historically inevitable.

Yevgeni Lysmankin

The Relationship Between
the Concepts ‘Socio-Economic
Formation’ and ‘Civilisation’

In analysing contemporary history, Marxist philosophy
has over recent years made frequent use of the term ‘civi-
lisation’. Defining the relationship between this concept
and those fundamental to historical materialism, and in
particular the concept ‘socio-economic formation’, iS a
problem of major importance whose solution will help to
render the meaning of the term ‘civilisation’ more precise
and to clarify its methodological function in socia cog-
nition.

Marxist philosophers both in the Soviet Union and abroad
have already attempted to determine the relationship be-
tween ‘civilisation’ and ‘socio-economic formation’. ! Investi-
gation into the term ‘civilisation’ has revealed that in fact
a whole complex of concepts and meanings are comprised
under this one term. Thus, for example, it can refer to
definite socio-cultural entities existing at a specific moment
in history. In a number of cases these socio-cultural forma-
tions arc ethnically relatively uniform communities and
constitute ethno-social organisms. It may refer to socio-
cultural communities covering larger regions (for example
the Hellenic civilisation, the European civilisation, etc.).
The term ‘civilisation® is also used to refer to specific
stages in history marked by a change in socia relations
and culture. In this case, civilisation is contrasted against
barbarism to denote a progressive stage in the development

! For a general description of the situation with regard to this
problem cf.: Muedaos M. IT. Colnainsm -- CTAMOBICHIIC HOROTO THIIA
nupimsanun. M., IToamnrusgar, 1980, c¢. 5861 (M. P. Mchedlov,
Socialism: the Emergence of a New Type of Civilisation, Politizdat, Mos-
cow, 1980, pp. 58-61).
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of mankind associated with the social division of labour,
the appearance of private property, classes, ctc. When
defined in this way, ‘civilisation’ is then [urther subdivided
into progressive periods associated with the formation of
a qualitatively new social system, which is then referred
to as a ‘civilisation’ in contrast to the ‘barbarism’ of the
outmoded social order. Hence in the Marxist classics capi-
talist society was sot against feudal barbarism, and commu-
nism was considered to be the highest type of civilisation.

The term ‘civilisation’ may aso refer to the sum total
of human socio-cultural achievement. Thus it is possible
to speak of the achievements of world civilisation, veferring
to the cumulative nature of its development.

On the basis of the foregoing it is, in the opinion of the
author, possible to attribute two basic meanings to the
term ‘civilisation’. Firstly it can be used to refer to socio-
cultural entities, which are primarily an object of investi-
gation by individual sciences. Such entities are historical
communities which left their mark upon the development
of world history and culture (the Maya civilisation, the
Egyptian civilisation, ete.). Such a definition of the term
‘civilisation’ also covers an investigation into civilisation
as a specific regional phenomenon (Hellenic, European,
ete.).

The second meaning of the term ‘civilisation’ constitutes
a general concept of an axiological nature in which a
particular level of social devclopment is compared with
a previous level and its advantages are then described as
the achievements of civilisation. In this case it is possible
to speak of the civilising mission of the progressive class
or social system. When used in this way, the term ‘civilisa-
tion’ acquires a far more general meaning and identifies
certain essential characteristics of the historical process.
The term ‘civilisation’ can then be included within the sys
tem Of concepts used in historical materialism to cxplain
the axiological aspect of the development of human sociely.
Tn this connection, the correlation hetween civilisation as
an interscience concept and the socio-philosophical aspect
of the term ‘formation’ is of theoretical interest.

The term ‘civilisalion’. when used to refer to specific
historical socio-cultural communities, cannot he dircetly
correlated with the term ‘formation’ as these two terms
involve different levels of abstraction. The term ‘formation’
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belongs to the essential-universal category of concepts,
while the term ‘civilisation’ refers to a specific 1istorical
entity, to something individual, and therefore it jnecludes
the unity of the general, the particular and the unique.
The leaching on socio-economic formations is, of course,
extremely important to any understanding of such a specific
historical entity, but rather as a means of elucidating tho
methodoloaical function of this theory, a question that will
be discussed later.

. .The second, that is, the axiological definition of the term
civilisation’ jnvolves an evaluation of essential-universal
characteristics in the development of human history, and
as such can be directly correlaied with the term ‘socio-
economic formation’. However, the teaching on socio-eco-
nomic formations does not deal primarily with the axio-
logical aspect of the issue but is concerned with providing
a theoretical explanation of the essence of human history
as a world-historical process. Marxism-Leninism Views tin's
process as a process of natural history governed by objective
laws that determine the sequence of specific historical modes
of organising social life.

In adopting this view of the historical process, the teach-
ing on socio-economic formations is continuing the hest
traditions of pre-Marxist philosophical thought, which had
already begun to view the development of history as an
internal, integrated process that comprised a number of
succeeding stages whose sequence was the expression of
the objeclive Jogic of histery. Giovanni Vico is generaly
considered to he the founder of this philosophical tradition.
ITe was the first to atlempt to draw a general picture of
world history and to strive to understand it as an gali-
embracing global process with its own cyclic pattern, which
was revealed in the rise, florescence, decline and death of
each nation that emerged onto the arena of world history.
Thus human history appears as the sum total of these
cyclic repelitions. This idea gave rise (o the so-called
cyclic theory which sees history as a sequence of mutually
independent civilisations (cl. Toynbee). However, this view
of history as a global process also stimulated the search
for a more profound explanation of the process of social
devefopment. Such an explanation was formulated by the
German elassical philosophers in the cighteenth and the
beginning of the nineleenth century.
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The dialeclical method, even in comhination will) the
idealist world-view characteristic of these philosophers.
made it possible to examine the conlent of social life and
the nature of the changes occurring within it. Tn (heir
writings, these philosophers presented human history as a
world-historical process which was seen not only as global
in nature, but also as purposeful, progressive and possessed
of its own inner logic. The inner logic of history was, in
their opinion, an expression of the essence and objective
pattern of socia development. Attempts were made to dis-
tinguish qualitatively definite stages in the forward move-
ment of history, attempts that anticipated the discovery by
Marx and Engels of a scientific approach to the identifica-
tion of such stages and the periodisation of history.

German classical philosophy, therefore, sought the key
to the periodisation of history not only in chronological
sequence, evaluating a given historical period of the basis
of how far removed it was from contemporary society for
example, ancient history, medieval history, modern history.
contemporary history, etc.) but also in essential character-
istics. This led to the identification of qualitative turning
points in the unfolding of the very essence of the histor-
ical process. Naturally, the substantive basis of history
remained within the recalm of the ideal.

Immanuel Kant, for example, sought the inner meaning
and logic of history in the moral sphere. In Kantian phi-
losophy man is both a sensual biological being and also a
being endowed with moral consciousness that operates in-
dependently of sensual motives or individual, egotistical con-
siderations. According to Kant, moral consciousness is par!
of the sensual consciousness of individuals, but constitutes
an autonomous System. Following this, the external and
internal aspects of social evolution are also dislinguished
from each other. The external aspect is identified with the
subjective aims of man. which are based on sensual motiva-
tions such as egoism, ambition, pursuit of wealth and other
passions and desires. The internal aspect of social evolu-
tion, concealed from direct observation, involves the increas-
ing pre-eminence of the rational principle which liberates
men from subordinalion to sensual motivation. The gradnal
liberation of man from the rule of emotion and his subor-
dination to the rule of reason and the moral law is the
inner meaning of history. The movement towards moral
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perfection is, according to Kant, the objective result of the
subjective aspirations of men. The interacting subjective
activity of individuals and of nations constitutes the reali-
sation of an objective Jaw. This inner logic ol history
involves the identification of essential stages in the devel-
opment of human society. Human progress consists in the
movement of society towards the moral autonomy of the
individual, and it is this that reveals the main trend of the
inner logic of social evolution.

Fichte followed Kkant in viewing the development of
society as a world-historical process, as a sequence of
succeeding epochs. Any given epoch is seen as a link in
the chain of epochs that together make up the process of
human development, and as such can only be understood
in connection with the other epochs.

According to Fichte, the basic meaning of the term
‘epoch’ stands in the same relationship to its specific char-
acteristics as does unity to diversity. lun the course of the
historical process the destiny of man is accomplished, the
world plan for mankind is achieved. In its journey towards
this destination, the human race passes through five epochs
distinguished from each other by the level of individual
self-awareness, which depends in its turn on the level of
human intellectual development.

Hegel aso distinguished between the external and the
internal aspects of the historical process. According to
llegel, the historical process is essentially the expression
of the Spirit's discovery of itself. In objective idealist phi-
losophy, the subjective aspect, individual aims, passions
and objectives are presented as the instrument of the
World Spirit. At the same lime these subjective strivings
on the part of individuals conceal an essentia reality which
is the expression of the objective logic of history. The over-
all movement ol history is caused by the idea of freedom
(which is the essence of the spiritual) seeking self-knowl-
edge. This then serves as the basis for dividing world
history into stages corresponding to the level of awareness
of the idea of freedom achieved by the Spirit and by man.

ltowever, the idealistic interpretation of history cannot
reveal the truly objective basis of history and its true
essence as its search for this basis is confined to the spiri-
tual. Nonctheless, the very attempt to discover such a basis
and 1o use it to demarcale the historical stages of social
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development proved very fruitful. Referring to the impor-
lance of understanding the essential foundations of history,
David Hume wrote:
...General principles, il just and sound, must always prevail
in the general course of things, though they may fail in
particular cases, and it is the chief business of philosophers
to regard the general course of things. !

This search for the substantive basis of human history
was continued by Marx and Engels in their elaboration of
the theory of socio-economic formations. The basis of hislo-
ry was thus discovered to lie beyond both objective and
subjective reason, in the sphere of material production. In
the course of human productive activity, which is directed
at transforming nature, social relations of production arc
formed independently of social consciousness. Formed as a
result of the development of the productive forces, these
relations delermine the whole of the supersiructure of so-
ciety and the entire course of socia development.

We are not here concerned with analysing the principles
of the materialist interpretation of history. Suffice it to say
that Marx and Engels discovered the essential basis of
history, which exists independently of social consciousness.
Moreover they also identified the internal causes that ex-
plain subjective thoughts and feelings, the objective logic of
history and the objective laws governing its development.
Social development started to be viewed as a process of
natural history in which qualitatively different specific his-
torical types of socia organisation successively replace each
other. The identification of particular types of production
relations based on qualitatively distinct forms of ownership
of instruments and means of production made it possible
lo identify different types of social organisation, which
arose not accidentally but in response to the demands of
the developing productive forces.

In order to understand the essence of the teaching on
socio-economic formations and the meaning of the category
itself, it is essential to note that this teaching is concerned
with the essence of the actual historical process. However,
identifying this essence and elaborating the theory of spec-
ific historical socio-economic formations is by no means an

1 David flume, Essays, Literary, Moral and Political, Ward
Lock and Tyler, Wurorck House, London, s.a., p. 150.
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casy task. It involves the use of the appropriate forms and
techniques of theoretical analysis and theoretical generalisa-
tion. Thus the theoretical analysis of society is performed
using not only specific techniques of social research (an
approach necessitated by the singularities of the object
under investigation) but aso universal methods of theo-
retical analysis and theoretical generalisation.

Marx and Fngels recognised that the elaboration of the
theory of socio-economic formations was the result of the
formulation of the materialist interpretation of history.
The link between the materialist interpretation of social
life and the theory of formations is twofold. Firstly, the
theory of formations was developed as a means of reflecting
the actual historical process, which is determined by objec-
tive factors independently of theories and theoreticians.
The content of this theory of formations must therefore
be recognised as objective, as is the value of a philosophi-
cal understanding of society. Secondly, the identification of
economic relations as objeclive and determining the course
of sociad development and the entire structure of socia
life then became the starting point for defining the specific
historical types of society in essential-universal terms.

Having identified economic relations as the determining
factor, Marx and Engels then discovered a certain recur-
rence in socia life which enabled them to classify social
phenomena and disclose the objective laws of history. This
recurrence was found to reside primarily in the forms of
ownership of instruments and means of production, which
conslitule the material base of production relations. This
discovery then became the fundamental principle underly-
ing the theory of socio-economic formations.

It was precisely the analysis of material socia relations
that at once made it possible to delect recurrence and regu-
larity in socia phenomena and to generalise the systems
of various countries to form the single fundamental con-
cept: social formation. Recurrence in socio-historical de-
velopment revealed itself in the fact that countries with
approximately the same level of production development
had identical production relations. This generalisation made
it possible to proceed from a purely empirical description
of social phenomena to a strictly scientific analysis at the
level of a general theory that penctrates into the essence
of the historical process and individual specific historical
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types of society. At this level ot analysis, the theory ig-
nores the differences between countries that have attained
approximately the same level of development in order to
concentrate on that which is common to them all.!

It follows from the above that the concept ‘socio-eco-
nomic formation’ is not used to refer to the sum total of
concrete objects of one specific type (or category) but rather
to identily and specify the essential-universal character-
istics which, although in reality existing only in individual
typos, can, in the course of theoretical analysis, be abstract-
ed and converted into an object of independent analysis.
This is, indeed, the starting point of the theory.

In order to grasp the essence of the process of its con-

struction, let us look at the history of the formulation by
Marx and Engels of the theory of the capitalist socio-
economic formation.
? Marx himself admitted that in Capital he had concen-
trated primarily on an analysis of one specific historical
formation, namely the capitalist formation. However, the
logica techniques used in constructing the theory of the
capitalist formation have a universal validity and can be
used in constructing theories for any other specific his-
torical socio-economic formation.

One of the most important techniques used by Marx and
Engels in the construction of their theory was the ‘cleans-
ing’ of capitalist relations from various ‘accretions’ that,
in reality, existed alongside it, that is, from non-capitalist
social forms. Essentiadly this is a technique widely applied
in constructing any scientific theory.

By the process of abstraction, Marx separated out ‘pure’
capitalism. This technique is of great cognitive importance
since natural and socia processes are extremely complex
and comprise numerous interacting factors. In order to
understand them, the actual processes are ‘simplified’ by
first separating out just one aspect that is essential to
grasping the essence of al the interacting phenomena.
Therefore, out of the aggregate of social relations to be
found in individual capitalist societies, Marx sclected only
those that were related to the capitalist type. This process
of abstraction was the prerequisite of his theorctical anal-
ysis of capitalist society in order to understand its essence.

1 See V. I. Lenin, “What the "Friends of the People” Are and tTow
They Fight the Social Democrats’, p. 140.
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According to Marx, theory examines the ‘pure’ processes,
and presents the laws governing capitalist production as
they would operate in their pure form, not obscured by
any of their non-typical manifestations. !

Thus, in developing the concept of the capitalist forma-
tion, Marx put to one side al the non-typical, non-essen-
tial aspects characteristic of both European and non-Euro-
pean bourgeois countries. Ilowever, the elaboration of the
theory of the capitalist formation involved yet another
technique of logic known as idealisation.

Capitalism, as a specific type of society, passes through
a number of stages in the course of its development, and
the key to the understanding of the less developed forms
in this social evolution is to be found in the more developed
forms. 1n order to construct the theory of capitalism, Marx
had to visualise an idealised model of pre-monopoly capi-
talism in which all socia relations had reached their ideal
development. Thus the category ‘bourgeois socid formation’
as elaborated by Marx referred to the ideal capitalist sys
tem. The concept ‘ideal’ is not used here in the sense of
perfection and permanent value for mankind, but in the
sense of the extreme limit of development of given socid
relations. The technique used by Marx is aso of a univer-
sd scientific nature and is important in the construction
of theories and the process of theoretical analysis. Noting
the use of such techniques in the natural sciences, Engels
referred to Sadi Carnot who, upon examining the steam
engine, discovered that its basic processes did not operate
in their pure form but were obscured by secondary proces-
ses. These he put to one side, and created an ideal steam
engine (or gas engine) which cannot be built in practice
but which is essential for theoretical analysis. It can be
added here that Karl Marx would never have constructed
the theory of capitalism if he had not applied these uni-
versal scientific techniques of theoretical analysis, if he
had not set aside socia relations that were purely secon-
dary to capitalism, and if he had not mentally taken pre-
monopoly capitalism to its extreme form. The essence of
this type of socia relations would have remained hidden
in obscurity and its discovery would have been impossible.

There is yet another aspect to consider as regards the

L Cf. Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 111, Progress Publishers, Moscow,

1974, p. 175
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definition of the concept ‘socio-cconomic formation’ and the
techniques used in constructing the theory of the basic
socio-economic formations. A given specific historical lype
of society is usually examined in that form which repre-
sents its extreme development, and this serves as the basis
for the theory of specific socio-economic formations. This
aspect of formation analysis is sometimes known as typo-
logical analysis. There is, however, another aspect withoul
which the dialectical approach to this teaching would ho
incomplete. This second aspect can he referred to as ge-
netic, that is, it deals with the genesis, development and
decline of specific historical social formations. The genetic
analysis of a given socio-economic formation involves an
examination of all the essential stages of development which
it passes through while still retaining its qualitative
distinetness With regard to other types of social formation.
Marx and Engels revealed the essence of both developed
and undeveloped forms of socia relations in a given type,
together with the stages of development passed through by
various socio-economic formations. At the same time, each
formation is seen as an essential stage of socia evolution
which cannot be by-passed in the process of world history.
The typological and genetic aspects of the analysis of
socio-economic formations reflect the inner contradiction of
the histlorical process itself. Hegel was one of the first to
attempt to give this contradiction theoretical expression
within a system of concepts in his famous thesis ‘All that
is real is rational; and all that is rational is real’. This
formula attracted the attention of idcologists from various
classes and for a long time lacked a correct interpretation.
Engels interpreted it by applying the principle of historism.
Set%ing aside the idealist form in which this thesis was
presented, he revealed its concealed dialectic essence: the
unity Of stability and mutability in the historical process.
given form of social relations retains its qualitative
distinctness for as long as it continues to ho historically
necessary, that is, while it corresponds to the level and
nature of the development Of the productive forces. |t disap-
pears as soon as it ceases to satisfy the requirements of
the more advanced productive forces. Engels emphasised
the fact that the stable aspect of specific social forms is
relative, While their mutability is absolute.
The theory of formations assumes that the historical
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process of each specific historical type of society iS deseribed
from two distincl, yel complementary and” interrelated
points of view: functional stability and genetic mutability.

Any definition of the relationship between tie concept
‘civilisation’ and the concept ‘formation’ also involves com-
paring these concepts with certain other closely related
categories. In philosophical literature the terms ‘socjety’
and formalion” gre often treated as synonyms, and If ary
distinction is made between them, it is treated as being qf
little importance. A more thorough analysis, however, re-
veals that the dislinction is quite significant. In our opinion,
the concept ‘socicty” is not identical with (he concept ‘socio-
economic lormation.” The concept ‘society’ has two mean-
ings. First, it is a form of the motion of matter that has
emerged within the natural world, possesses qualitative
distinctness and functions and develops according to
specific laws. Secondly, it can be used to refer to individual
socictics as real historical cutities. In order to make the
distinction between the two terms clear, it can be said
that ‘lormation’ discloses the essence of qualitatively
distinct stages of social development, while ‘society’ (in
its second meaning) refers to the historical process in al
its diversity. A society of a given kind, therefore, €xists
as the unity of the general, the particular and the unique,
and possesses the qualities of a definite formation. The
term ‘formation’ refers only to the type of society and its
essential characteristics. Thus, for example, capitalism as
such is the capitalist formation, while capitalist Britain is
a society which belongs to a definite formational type.

Not all philosophical or historical enquiry into the theory
of socio-economic formations uses the term ‘socicty’ With
the meaning given above, although the need for such a
concept has now become persistent. In order to distinguish
clearly between the term ‘formation’, referring to the essence
of a society of a given type, and a particular society as
the unity of the essential-universal, the particular and the
unique, the Soviet philosopher Yu. |. Semyonov has sug-
gested the new term ‘social organism’,! to be used to refer

L Cenenos 10. H. Rarteropus «conpanpnnii opranuamy 1 €€ snave-
me Murs netopuveckoil mayku.  «Boupocs uctopui», 1968, Nz 8, c. 8
106 (Yu. |. Semyonov, ‘ The Category "Social Organism” and its Signi-
ficance for the TTistorical Sciences, Voprosyistorii, No. 8, 1968, pp.
88-106). '
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to actual individual societies. This new term is now quite
widely used in philosophical and historical publications,
and has made it possible to distinguish more precisely be-
tween the actual historical process and its theoretical rep-
resentation. As a result, the term ‘historical epoch’ has also
gained in precision. This term refers to a particular period
of history with its numerous facts and events, and com-
prises the universal, the particular and the unique aspects
characteristic of all ‘social organisms' existing in a given
historical period.

Marx, Engels and Lenin did not regard the formulation
of the theory of socio-economic formations as an cnd in
itself. By disclosing the essence of social phenomena this
theory makes it possible to deal with social processes in all
their complex diversity. The abstract categories of histori-
ca materialism, commented Marx, arc meaningless when
divorced from real history. Their value lies in the fact
that they make it possible to organise historical material
and reveal the relationship between its various layers.

Indeed,

the difficulties begin only when one scts about the examina-
tion and arrangement Of_ the nmterial—whe.thor o[ a past epoch
or of the present—and its actual presentation. !

Thus the category ‘socio-economic formation’ represents
an essential-universal concept, just as the theory of forma-
tions constitutes a theoretical representation of an csscn-
tial-universal type. It reflects the real essence of specific
historical types of social organisation and the historical
process of their self-development.

Marxist literature on social-economic formations gencrally
distinguishes five historical types of social system: primi-
tive-communal, slave-owning, feudal, capitalist and commu-
nist. There are also those who favour the identification of
yet another type of social organisation which is known as
the ‘Asiatic’ formation.

Historians have noted regional characteristics specific
to the historical development of the countrics of the East,
and such singularities cannot bo ignored by social philos-

1 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, ‘The German Ideology’, p. 37.
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ophy, even at the level of generalisation. Nonetheless, the
malerialist inlerpretation of history makes it possible to
detect a general line of historical development and common
major types of production organisation both in the East
and in the West.! There is little foundation for the isola-
tionist tendencies in interpreting the social institutions and
culture of the Fast.? It would seem that attempts to depict
Oriental social organisation as a special type of formation
arc the result of confusing together the concept ‘socio-
cconomic formation’ and the regional manifestations of
certain types of social organisation.

One must, for example, distinguish between the slave-
owning formation and ancient society. Ancient Society is a
social phenomenon that includes not only features common
to all slave-owning socicties, but also features wnique to
itself. Therefore it would be unacceptable to identi#y an-
cient society with a formation, which expresses the essen-
tial-universal features of any form of slave-owning society.
From a methodological point of view, the theory of the
slave-owning formation serves as a means of explaining
antiquity as a special form of that formation in comparison
with other slave-owning social systems in other parts of
the world. In precisely the same way, the theory of forma-
tions  (primitive-communal, slave-owning, feudal, ete.)
makes it easier [0 understand the common essence of their
development and the specifics of their emergence within
the world process of civilisation.

The supporters of the concept of an ‘Asiatic’ formation
frequently refer to Marx, who formulated the concept of
the ‘Asiatic mode of production’. However, Marx referred
not only to the ‘Asiatic’ mode of production, but also to the
‘ancient’, the ‘German’, the ‘Slav’, etc. In each case these
terms were used to refer to regional specifics, singularities
of social development, mainly in the early stages. Marx
distinguished a number of regional manifestations of the

L Cf. Koupad If. M. Bauay u Bocvok. M., Tayka, 1972 ¥yroa
E. M., Bupza M. JI., HepnaxE. I., ITass0sB. H. Teopernyeckue 1mpof-
JIeMHI RCOMTIPAO-TICTOPTIecKoTo nporecca. M., TTayka, 1979 (N. |I. Kon-
rad. Westand Fast. Nanka Publishers, Moscow. 1972, Ye. M. Zhukov,
M. L. Birg, Ye. B. Chernyak. V. T. Pavlov, Theoretical Problems of
the World-Ilistorical Process, Nanka Publishers, Moscow, 1979).

* Cf. the article by Natalia Kozlova and Valentina Fedotova in
the present collection.
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primitive-communal system Roman, German, Celtic, Slav,
Hindu, ete. Ilowever, the concept ‘primitive-communal for-
mation’ includes only those essential-universal charac-
teristics typical of all primitlive social forms.

As has alrecady been mentioned, the formulation of the
theory of specific historical formations is not the final aim
of investigation into given sociad systems. It marks only
the first step in the theoretical understanding of the actual
historical process or contemporary history. Empirical data
on countries, regions and historical epochs is acquired
along the difficult road leading from abstract theory to
factual knowledge.

Having now defined the term ‘formation’, we can relurn
to examining its relationship to the term ‘civilisation’.

If ‘civilisation’ is understood to refer to a specific socio-
cultural community, that is, to a specific historical entity,
then the term ‘formation’ represents a different level of
abstraction. The teaching on formations will function
vis-a-vis such communities as a general theory that assists
in their typological definition as members of a particular
formation, and aso helps in understanding the essential
characteristics of their social organisation at a particular
level and the basic Jaws governing their mode of operation
and development.

When ‘civilisation’ is contrasted against barbarism, then
the emphasis iS put upon the axiological meaning of this
concept, whereas ‘formation’ refers to the essence of a
society of a given type.

The concept ‘civilisation’ includes within it a value judge-
ment, implicitly confirming the superiority of a given
stage of socia development over the preceding stage. It
underscores the significance of the first form of the socid
division of labour and the contribution made by the social
organisation and culture based on this form of the division
of labour to the common human heritage. The term ‘forma-
tion’, on the other hand, discloses the nature of the social
system of a specific type, its structure and its place in the
world historical process. These two concepts arc comple-
mentary in that the teaching on formations makes it pos-
sible to determine the historical type of ‘civilisation’, while
the category ‘civilisation” helps in evalualing a society of a
particular historical type within its specific historical con-
text.

54

It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish
hetween the concepts ‘civilisation® and ‘formation’ in terms
of their structural organisation. llere the concept ‘forma-
tion” would include the essential aspects of social life, the
historical forms of community, clc.,, whereas the concept
‘civilisation’ acts as a structural framework for those as-
pects of social life that arc susceptible to value judgement,
primarily cultural achicvements.

Sometimes the concepts ‘formation’ and ‘civilisation’ can
be distinguished in space and time (the geographical and
historical limits of civilisations and formations). Further
elucidation is required here, particularly as regards the
geographical limils of formations. Strictly speaking, it is
theoretically inaccurate to use such an expression in speaking
of a formation, as the essential-universal (in this instance
‘formation’) does not exist independently of its concrete
manifestations. Therefore certain reservations must be made
when speaking of the geographical and historical (spatial
and temporal) limitations of ‘formations’. In our opinion,
it is more accurate, theoretically speaking, to talk of the
chronological limils of a historical epoch dominated by a
given type of social organisalion or a specific ‘socio-eco-
nomic formation’. It is historical epochs belonging to the
corresponding formational lype that have (emporal limits.
If the formalional type itself is seen as having temporal
limits, this could lecad to the conclusion that beyond these
limits the given formational type ceases to exist, wherecas
history proves this to be wrong. There still exist today not
only developed but also extremely archaic social forms
whose theoretical investigation requires a knowledge of the
theory of the primitive-communal organisation of socia
life, ctc. An analysis of the wmodern historical epoch re-
quires a knowledge of all the aspects of the theory of for-
mations.

The same reservations must be made as regards the
spatial limits of formations. This obviously refers to the
geographical location of those countries and regions which
are comprised within that formation which expresses the
basic content of the given epoch. This is, in fact, the basis
for delermining the formational character of the historical
epoch itself, while the formational character of individual
countries or regions is based on their dominant forms of
social organisation.

55




Thus the concepts ‘formation’ and ‘civilisation’ serve to
unite the content of social life and the historical process
from different points of view and at various levels of
abstraction. They are distinguished by their methodological,
cognitive function. The further development of these con-
cepts will make it possible to penctrate still further into
the essence of historical events and their axiological s€ig-
nificance.

FEduard Markarian

The Correlation of General
and Local Historical Types
of Culture

The elaboration of methodologically effective methods of
researching into and cxpressing both the gencral and the
particular parameters of cultural-historical processes in
their systemic unity has always been one of the basic tasks
facing the philosophy of culture. Today this is necessary
not only in order to understand history, but also in order
to meet the demands of practical sociad management. It
should also be added that the very development of histori-
ca culiurology as a whole did not favour a balanced study
of the general and the individual-specific aspects of cul-
tural-historical processes, as can be secn from American
cultural anthropology. Here the development of one-sided
evolutionism that took place at the turn of the century,
with its emphasis on the common, universal aspects of the
development of mankind, later gave way to an equally un-
balanced tendency (in the other direction), with attention
being paid mainly to the unique individuality of culturo-
historical systems.

A significant shift towards the absolutisation of the
unique aspects of various cultures aso took place as aresult
of a philosophical idealist interpretation of history whose
main tenets were given their fullest and most consistent
expression in the views of Spengler and Toynbee. Both
these writers advance the relativist principle of the equi-
valence of their proposed basic units of human history,
regardless of the epoch represented by the given unit.
Spengler named his units ‘cultures’, while Toynbee named
his ‘civilisations’. As a result, both ancient and modern
civilisations were ranged side by side as equivalents. This
relativist principle in the historical philosophy of Spengler
and Toynbee denies the progressive development of world
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history. Although much has heen written on these and
other similar concepts in the philosophy of history and cul-
tural anthropology, there has boon little critical analysis
o[ their common principle of the equivalence of the his-
torical units or of the initial conceptual structure which
expresses these units. Ilowever, such an analysis is essen-
tial to understanding the essence of these concepts and the
common approach to history from which they spring. More-
over, an analysis of the principle of the equivalence of
cultures or civilisations, a principle characteristic of (his
approach, is of interest not only as a critique of the concepts
involved. In fact, the principle itself is the result of a dis-
torted view of real and important, but poorly-studied prob-
lems of historical science. These problems deserve close
attention and detailed examination. It is proposed to look
at some of them in the present article.

Before moving to the problems themselves, let us first
note the one-sided, local-individualising interpretation given
by Spengler and Toynbee of the units of the development
of human history (e. g. cultures, civilisations). The concept
of local culture or civilisation was introduced by us in a
critical analysis of the views of Spengler and Toynbee in
which we set out to identify and precisely define the nature
of the historical paramecler expressed in these units. The
general principle used in constructing such systems we
named ‘the concept of local cultures or civilisations’. ! In a
later work we labelled this approach to the philosophy of
history ‘the concept of equivalent cultures or civilisations'.
Both these expressions then became accepted terms. More-
over, the first, the concept of ‘local enlture’ and ‘local civi-
lisations', was then sometimes ascribed to Spengler and
Toynbee, even though they labelled their historical units
‘cultures’ and ‘civilisations” without the epithet ‘local’. Tn-
deed it is this omission that lies at the root of the problem.
The use of the terms ‘culture’ and ‘civilisation’ would be
quite acceptable provided they reflected not only the local-
individualising but also the general-phasic characteristics

U Cf. Maprapan 9. C. 0 ®ownemynt JOKaALUEIX HIBITBATE.
Epesan, n3g-po ATI Apm. CCP. 1962; on ske. OgepKir Teopuiy KYJbTYPol.
Epesan, uag-so AH Ap.\r. CCP. 1909 (E. S. Markarian, On the Concept
of Local Civilisations, Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR,
Yerevan, 1962; idem., Outlines of @ Theory Of Culture, Academy of
Sciences of the Armenian SSR, Yerevan, 1969).
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of the historical complexes under consideration. However,
the idealism ol Spengler, Toynbee and other representatives
of this trend makes it impossible for them to grasp the
dialectic unity of these characteristics.

In their attempts to explain the dynamics of the histori-
cal process, idealistically orientated scholars turn their
attention immediately to the spiritual, most individual and
distinctive spheres of the social practice of various peoples.
As a result, they almost always concentrate upon the local
form and stylistic singularities of the object of investiga-
tion, its overall ‘spiritual shape’ as it were. It is precisely
these local singularities that the idealistic scholar is often
obliged to regard as the sole basis upon which to integrate
culturo-historical complexes and the sole criterion of their
correlation. Thus the factors which legitimately permit
local singularities in the socia practice of different peoples
and regional communities to be equated with each other be-
come the faclors that serve as the basis for cquating whole
historical complexes. This is the key to the concept of
equivalent cultures.

Historical materialism adopts a very different approach
to rescarch, providing criteria that permit a far more com-
prehensive and detailed analysis of culturo-historical systems.
For the most part, these criteria pertain to material pro-
duction. The theoretical generalisation of the historical
sequence Of modes of production, which constitutes the
objective basis of the history of social formations, makes
it possible to distinguish the phasic parameters of history,
which are almost completely ignored by those who support
the theory of equivalent cultures. Indeed, it is above all
this aspect of historical materialism that is evoking enor-
mous and growing interest in Marxist methodology in an
effort to find an alternative to the theory of equivalent
cultures and various forms of nco-evolutionism. !

The aforesaid in no way implies that those who base
their approach on historical materialism ignore the local
parameter of history. Rather they view it in a far broader,
and therefore far richer context. The interest of Marxist
rescarchers in the local aspect of history is reflected, for
example, in Soviet literature on this subject over the last

1 Cf. David Kaplan, Robert Alan Manners, Culture Theory, Pren-
tice-1Tall Inc., linglewood Cliffs (New Jersey), 1972.
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few years, which reveals that a great deal of research is
being conducted on the individual-specific aspects of the
development of mankind within the framework of the theory
of social formations.

Clearly, the main methodological problem is that of cor-
relating these two aspects of research into culture (civili-
sation) and giving them precise conceptual expression within
a unified theoretical conceptual system. The conceptual
system that divides historical types of culture into ‘gencral’
and ‘local’ is meant to scrve precisely this purpose. This
system can be used to investigate and represent specific
historical cultural complexes in their entirety, allowing
for two qualitatively different cognitive projections. One of
these requires that the objects of study be abstracted from
their specific historical, local-individual links with the sur-
rounding world. Such abstraction is necessary in order
that attention be concentrated on their general character-
istics and their historical similarily or dissimilarity estab-
lished. It is this abstract-analytical approach that makes
it possible to distinguish the corresponding stages of cul-
tural development. The second cognitive projeclion, on the
other hand, concentrates attention on those specific histor-
ical, local-individual links between the systems under in-
vestigation and the surrounding world which arc ignored
in investigating general historical types. Accordingly, the
generalisation and typologisation of the objects under in-
vestigation at this level takes account of characteristics
localised in time and space. This particular method of ge-
neralisation and typologisation is designed 1o express local
historical types of culture.

The concept of socio-economic formations corresponds (o
the first, most general level of investigation into the social
process. This concept is the classical expression of that
form of general historical type which represents the syste-
mic phasic unity of social processes® and it can only fulfil
its cognitive functions if the local-individual aspects of the
societies it comprises are set aside, this being the indispens-
able prerequisite of a phasic-formation description of these
societies. These aspects of the concept of socio-economic
formations must be fully appreciated in order to arrive at
a correct formulation of the problem of its relationship to
culturo-historical processes, and also in order to formulate

1 Cf. the article by Yevgeni Lysmankin in the present collection.
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a concept of culture that is essentially similar to the con-
cept of socio-economic formations both logically and in
contenl. Such a concept is that of formational types of
culture. This concept expresses the various phases of cul-
tural development as determined by radical changes in the
modes of material production.

Any explanation of the relationship hetween socio-eco-
nomic formations and formational types of culture inevitably
touches upon a problem fundamental to culturological the-
ory, that of clearly defining the criteria to be used in dis-
tinguishing culture from social lifc as a whole. The very
nature of the phenomenon of culture, a phenomenon that is
‘diffused” throughout the entire social organism, that lite-
rally penclrates its every pore, makes this problem partic-
ularly difficult to solve. Moreover, when separating culture
out from the entive complex of social life in order to
subject it lo scientific investigation, it is essential to avoid
the frequently reslricted interpretalions of this phenomenon
(as a system of values, as Lhe creative aspect of human
activity, etc.), and to preserve its comprehensive integrity
and richness of content. This problem cannot be solved by
a one-dimensional approach. Its solution requires the con-
struction of a multidimensional model which permits a
syslemic examination of sociely and in which culture is
not merely seen as one of the parts, but as one of the basic
dimensions of socia life. The structural cross-section reflect-
ing this dimension then reveals socia life from the point
of view of those modes of human hehaviour that are
characteristic of social life in being extra-biological.

The other two dimensions of the proposed model are de-
signed to reflect the subjects (individual and collective) and
the diversity of human activity, the latter being the result
of corporate activity directed towards the corresponding
objects of reality.

The above-mentioned categories (subjects of activity,
spheres of activity, and extra-biological means of activity)
together form, in our opinion, the basic componential struc-
ture of society. In other words, all the diversity of socio-
cultural phenomena can be cxpressed and represented by
these categories. In reality, these categories are indissol-
ubly united into one whole which serves as the basis for
the integraled network of social life and the source of its
development.
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From a genceral typological point of view, this integrated
unity of the clements thal conslitule social life is expres-
sed by the concept of socio-economic formation. Formation-
al types of culture give phasic expression (o only one of
these categories of elemenl(s-~the specific means by which
human communities interact with their natural and socio-
cultural environment and organise their social life on the
basis of the institutionalisation, slimulation, programming,
material provision and social reproduction of the activity
of their individual members. The construction of formatio-
nal types of cullure is a specific line of theoretical enquiry
within the general process of invesligation into socio-eco-
nomic formations.

The elaboration of a multidimensional systemic model
of society that provides the criteria for correlating the
culturological and other fundamental theoretical lines of
enquiry involved in investigating social life also has an
important role to play in substantiating the teaching on
socio-economic formations as applied to every epoch of hu-
man history without exception. The theoretical potential of
historical materialism in this respect is recognised not only
by Marxists. The well-known American anthropologist Mar-
vin Harris places great value on precisely this property of
historical materialism as developed by Marx, who, in Har-
ris's words, formulated a principle no less valid scientifical-
ly than Darwin's principle of natural selection. !

However, in the West considerable influence is still en-
joyed by interpretations of the theory of socio-economic
formations which declare that, while this theory makes it
possible to explain the nature and development of certain
historical epochs, in particular the age of capitalism, it is
of no assistance in understanding other epochs. The most
common argument is that economic institutions play the
dominant role in some societies, but others are dominated
by other types of institutions—religious, for example, or
military. However, such arguments are based on a false
premise and cannot invalidate the teaching on socio-cco-
nomic formations. This theory is not based on asserling the
determining role of economic institutions, but points to the
ultimately determining role played by economic activity in

1 M. Harris, The Rise of Anthropological Theory, Crowell, Now
York, 1969.
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the development of society and the shaping of general types
of social development. Therefore, in this particular in-
stance it is not social institutions (i.e. elements of culture},
but the institutionalised spheres of liuman activity that are
to be directly correlated, and these last express a qualita-
tively different structural cross-section of society.

The cognitive situalion under analysis requires that
two corelative units—economic and extra-economic activity
—be distinguished within the given structural cross-section.
The historical relationship belween these two  spheres
in the process of social development permits the con-
clusion that the mode of cconomic activity determines the
essential characteristics of the basic spheres of extra-eco-
nomic activity, i.e. their general type. It is this cognitive
function of the given principle of historical materialism
that we will apply to all the phases and all the epochs of
human history.

While not claiming that the concepts of socio-economic
formations and formational types of culture can explain
everything, we would nonetheless like to stress yet again
their general-typological nature. Their application is re
stricted to the identification of the common, invariable char-
acteristics of social development on the basis of the cri-
teria discussed above, and it cannot be used directly to ex-
plain the specific characteristics of individual societies,
which are the product of concrete historical conditions. The
teaching on socio-economic formations serves as the essen-
tial general methodological prerequisite in studying these
individual characteristics, which, however, themselves
require a different principle of explanation and gener-
alisation. The systematic and comprehensive elaboration
of this principle is a problem that has arisen only
recently.

Paradoxically, it is the modern age with its powerful
unifying tendencies that has posed with particular urgency
the problem of conducting scientific research into the loca
parameler Of cultural development. Until recently, interest
in the individual-unique, local characteristics of culture
was limited, at the scientific level, mainly to the corre-
sponding historical and geographical disclipines. A dramatic
change is occurring today in this regard. From being a
strictly academic and peripheral problem, research into the
local aspect of human development has now become of ma-
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jor theoretical and practical importance. A major reason
for this change is that, in managing social processes on
a scientific basis, it is becoming increasingly important to
take account of the local parameter expressing the indivi-
dual-unique aspect of history and embodied in cultural
traditions. The need for a branch of learning able to give
precise and systematic expression to the local parameter of
human history is today making itself felt in various
spheres of practical activity, from socio-economic planning
to the formulation of foreign policy towards specific coun-
tries and regions.

For a long time research into the local diversity of cul-
ture was dominated by purely descriptive and plienome-
nological methods based on a subjective understanding of
and emotional response to specific forms of culture, and
on an intuitive grasp of their individual stylistic character-
istics. There can be no doubt that this phenomenological
approach is quite legitimate and, indeed, in some cases in-
dispensable. However, in the instance now under consider-
ation, an approach is neceded that makes it possible to ex-
press in a system of precisely defined terms, the local, in-
dividual-unique experience of historical communities as
embodied in their ethnic and local traditions. This would
then make it possible to represent the units of this expe-
rience as comparable objects.

The integrative interaction of the socia and natural
sciences that is typical of our age enriches socia research
with universal scientific methods and useful analogies. Of
potentially enormous significance in this respect is the view
of human social development as a qualitatively distinct
form of adaptive processes. At present, this approach to
human history raises more questions than it solves. How-
ever, this research strategy, whose aim is to disclose the
invariable characteristics of the adaptive processes and on
this basis establish the fundamental nature of society as an
adaptive system, would seem to be promising. Such an
approach, which fully corresponds to contemporary proces-
s of scientific integration, sheds new light on many so-
cial science problems, including the problem of the onto-
logica status of local variation in the development of
human culture.

Of interest in this connection is the concept of speci-
fic and general evolution put forward by the American an-
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thropologist M. Sahlins. ! Attempting to find some common
reference points in examining socio-cultural development
and biological evolution, Sahlins believes he has found
them in the essentially similar forms these two processes
assume, even though the processes are accomplished by
qualitatively different mechanisms. Both biological and
cultural evolution occur by means of adaptive modification
of the corresponding forms to the existing conditions of
the environment, and both involve a progression from low-
er to higher levels of development. These two aspects of
development are very similar to the differentiation of two
types of biological change proposed by the Soviet scien-
tist A. N. Severtsov.? These are 'idioadaptation’ (adaptation
to a specific environment, the former being wholly relative
to the latter), and ‘aromorphosis’ (changes of a genera
and progressive nature). However, as has already been
pointed out, Sahlins is attempting to view these aspects of
development as invariants characteristic of the development
of all forms of life, including human social life.

Sahlins’ approach deserves attention because of its at-
tempt to discover an objective basis for correlating the
general and the Jocal (or, as Sahlins describes it, ‘specific’)
aspects of human cultural development. However, this
merely indicates the general direction of research. Sahlins
not only fails to discuss, but does not even mention the
fundamental methodological problems involved in such a
correlation of the general and local aspects of cultural de-
velopment. Thus, for example, Sahlins does not deal with
the problem of differentiating the methods of generalisation
to be used for the general and local aspects of cultural de-
velopment, although this problem should, in our opinion,
be considered as fundamental to any investigation of the
questions under review.

The local parameter in both biologica and socio-cultural
evolution derives from the fact that the potential capacities
contained in the evolutionary units can only manifest

1 M. Sahlins, Evolution: Specific and General in Theory of Anthro-
pology. Ed. by R. Manner and 1. Kaplan, Aldine Publishing Compa-
ny, Chicago, 19G8, pp. 230-234, 229-240.

- Cesepyos A. 1. 'maBisle HAUPABICUIIL DROJIOIIOHHOTO 1HPOLECCA.
M., nsj-Bo Mockosckoro yunsepeurera, 1967, c. 58, 67, 87 (A. N. Sever-
tsov, The Main Trendsin the Evolutionary Process, Moscow University
Press, Moscow, 1967, pp. 58, 67,87).
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themselves in a plurality of evolutionary forms by means
of regional self-limitation. This supposes tho deveiopment
of corresponding, integrated, locally specialised modes of
existence Which are capable of reflecting the concrete con-
ditions obtaining in the environment to be assimilated. As
a result, the maintenance of a local cultural individuality
is as important for social units ol human development as is
the maintenance of the appropriate programmes for the
units of biological evolution.

The maintenance of the local individuality of different
societies was particularly important during the past stages
of human development, when the historical accumulation
of economic experience assumed a stable ethnic pattern,
being woven into national traditions. llowever, even today
when some of the more important ecological functions that
were previously carried out by ethno-cultural traditions
have started to shift to the realm of supra-ethnic culture,
characterised by a tendency to unification, the localised di-
versity of human culture is displaying a notable capacity
for survival. This is explained primarily by the fact that
the loca diversity of human culture is one expression of its
redundancy. This redundancy is potentially of great adap-
tive importance, for it is culture that serves as the specific
adaptive mechanism of society thanks to which society has
been transformed into a ‘universal adaptive-adapting sys-
tem’ unique among al forms of life. If it is to carry out
its adaptive functions effectively, culture, like modes of
organising and reproducing biological life, must have some
degree of redundancy. In other words, it must not only be
constantly able to meet the minimum demands of the en-
vironment, but aso contain within itself the capacity to
adapt to new, sometimes sharply changing conditions. The
form and degree of the expression of local cultural diversity
can vary considerably at different stages of socia develop-
ment, but diversity itself nonetheless remains an essential
feature of any of these stages as a consequence of the
factors mentioned above, and others, which are produced
by the processes of social self-organisation.

These processes are fundamentally contradictory, as is
the very means of their realisation—culture. Although cul-
ture serves as the specific adaptive mechanism of socicty,
it has always carried within itself a destructive, destabilis-
ing element. This is particularly noticeable in the local
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diversity of culture, one of whose manifestations can be
seen in the contradictions of ethnic and regional interests,
ideas and social institutions. These contradictions and cop-
flicts have naturally proved to be one of the most impor-
tant destabilising factors in history. However, in the actual
process of interaction between human communities, these
contradictions also act as the source of cultural forms cor-
responding to the existing environment.

Until now, the process of adapting local cultural tradi-
tions to the existing social environment was spontaneous
and took place over long historical periods. That this should
be so was natural for ages characterised by a relalively
dow rate of social development. llowever, today the situa-
tion has undergone a qualitative change as a result of the
sharp acceleration of social change. Thus the main common
task facing humanity involves the need for a scientifically
grounded mechanism of adaptive self-modification for hu-
man communities living in the rapidly changing contempo-
rary world.

The task of exercising direct control over the dynamics
of cultural traditions in order to adapt them to the impera-
tives of world development can be considered as the maxi-
mum programme. Today we are faced with another, also
very important but comparatively easier scientific and ma-
nagerial task connected with the systemic study of cultural
traditions, and in particular their local parameter. This
is the task of allowing for cultural traditions in setting up
forecast models simulating social systems at the global and
regional level in order to determine their most likely paths
of development. Cultural tradition is a phenomenon
whose study makes it possible to combine into one whole
the past, the present and the probable future of the system
being simulated.

The study of the local parameter of culturo-historical
processes is directly linked with their individualisation, i.e.
with the comprehensive reproduction of the unique experi-
ence of the units of Lhe given processes as expressed in
their cultural heritage. The individualisation of cultures
is, however, one of the methodologically least explored
problems of social science. The Baden school of neo-Kantia-
nism, and in particular Heinrich Rickert, did, it is true, de-
vote considerable attention to this problem, but Rickert,
who put the individualising, historical (idiographic) meth-
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od N opposition to the generalising, natural-scientific
(nomolhetic) method, produced a one-sided and distorted
interpretation of the task oi' individualising the objects of
historical research, and in fact led such research into an
impasse, where, in Western literature on this topic, it has
remained to this day. o

Rickert overlooked the fact that, in addition to the ‘idio-
graphic individualisation’ of the objects of historical T¢-
search, which involved the perception and description of
single events and facts selected on the basis of their rela-
tion to the corresponding values, there is another, special
type of individualisation based on the generalisation of
these objects within their given regional space-time co-or-
dinates. We have called this method of generalisation ‘gen-
eralising individualisation’.* Moreover, as one might ©X-
pect, this method of individualisation is particularly impor-
tant for historical and geographical research into culture,
since in the process of carrying out its functions culture is
constantly reproduced in the actions of various individuals
united within specific groups.

In order to carry out these functions (which, as was stat-
ed earlier, consist in stimulating, programming, control-
ling, co-ordinating, materially providing for and socially
reproducing human activity by special, extra-biological
means), culture must necessarily assume the form of the
corresponding stereotyped actions. The processes involved
in the stereotypisation of culture are reflected in norms of
behaviour, tools, weapons, works of art, means of transport,
dwellings, food and many others. 1t is very important '©
note that culture is seen as that which is seli-repeating,
reproducing a large number of basically identical copies,
not only by those engaged in the theory of culture, put also
by those engaged in historical and geographical research,
for each is attempting tO interpret certain manifestations of
the culturo-historical process, including their characteristic
individual-unique aspects.

The cultural historian is, of course, perfectly justified in

1 E. Markarian, ‘Methodological Principles of Studying the Tocal
Diversity of Culture’. In 6 International Congress of Logic, A’t‘i('/}m{/r:l—
ogy and ppilosophy of Science. Abslr. (sections 10, 11, 12), Hannover,

1979, p. 10.
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examining certain cultural manifestations not as identical
samples of the corresponding cultural complex, but as facts
having a value of themselves and to be viewed in their
unique integrity. However, what is then to be the approach
to the study of the specific characteristics not of indivi-
dual products of a culture but of the culture itself, of
which these producls arc the direct expression; as, for
example, in the study of the nnique characteristics of the
culture of a given people? In such a situation, the historian
is naturally obliged to generalise the diverse manifestations
of culture, to examine them in the light of the stercotypes
typical of that particular ethno cnltural tradition. Only
when the various culturo historical praclices of a given
people have heen repeatedly compared amongst themselves,
and (heir inherent characteristics typologised in compar-
ison with the culturo-historical practices of other peoples
is it possible in principle to individualise their respective
cultures. This is true of any historically delimited culture.
In other words, the individualisation of culturo-historical
systems is achieved in such cases by a process of generali-
sation, this last understood in the literal sense of the word,
a process that the representatives of the Baden school of
neo-Kantianism repeatedly tried to represent as being the
antithesis of historical knowledge. It is this process that
was referred to above as ‘generalising individualisation’.

Although the method of investigation described as ‘gen-
eralising individualisation’ is widely used in both histori-
ca and geographical research (suffice it to mention here
the investigative techniques wused in archeology or ethno-
graphy), it has still not achieved recognition in its own
right as a logico-methodological procedure. This is no
doubt largely explained by the fact that, in terms of ab-
stract logic, generalising individualisation in no way differs
in principle from other forms of generalisation, and also
necessarily presupposes abstraction from the individual
characteristies of the objects under investigation. If, for ex-
ample, a particular ethnic group is taken as the object of
generalising individualisation, then the cognitive task un-
dectaken in relation to this group can only he accomplished
by, on the one hand, separating out those features typical of
ihe given ethnic culture while, on the other, leaving to one
side all those features that deviate from what is, in the
given instance, the recognised cthno-cultural norm.
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The qualitative distinctness of generalising individualisa-
tion as a method of generalising objects is revealed not
by abstract logic but in the course of its application in ac-
tual multidimensional cognitive situations, which require
that different functions be allocated to different types of
generalising mental activity. Only in the actual cognitive
situations that arise during the investigation of human his-
tory does the procedure of identifying the models of activity
typical of a particular ethnic culture acquire an individual-
ising function that enables it to be relatively clearly dis-
tinguished from those forms of generalisation which are
intended to disclose the generic features of ethno-social or-
ganisms.

The existence of a distinct, generalising form of indivi-
dualisation should naturally be reflected in the correspond-
ing historical types. Therefore a special concept is required
that is capable of providing a generalised description of
that kind of typological concept as applied to culture. The
concept ‘local historical type of culture’ is designed to pro-
vide a generalised expression and definition of the direct
result of the generalised individualisation occurring in the
course of cultural development.

The use of the concept ‘local historical type of culture’
requires that the term ‘local’ be more fully explained, as
it is often linked to the identification of relatively small
geographical areas. Indeed, it was in this sense that it was
used to designate one of the rungs in the hierarchy: glo-
bal-regional-local. It is worth noting here that this wide-
spread, restrictive interpretation of the term ‘local’ is never
substantiated. Nor is this surprising. It is impossible to give
any precise criteria for restricting the local naturc of any
cultural phenomenon for the simple reason that we are deal-
ing here with a characteristic intrinsic to any unit of hu-
man development regardless of its scade. Our use of this
serm in the concept ‘local historical type' differs from that
just described in two ways. First, we use it to describe not
the hierarchical levels of a system, hut one of the logically
equivalent paramclers of a two-dimensional cross-section
of that system (i.e. correlated to the parameter expressing
the general properties of the system). Secondly, we use the
concept ‘local’ In combination with the units of historical
development at any taxonomical level on condition that
these units are examined within their specific space-time

70

co-ordinates. These characteristics are the expression with-
In the systems under investigation of the complex of speci-
fic conditions within which they exist, and of the crystalli-
sation within the corresponding modes of historical existence
of those individual fcatures naturally acquired by these
systems as a result of interaction with their environment.
It is this factor which objectively justifies the use of the con-
cept ‘Jocal’ in a manner permitting variability as to range
and content according to the cognilive task.

The factors mentioned above are of fundamental impor-
tance and are essential in sclecting a qualitatively distinct
projection of individualising research into systems together
with the corresponding specific method of generalisation.

As with general historical types of culture, its local his-
torical types arc not concepts that can be used directly in
a particular piece of research. This is because these con-
cepts are not correlated with specific units of analysis such
as, for example, ‘nation’. However, these types, expressing
as they do two different points of reference in investigation
into culturo-historical systems, are designed to function as
generic types for all concepts reproducing in one way or
another either the individual or the general features and
properties of the given systems. Practical research in con-
temporary culturology and the social sciences in general
sorely needs such clearly formulated and expressed theore-
tical concepts. By establishing the initial reference points
of the analysis of socio-cultural systems, they avoid any
blurring of the different aspects involved and provide an
appropriate method of classifying the research data.

In terms of the range, content and number of identifiable
characteristics, general and local historical types may vary
considerably. Earlier we looked at the fundamental concept
of socio-cconomic formations. From this is derived the con-
cept of formational types of culture (civilisation) as the
manifestations Of general historical types of culture. How-
ever, it should be noted that the latter can be based on
the identification Of certain other general features and prop-
erties of (he socio-cultural process, of which an example
is the concept of cconomico-cultural types SO important in
ethnographic rescarch. !

1 Cf. the article by Yulian Bromley in the present collection,

71



Formational types of culture and economico-cultural
typos in different projections (phasic and geographical) arc
designed lo express whole cultural complexes. However,
general historical types of culture can also he used to re-
produce their individual subsystems (segments): technolo-
gy, science, religion, ethics, art, etc. ! In this way the con-
cept of a general historical type of culture is generic in re-
lation to any historical type of culture abstracted from its
direct local links with its environment. Viewed in this
way, this concept serves as an elementary and variable
theoretical unit of the phasic and generalised geographical
diversity of culture.

As regards (he local historical type of culture, this con-
cept is designed to serve as the generic concept in relation
to al historical types that are the result of the generalis-
ing individualisation of the units of cultural development.
Accordingly, it can also be seen as an elementary and vari-
able theoretical unit of the individual diversity of human
culture reflecting the unique features of its development
within specific space-time co-ordinates. The particular
space-time co-ordinates chosen may vary according to the
objective properties of the development process itself and
of the cognitive problems under consideration. Thus they
may comprise both large culturo-regional complexes such
as Latin America, South-Fast Asia or Western Europe, or
micro-units of culture that comprise only a few hundred,
or even a few dozen, individuals.

In the earlier analysis of the concepts of Spengler and
Toynbee, it was noted that the suggested use of the terms
‘culture’ and ‘civilisation’ for the units of the historical
process singled out by these two authors would have been
acceptable if these terms were methodologically capable of
expressing not only the local-individual but also the gener-
al-phasic characteristics of the given units. However, this
problem can only be solved by adopting the Marxist synthet-
ic approach that makes it possible to combine their gencral
and individual c¢haracteristics and identifytheir dialectic re-
lationship and its objective basis. The suggested concepts of
general and local historical types of culture arc designed to
fulfil these cognitive functions and provide precise criteria

1 Cf. Section Il of the present collection.
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for distinguishing between characteristics within the frame-
work of a single conceptual system, thus making it, possible
to consider their relationship and interdependence within
the system.

Let us now turn to the problem of the equivalence of his-
torical cultures mentioned at the beginning of this article.
It is our opinion that the principle underlying the differen-
tiation of general and local historical types of culture will
provide the key to solving this intricate problem, which is
of prime importance for the comparative study of historical
systems. There is a qualitative difference between a com-
parison of equivalent objects belonging lo the same type
and a comparison of objecls that are not equivalent and do
not belong to the same type. Hence the question of the cri-
teria of equivalence to be used in comparison is of great
importance. Indeed, the methodological value of any theory
for comparalive research is determined primarily by the
adequacy of the crileria used to class the systems under
comparison as equivalent objects belonging to the same
type, or as non-equivalent objects belonging to different
types.

In order to illustrate this problem, let us take a compari-
son between the culture of the East and that of contempo-
rary Western lurope. Only too frequently, this comparison
is made without any allowance for one extremely important
factor, namely that these two cultural systems reflect qual-
itatively different stages of social development. As a result,
the researcher in comparative socia history is deprived of
the concept of general phasic types in history, an important
tool of cognition, and is effectively restricted in his exami-
nation of the objects of history to just one, ‘horizontal’ di-
mension. The cognitive importance of the concept of gen-
oral phasic historical types lics mainly in the fact that it
supplies rescarch with the criteria necessary to determine
whether the cultural systems being compared are equiva-
lent or not. 1t is therefore not surprising that the relativist,
principle referred to above was subjected o vigorous criti-
cism even by Western social science, in which it enjoyed
considerable influence during the first half of the twentieth
century.

The whole problem of the equivalence of cultures springs
from the fact that it is not capable of such a simple solu-
tion, Hence the fundamental difficulties involved in exam-
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ining this problem. The concept of phasic historical types
provides precise criteria for determining the degree of equi-
valence of the objects of culture by establishing their com-
mon nature. However, this, though indeed important, is not
the only factor involved. There is another approach which
provides a qualitatively different projection of the problem
of the equivalence of the objects of culture. This projection
is designed to reveal the individual-unique characteristics
of the given objects, whose theoretical crystallisation and
classification is possible thanks to a distinct generalising
individualisation and local typologisation. If, for example,
Buddhism, Islam and Confucianism and the (raditional de-
corative arts or etiquette systems of China, Tndia, Japan
and the Arab countries on the one hand, and the correspond-
ing components of Western Furopean culture on the other
are examined from this point of view, they can he consid-
cred to be essentially equivalent. However, this equiva-
lence is determined not by their belonging to one type, but
by other criteria connected with the individual originality
of cultures. The concept of local historical types of culture,
which expresses the individual variations of socio-cultural
development, is here adequate to meet the given cognitive
situation.

Thus in dealing with the problem of the equivalence of
the objects of culture we are confronted once more with
different projections as concerns their investigation and
evaluation. To sum up, one can say that there are two
kinds of equivalence between the objects of culture. One
derives from the principle of identity o type, while the
other derives from the principle of idiocadaptive reativity.
In the first case, by constructing general historical types
of culture, the objects of culture can be ranged together as
equivalents thanks to certain commonly possessed inherent
and invariable characteristics. In the second case, by con-
structing local historical types of culture, the objects of cul-
ture can be ranged together as equivalents because they all
express idioadaptive solutions to particular, concrete prob-
lem situations based on the capacities of (he specific tradi-
tions of historical communities.

Therefore, when speaking of the individuality of tradi-
tions, we must hear in mind not only, and not mainly, the
originality and uniqueness of the clements of enlture (more
often than not, elements of culture are repealed in nume-
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rous loca traditions), but rather the way in which these
elements fit into the general system of the traditions under
consideration, and the combinations they form with other
elements of these traditions. It is precisely in this systemic
combination of the elements of experience that the cause of
cultural individuality is to be sought.

On the whole, local historical types of culture viewed in
the abstract can be considered idioadaptively equivalent,
as they are relevant in relation to a particular combination
of conditions characteristic of particular environments in
which human communities are living, and of those means
of assimilating the environment that present themselves
as complexes of cultural traditions typical of given com-
munities. It is here that one must sock that criterion
whoso absolutisalion leads to historical relativism.

Although the thesis advanced above is heuristically use-
ful, it must be remembered that in reality the true equiva-
lence of local forms of culture is by no means common as
they are not infrequently found in combination with gener-
al-typological characteristics. Sometimes this combination
is obvious, but at times it may be difficult to detect. Fur-
thermore, the possibility in principle of a number of local
solutions to the same problems leads in practice to a situa-
tion in which, from the point of view of the effectiveness
of these solutions, local types of culture may be either
equivalent or characterised by a significant difference in
value. This is particularly noticeable as regards ecological
practices. The mere fact that a society has survived does
not mean that its culture is the optimum possible, but
simply that it corresponds to a certain adaptive mi-
nimum.

None of this, however, invalidates the thesis advanced
earlier, for it should aso be noted that historical systems
ranged together as equivalents on the basis of general types
of culture are also, in reality, by no means always charac-
terised by actual equivalence. Here, as in the study of
other objects Of scientific investigation, it iS necessary to
average out and idealise to a certain degree. This method
of forming concepts, intrinsic to the very nature of logical
thought, is here legitimately used to distinguish the afore-
mentioned idioadaptive form of equivalence between ob-
jects of culture.

To conclude, we would like to point out that it is impos-
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sible, in the space of an arlicle, o deal with al the ques-
tions connected with the principle of the differentiation of
general and local historical types of culture (civilisation),
nor with its application to culturological problems. How-
ever, we hope that the arguments advanced above are suffi-
cient to prove the necessity of formulating a special prin-
ciple that will make it possible to differentiate and propor-
tionally express general and local cultural forms.

Yulian Bromley

Civilisation as a Hierarchical
System of Socio-Cultural Regions

The term ‘civilisation’, first introduced into historical
science by A. Ferguson, subsequenlly came to acquire a
variety of meanings. It was used to refer to a definite stage
(epoch) of social development (Morgan),t and also to spa-
tial communities (Danilevsky,? Spengler3), in which case
it is generally used in the plural. Although this second use
of the term has become widespread over recent years, there
are fundamental differences in its interpretation. On the
one hand it is used, for example, to refer to certain com-
ponenis Of spiritual culture, In particular religion, world
outlook, ideology (Toynbee, Sorokin) ", while on the other

' Lewis Morgan, Ancient Society, Belknap Press of [Harvard Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge (Mass.) 1964.

2 Hanuaeccruii 1. . Poccnsi 1t Fppoua. Baraaj Ha KyaeTypHbie
M 1IOJMTHYECKUC OTHONICIN CAABSHICKOTO MHPA K POMAHO-TCPMAHCKOMY .
Usg. 56 CI6., 18% (II. Ya. Danilevsky, Russia and Europe. An
FEramination 0f Culiural and Political Relations Belween the Slav and
the Romano-Germanic Worlds, 5th edition, St.-Petersburg, 1895).

4 0. Spengler, Der Tniergang des Abendlandes. Umrisse einer Mor-
phologie der Weligeschichie. Erster Band. Gedall wund Wirklichkeit.
C. Il. Becksche Verlagsbuchhandlung Oscar Beck, Miinchen, 1924
(FFor a critical analysis of the concepts of Spengler see: Cemenos 10. 1.
Otuectsennnii nporpece 1 coiutanbitas Guiocodus cospemenuoii 6yp-
styasnsn, M., Hayka, 1965, c. 7-12 (Yu. N. Semyonov, Social Progress
and the Social Philesophy of the Contemporary Bourgeoisie, Nauka,
Moscow, 1965, pp. 7-12).

4 Arnold Toynbee, Chunge and Habit. The Challenge of Our Time,
Oxford University Press, London, 1966; Pitirim Sorokin, Social Phi-
losophers vf an Age oj ('risis, Beacon Press, Boston, 1951. (For a critical
analysis of the concepls of these authors see: Ceaenos [0. |1, O6mecTBeH-
Hui nporpece..., €. 13-94; idem., Conmannuas grinocodus A. ToiuGr.
Kpuruaeernii ouepr, M., Hayka, 1980 (Yu. N. Somyonov, The Social
Philosophy o] A. Toynbee. A Critical Oulline, Nauka, Moscow, 1980).
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it is used to refer to the material and technical achieve-
menls of mankind (Walter, Oghurn) 1.

Moreover, there exists the not unjustified opinion that
the terms ‘civilisation’, ‘society’ and ‘culture’ are frequently
synonymous. > Therefore, in examining the use of the con-
cept ‘civilisation’ (more exactly, ‘civilisations’) to designate
spatial (geographical) communities, it iS necessary to exa-
mine its relationship to such closely allied concepts as ‘so-
ciety’ and ‘culture’. However, these also have a variety of
interpretations, a circumstance that must also be taken into
account. The narrow interpretation of the concept ‘culturc’
limits it to purely spiritual values, while the broad inter-
pretation includes not only spiritual but also material cul-
ture and, in addition, language. In the given instance it is
the second, broader meaning of the concept ‘culture’ that
would appear to be the one necessary, as otherwise any so-
lution to the problem of its relationship to both society and
civilisations will inevitably be restricted.

Using the term ‘culture’ in the broad sense, we are in
general agreement with the view that culture constitutes
one aspect of the functioning of society, while the other
(and basic) aspect of society is made up of social phenom-
ena proper: social relations and the social structure. 3 Ac-
cordingly it is possible to conditionally distinguish two
types of human community: the specifically social and the
cultural. In the first case the main structural factors are,
obviously, certain parameters of the social structure, which
are themselves based upon certain social relations. These
are the factors used in defining such social communities as
classes, professional groups, societies, etc. As, among al the
specifically sociad communities, we are particularly inter-
ested in ‘societies’, it is necessary to say something aboul
this term. Firstly, it is a term with a wide range of mean-
ing. In Russian, the word ‘society’ may simply refer to the
human community, and also to any specialised group with-

1 Emil J. Walter, ‘Das Problem einer wissenschaftlichen Theorie
der Kultur'. In Kultur und Norm, Dr. Georg Liittle Verlag, Berlin,
1954; William Fielding Ogburn, On Culture and Social Change, Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1964.

2 Philip Bagby, Culture and History. Prolegomena to the Compara-
tive Sudy of Civilizations, Longmans, Green and Co., London, 1958.

3 Mapxrapsarn9. C. Odepru Teopuu Kyaprype. Epesan, mag-no AH
Apm. CCP, 1969 (E. S. Markarian, Outlines of a Theory of Culture,
Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR, Yerevan, 1969).

78

in it (a philatelist society, for example, or a sports society,
or a philosophical society). It may refer to the inhabitants
of a particular country and slate. The situation is similar
in many other languages. Therefore the suggestion that in-
dependent units of historical development (and it is pre-
cisely such units that the triad already mentioned had in
mind when using the term ‘society’) be termed ‘social or-
ganisms' ! is worthy of atlention. In primitive history, the
role of ‘social organism’ is played by the tribe; in condi-
tions of class relations it is played by the state as a social,
territorial-political community.

World history has been built up out of the sum total of
al the histories of these social organisms; in viewing ‘so-
cieties’—'social organisms' as the basic self-reproducing
cdls of the world-historical process, it is essential to em-
phasise that these terms represent human communities
which are bound together by an entire network of social
relations based, according to Marxist theory, upon produc-
tion relations. The nature of these basic relations and the
corresponding superstructural relations ultimately deter-
mines the phasic type of any given social organism. However,
within history nothing exists in a pure form, and therefore

the same economic basis—the same from the standpoint of
its main conditions—due to innumerable different empirical
circumstances, natural environment, racial relations, externa
historical influences, etc. Lshows] infinite variations and grada-
tions in appearance, which can be ascertained only by analysis
of the empiricially given circumstances. ?

Moreover, in addition to the dominant typical (typological)
social parameters, each specific social organism comprises
atypical parameters—various social structures belonging to
other types (both preceding and succeeding). Finally—and
this, as we shall see later, is quite important as regards the
point under discussion—each particular socia organism
possesses not only specifically social, but also cultural para-
meters. Thus, although each social organism contains sub-
groups distinguished both by specifically social and by cul-

1 Cemenos I0. H. Kateropusi «conuanbHEIM OPraBU3M» U €€ 3HAYe-
HHe s McTopMdecKoil mayku. «Bompocn ncropum», 1966, Ns 8, c. 88-
106 _g_Yu. N. Semyonov, ‘The Category "Social Organism" and Its
Significance for Historical Science’, Voprosyistorii, No. 8, 1966, pp. 88
106).

2 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. III, p. 792.
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tural differences, the socia organism nonelheless constitntes
a definite socio-cultural whole. It is true that the plura-
listic nature of such social organisms frequently causes
problems Of Lypologisation, particularly when the criteriafor
typologisation are chosen from among phenomena belonging
to the superstructure. The selection of production relations
provides an objective criterion allowing all the social or-
ganisms which, on the basis of this crilerion, belong to the
same type to be grouped together into one macro-typological
community known as the socio-economic formation.

As regards cultures or cultural communities, the process
of typologisation here has its own specific characleristics,
due largely to the absence of any direct link between or
rigid hierarchisation of the numerous cultural components.
It must also be pointed out that a number of cultural com-
ponents develop to some degree independently of the so-
cio-economic basis as is clearly evidenced by art. Those
who are inclined to identify Marxism with vulgar econom-
ism should take note of a comment made by Marx which
bears directly upon this question:

As regards art, it is well known that some of its peaks by no
means correspond to the general development of society, nor
do they therefore to the material substructure...?
However, such is not the case with many of the components
of material culture, nor yet with the ideological, political
and legal components of spiritual culture, which are direct-
ly linked to the socio-economic structure of society.

In examining the question of the typologisation of cultu-
ral communities it is essential to remember that the most
diverse individual components of culture (or even severa
simultaneously) may serve as the system-forming factors
distinguishing individual types of such communities. More-
over, this role may also be played by either externalised
(objectivised) or internalised forms of the existence of
culture, and by either individual components or entire com-
plexes of material and spiritual culture, awarencss of the
very fact of community or the absence of such awareness.
To this must be added space-time factors. Thus any investi-
gation into cultural communities from a ‘horizontal’ view-

1 Ct. Lenin, ‘what the "Friends of the People” Are and fTow They
Fight the Social-Democrats, p. 140.

2 Karl Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political lconomy,
p. 215.
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point involves taking into consideration the dimensions, de-
gree of homogeneity and extent of territorial diffusion of
their system-forming components. Any description of
the temporal parameters of cultural communities requires
that (in addition to purely chronological indices) due ac-
count be taken, firstly, of their relationship to any given
stage in the socio-historical development of mankind, and
secondly, of the degree of stability of such communities:
are they traditional by nature, or are they characterised by
dynamism and instability.

All these factors taken together make it possible to iden-
tify a large number of different cultural-areal communities
(for example, areas characterised by specific components of
material and spiritual culture: dwellings, clothing, food,
traditional practices and ceremonies, etc. as shown on eth-
nographic maps). Moreover, many of these communities not
only exist simultaneously, but aso overlap in space, form-
ing a multilayered network. Individual components within
this network are, for reasons explained above, to varying
degrees autonomous and dependent both upon each other
and upon socio-economic factors. In order to identify within
this network the relatively homogeneous ‘cultural foci' it is
essential to examine those cultural-areal communities that
are complex (multicomponential) in nature. The very na
ture of such communities itself indicates the significance
of the cultural components for their bearers. We are speak-
ing here, of course, not of a random selection of different
cultural components (as is sometimes the case in the iden-
tification of so-called archeological cultures), but of their
interconnected integrity in both time and space.

The historical sciences are known to adopt very different
approaches to solving the problem of identifying basic com-
plex cultural-areal communities. For example, in North
American cultural anthropology and Western European eth-
nology it was common practice until recently to identify,
alongside the culture of individual peoples, only one other
type of wide-ranging complex cultural sphere, viz. one that
comprises diverse components from the cultures of a num-
ber of peoples.* However, we are of the opinion that, when

1 Clark Wisder, TheRelation of Nature to Man in Aboriginal A me-
rica, Oxford University Press, New York, 1926; Wilhelm Schmidt,
The Culture Historical Method of &thrology, The Scientific Approach
20 the Racial Question, Fortuny’s, New York, 1939.
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dealing with this question, il is more appropriate to distin-
guish not {wo, but three types of complex cultural-areal
communities. One of these is related primarily to material
culture (economy), while the remaining two are related
primarily to spiritual culture.

In Soviet cthnographic literature the first is traditionally
known as the economic-cultural type, which refers to his-
torically formed complexes of specific economic and cultu-
ral features characteristic of peoples living in particular
natural-geographical conditions and having reached a par-
ticular level of socio-cconomic development. liconomic-cul-
tural types constitute a phenomenon that not infrequently
occurs simultaneously in different parts of the ecumene,
provided the ecological conditions and levels of economic
development are approximately the same. Such, for exam-
ple, is the economic-cultural type represented by the no-
madic hunter-gatherers. Until comparatively recently it was
still possible to iind such tribal groups in Africa (Pygmies,
Ituri, Hadzapi, etc.), Asia (Punans, some Aeta, Kubu,
etc.), and America (the Siriono, Lengua, etc.); yet another
example is provided by the semi-nomadic stock-breeder-
hunters in Africa (Hottentots, Herero), or in Siberia (Ev-
enks, Nenets, etc.). However it must be pointed out that,
taken overall, such economic-cultural communities are ex-
pressed differently at different stages in the world-historical
process: clearly defined in primitive society, less clearly de-
fined in the pre-capitalist class-based social organisms, and
amost without importance under capitalism. Following the
industrial revolution, the economic-cultural differentiation
of peoples and countries is increasingly determined by dif-
ferences deriving from the balance between industrial and
agrarian forms of economic activity.

Among the complex cultural-areal communities, an im-
portant place is occupied by the ethnos in the narrow sense
of this term. Such communities are not only complex or
multicomponential in character, but are also distinguished
by self-awareness. We have more than once set forth our
point of view concerning this community, and therefore
we will restrict ourselves here to a brief description. In
contemporary Soviet literature, the term ‘ethnos’ js to a
large extent, used as a synonym for the term ‘the people

(as in ‘the people of France’, ‘the people of Ancient Gree-
ce'—Tr) However, in Russian as in many other lan-
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guagcs, the word ‘people’ has a wide range of meanings.
Therefore, When (he term ‘the people’ is used to refer to
a historical community possessed of a stahle culture and
clearly de[“{ed self-awareness, it is proposed to use the
term ‘?t 1n0s" (from the ancient Greek ' ¢0vos s ‘people’
crowd’, etc). Moreover, in Soviet scientific usage this term
can refer to both small and large ethnic groups existing
both in the past and today. Sometimes in scientific usage
the essence of ethnoses is reduced to the self-awareness of
heir members, which distinguishes a given ethnos from
all other similar communities. However, this is clearly an
over-simplification. Behind such self-awarcness are the real
and important dilferences of each ethnos that serve to ox-
press its Particular integrity. In this respect it is obviously
important to 1ole first and foremost the stable cha
racteristics of ethnoses as these characteristics are
usually preserved down many centuries. The eth-
nos is also usually closely associated with yet another sta-
ble component of culture (understood in the broad sense
of the term), namely language. However, it would be a
mistake to simply identify together ethnic and linguistic
communities. If language and ethnos, linguistic and ethnic
division, always coincided then the distinction between
Ehese two concepts would clearly have lost any purpose.

is no accident that in identifying ethnoses, not only lan-
guage, but also such other stable cultural components as
religion, national artistic traditions, customs, ceremonies,
norms of daily behaviour and traditional practices belong-
ing to the traditional-everyday (domestic) aspect of culture
are commonly indicated.

It has, it is true, long been pointed out that no one cul-
tural component serves as an invariable indicator of ethnic
differentiation. It would be wrong, however, to deny on this
basis the ethnic functions of culture. Wo have before us
evidence yhijch merely indicates that it is not one single
cultural component that characterises an ethnos, but rather
the totality of all the specific features typical of its culture.
Ethnoses are also distinguished from one another by cer-
tain psychological characteristics, for the most part psycho-
logica nuances, by their particular manner of displaying
the universal properties of the human psyche. It is this
more than anything else which constitutes what is known
as ethnic (national) character.
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As has already been mentioned, an essential characteris-
tic of the ethnos iS ethnic self awareness--the awareness
on the part of the members of the ethnos of their member-
ship of that ethnos, an awareness that involves demarca-
tion from other ethnoses and is revealed above al in the
use of a common name (ethnikon). An important compo-
nent of ethnic self-awareness is the sense of common Ori-
gin, the real basis i'or which is the common historical des-
tiny of the members of the ethnos and their forbears
throughout its existence. Common cultural and psychologi-
ca characteristics and self-awareness can, in our opinion,
be defined as specifically ethnic properties. They are inva-
riably possessed to some degree by all the members of each
ethnos, regardiess of whether they live together in a par-
ticular region or are widely separated from cach other (for
example, the Armenians in the USSR, Syria, the USA and
elsewhere). Thus the purely ethnic community, or ethnos
in the narrow meaning of the term, can be defined as a his-
torically formed group of people having common and relati-
vely stable cultural (including language) and psychological
characteristics, aware of their unity and their distinctness
from other similar groups, and possessing their own name.
For this narrow interpretation of the term ‘ethnos’ we pro-
pose the term ‘ethnikos’ (from the Greek ' ¢Bvikos' __the
adjective from ¢ ¢8vos’).* As for the ‘broad’ interpreta-
tion of the term ‘ethnos’, this will be discussed later. as
here the term refers not to purely cultural but to socio-cul-
tural communities. . N

Among the areal, specifically cultural communities of a
complex character Soviet ethnographers distinguish, aona-
side economic-cultural types and the ethnikos, Hhistorico-
ethnographic areas. This term refers to parts of the ecu-
mene whose population has, as a result of common socio-
economic development and a long history of links and mu-
tual influence, developed a similar culture and way of life.
Whereas cultural-economic types are characterised chiefly
by the communality of those components of culture that
are directly linked to production (instruments of labour.
production ~practices, etc.), the population of each histori-

1 Yu. V. Bromley, Soviet Ethnography: Main Trends UsSS
Academy of Sciences, Moscow, 1976, Yu V. Bromley, Ethnos un
Ethnographie, Akademie Verlag, Berlin, 1977.
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co-ethnographic area is united primarily by communality
in the sphere of traditional spiritual culture. Moreover, this
communality is also revealed to a certain degree in mate-
rial culture, and particularly in those of its elements that
have an aesthetic value. Historico-ethnographic areas take
shape over long periods of time in the course of cultural
interaction among neighbouring peoples. Consequently,
such communities have a multilayered structure and their
boundaries are relatively flexible. As a rule, if the popula-
tion of a given historico-ethnographic area is aware that it
belongs to such an area, this awareness is rather vague.
Such communitics are characterised by the retention of
the basic features of their culture down many gencrations.
Indeed, it would seem more appropriate to term them ‘tra-
ditional-cultural’ (and in our opinion such a term would
be preferable). It is important lo bear in mind that, viewed
spatially, traditional-culltural communities have different
taxonomical levels. Amongst them can be distinguished
the largest subdivisions or ‘provinces’, which comprise en-
tire continents or large groups of neighbouring countries,
and smaller regions, which in their turn are further subdi-
vided into subregions and local historico-cultural districts. !
Defining the criteria lo be used in demarcating the different
levels within historico-ethnographic or traditional-cultural
communities is quite a complex problem. This is explained
by the fact that, on the one hand, such entities are ge-
netically and structurally multilayered, and that, on the
other, they are frequently found in association with various
types of ‘unicomponential’, metaethnic communities (reli-
gious, linguistic, culturo-political, etc.), which for such en-
Litlies play to some degree or other a system-forming
role.

In examining the basic types of multicomponential cul-
tural-arcal communities it must be remembered that such
communities, insofar as one is considering past or present
complexes, do not exist independently of people living in
specific social organisms--the basic independent units of
historical development. This, in its turn, makes clear the irn-

L Cf. Heborcaposll. l., Teborcaposal. 4. Hapopsl, pach, KyjusTy-
pet. M., Hayka, 1971 (N. N. Cheboksarov, I. A. Cheboksarova, Peo-
ples, Races, Cultures, Nauka, Moscow, 1971).
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portance of clarifying the relationship between the basic
types of complex cultural-areal communities discussed
above and social organisms. It is not difficult to perceive that
we are here talking of that part of the problem under dis-
cussion that bears upon the autonomy and dependence of
societies and cultures.

We will retain the order followed above, and begin with
a comparison of social organisms and economico-cultural
types. The role played by such areal communities is ex-
tremely important for social organisms. The type of econo-
my, and in particular the economic level, i.e. the level of
development of the productive forces, largely determines
the character of the production relations, which, as has
already been stated, are of typological importance for so-
cia organisms. Economico-cultural types are of particular
significance during the early stages of social development,
when membership of one or other such community almost
entirely determined the mode of life of the social organism
concerned. (As, for example was the case until recently
for the gatherers and hunters of the forests in the tropical
zone—the Kulu of Sumatra, the Semang of Malacca, the
Aet;a of the Philippines, the Pygmies of the Congo basin,
etc.

However, it would be a mistake to assume (as is fre-
quently done, particularly in Western literature on con-
temporary society) that the economico-cultural type always
determines the essential parameters of social organism and
its characteristic mode of life. On the one hand, it is a
well-known fact that one and the same economico-cultural
type may ‘serve’ social organisms belonging to various so-
cia formations. In addition, many, if not all, economico-
cultural types survived several formations. The economico-
cultural type represented by fishermen, for example, has
survived over an extremely long historical period. Noma-
dism, which first began towards the end of the primitive
epoch, continues to this day, as does primitive plough
farming, which emerged at the dawn ol class-based forma-
tions. The economy of many social organisms of both the
capitalist and the socialist type is industrial. On the other
hand, a given socio-economic formation may comprise with-
in itself various economico-cultural types, as is illustrated
by the fact that during the Middle Ages there existed both
plough farming, nomadic stock-breeding and other econo-
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mico-cultural patterns. ! Equally, individual social organ-
isms can prove to be multiple in the economic sense, com-
bining, for example, hunting and stock-breeding, arable
farming and industry, etc.

As regards the relationship between social organisms and
such cultural-areal communities as the ethnos, taken in the
narrow sense of the term, it is important to note first of
al that the ethnikos generally takes shape within the frame-
work of specific social organisms (either of a tribal or of
a state nature); i.e. from a historico-genetic point of view
the socia organism is primary and the ethnikos secondary.
However, viewed diachronically the ethnikos is usually
longer-lived than the social organism, and typologically dif-
ferent social organisms may function on the basis of one
and the same ethnikos (the Polish ethnikos, for example,
has served as the ‘substratum’ for the feudal, bourgeois
and socialist social organisms-states). Viewed synchronous-
ly, the symbiosis of an individual socia organism and a
specific ethnikos may be regarded as a particular type of
community, which we have termed an ethno-social organ-
ism (ESO). The phasic type of the ESO is determined by
the socio-economic formation, or sequence of socio-eco-
nomic formations to which the social organism belongs.
(Thus Soviet scientific literature identifies the following
basic types of ESO: for the primitive-communal formation
—the tribe; for the slave-owning and feudal formations
—the nationality; for the capitalist formation—the bour-
geois nation; for the socialist formation—the socialist na-
tion.)

If this question is now examined from a spatial view-
point, it must be pointed out that, as a natural result of
their genetic link with social organisms, the ethnikoses fre-
quently coincide with them territorially. Sometimes this
territorial coincidence remains fundamentally unaltered
during the entire existence of a given ESO. However, it
is also common for a greater or smaller part of the ethnikos
to he distributed among various social organisms and, more-
over, not only in adjacent areas but in territories far re-

UCE Maprosl'. k. Driroe,  primeckie wiponecen 1 npodiema ofpa-
aaskuami. «Pacur u maponwy. 11)77. N: 0, ¢. 16 (G. Ye. Markov, ‘Ethnos,
Ethnic Processes and the Problem of the Mode of Life’. Rasyi narody,
No. 6, 1977, p. 16).
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moved from each other. In addition, it is aso not uncom-
mon to find several ethnikoses, sometimes dozens, and even
hundreds within one social organism (for example the
USSR, India, Indonesia, etc.). In describing the ‘structural’
aspects of the relationship between the ethnikos and social
organisms, i.e. for the main part the basic characteristics
of the ESO, it is important to note two factors. On the one
hand, the ‘outward appearance’ of the ESO, its specific
characteristics, are largely determined by the characteristics
of the ethnikos that it comprises, i.e. primarily by tradi-
tional-domestic culture. On the other hand, as has already
been stated, the formational type of the given community
is of phasic-typological significance. Thus the culture of
cach ESO is characterised by two inseparably interwoven
tendencies—continuity and renewal—which reflect the bas-
ic laws governing its evolution.

Let us now move on to the question of the relationship
between social organisms and historico-ethnographic or tra-
ditional-cultural areas. First of al it must be remembered
that, when examined from the synchronous, spatial point
of view, such regions are either associated with one poly-
ethnic social organism (as with modern India, for exam-
ple), or comprise a number of adjacent social organisms.
Moreover, because of the hierarchical nature of traditional-
cultural areas one and the same social organism may si-
multaneously belong to taxonomically different communi-
ties of this kind (regions, provinces, etc.). It is important
to note that, viewed diachronously, traditional-cultural
areas (like ethnikoses) are usually longer-lived than the
corresponding socia organisms and, in addition, often pre-
date them, i.e. enjoy considerable continuity through time.
(Some of the characteristic features of the Caucasian tradi-
tional-cultural area, for example, date back to the Neolithic
period.) t In other words, traditional-cultural areas are to
a certain degree autonomous wilth respect to social organ-
isms. However, this in no way implies that they arc totally
independent of them. By no means every characteristic fea-
ture or typical clement of the culture of a social organism
goes on to become a stable acquisition of the entire corre-

1 Cf. Aaercees B. [1. Tpowcxompaenue mHaposoB Hamkasa. M.,
HayKa, 1974 (V. P. Alexeyev, The Origins Of the Caucasian Peoples,
Nauka, Moscow, 1974).
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sponding area. For this to happen at least two conditions
are essential. Firstly, such an element must spread beyond
the boundaries of its ‘native’ socia organism to penetrate
the enlire area, or at least the greater part of it. t* Secondly,
it must become a tradition capable of outliving the socid
organism itself, or at least that phase of its development
that gave rise to this cultural element.

Viewed structurally, the relationship between traditional-
cultural areas and their constituent social organisms (or
organism) are strongly reminiscent of the ESO. The char-
acteristic features of the traditional culture, features typi-
cal of the given area, find varying degrees of expression in
the ‘external appearaunce’ of such social organisms (acting
as the complement, as it were, within each ESO to the spe-
cifically ethnic characteristics of the traditional culture).
However, the phasic characteristics of that socio-cultural
complex formed by al the adjacent social organisms (or
by one social organism) comprised within the traditional-
cultural area are determined (as with the ESO, and for the
same reasons) by the formational type of these organisms
(or organism). This means that all those socia organisms be-
longing to one formational type and comprised within one
traditional-cultural area constitute a specific socio-cultural
whole (a socio-cultural region). Thus, within one tradition-
al-cultural area it may be possible to distinguish separate
socio-cultural regions belonging to different formational
types (within the Central Asian traditional-cultural area, for
example, there exist today both socialist and capitalist so-
cio-cultural regions).

Traditional-cultural areas may, in their turn, exert a cer-
tain influence upon the formation of complexes of socia
organisms belonging to the same formational type. As is
well known, the specifics of the concrete manifestation in
one or other social organism of the general laws of socio-
cultural development depends to no small degree upon the
traditional-cultural environment. Also, as a result of the
hierarchical nature of traditional-cultural areas, the socio-
cultural regions formed under their influence belong to
different taxonomical levels. Thus, using the term 'macro-

1 This may bring with it the diffusion of the cultural values them-
ts_elvers (things and ideas). and also their spread in the course of migra-
ions.
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level’ with reference to the contemporary capitalist world,
it is obviously possible to describe Western Europe, North
America, Latin America, etc. as socio-cultural regions. In
the feudal age, viewed typologically, it is possible to iden-
tify Western Europe and Eastern Europe as socio-cultural
macro-areas. Within medieval Europe it is possible to dis-
tinguish various types of socio-cultural development ; one
took shape in regions strongly influenced by the traditions
of the ancient world (Italy, Byzantium), a second in re-
gions only moderately influenced (northern Gaul), and a
third in regions very slightly influenced (England, Scandi-
navia). ! As has already been stated, the ESO is aso a kind
of socio-cultural region. Tn our opinion it can, with certain
reservations, be considered the basic unit of the hierarchy
in question. The ESO itself, of course, includes various so-
cio-cultural subdivisions formed by classes, professions,
and other groups. However, here we have already stepped
outside that hierarchy which reflects varying degrees of in-
tersection and symbiosis between traditional-cultural areas
and sociad organisms.

This hierarchy of socio-cultural regions is manifest to
some degree everywhere in the ecumene throughout the
whole of human history. Although individual components
of this hierarchical system display a notable stability and
adherence to tradition, the system as a whole is fairly dy-
namic as it is based upon social organisms whose develop-
ment is determined by formational factors. 2

What are the criteria for identifying socio-cultural re-
gions? Clearly the answer to this question has a double
aspect. On the one hand it must be sought in the factors

1 Cf. I'ymnosa E. B., Ydasvyoead. B. K Bonpocy OTHIOJOTHN Pa3-
puToro Qeomaamsma B sanaguoid Espotie.— IIpouemsr  coupnainbuo-
sKoHoMmIecKuX dopmanuii. MCTOPURO-THIIOIOTHYECKHC HCCAC/OBAHUA.
Iop pep; E. M. iyxosa. M., Hayxka, 1975, c. 114-115 (Ye. Gutnova,
E. V. Udallsova, ‘On the Questlon of the Typology of Developed
Feudallsm in Western Europe. In Socio-Economic Formations. A
Historico-Typological Sudy. Edited by Ye. M. Zhukov, Nauka, Mos
cow, 1975, pp. 114-115).

2 Cf. Epou./mt K). B. OcunoBunie Bijsl HCTOPHKO-KYJIBTYPHAIX 001~
HOCTeM M TeHfeHUuM 11X aumamuru. «ConercKas oTHorpausy, 1981,
M 1, c. 1023 (Yu. V. Bromley, ‘The Basic Types of listorico-
Cultural Communities and Their Trends of Development’, Sovetskaya
Etnografia, No. 1, 1981, pp. 10-23).
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characteristic of the social organisms belonging to one for-
mational type comprised within the region, while on the
other it must also be sought in the characteristic features
of the corresponding traditional-cultural areas. In addition,
the particular socio-economic formation, or phase within it,
to which the social organisms belong is of phasic-typologi-
ca significance, while the spatial communality of the tra-
ditional cultural characteristics is the determining factor in
identifying the regional boundaries. The mode of life of
the population of a socio-cultural region is a synthetic ex-
pression of these parameters,! and reflects the underlying
features of the social awareness, perception of the world,
ideals and moral values of that community. Therefore it
would be an over-simplification to totally deny the role
played by religion in identifying socio-cultural regions in
pre-capitalist formations, and particularly the feudal forma-
tion. Religion served as an ideological synthesis of the ex-
isting social system. However, as society progresses and
science, philosophy, art and ethics develop, the signifi-
cance of a religious world outlook diminishes. It is signifi-
cant that the early stages of capitalism saw the rise of ra-
tionalism, the antithesis of the irrationalism characteristic
of religion, as is revealed by the Renaissance.

There are, however, considerable difficulties involved in
identifying both individual socio-cultural regions and, even
more so, their hierarchy. These difficulties are to a large
extent connected with the specifics of traditional-cultural
areas; firstly, with the above-mentioned flexibility of their
borders, and secondly, with the fact that, as such areas are
‘complex’ in nature, the system-forming role is usually
played by a number of factors, which makes it difficult to
establish single-value indices for the traditional character-
istics of the mode of life. Finaly, it must be remembered
that in the communities under investigation the system-
forming role of the various components varies at different
hierarchical levels. The identification of the hierarchy of
socio-cultural regions is complicated by another of their
components, namely the social organisms. In particular, the
typologisation of social organisms is made difficult by the
fact that their social structure often has numerous layers

1 Cf. G. Ye. Markov, Op. cit.
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in which are represented various types of socia relations.
This is particularly true of ‘inter-formational’ periods,
which in turn give rise to a variety of transitional ideo-
logical forms.

However, these cognitive difficultiesdonot serveto refute
the fact of the existence of the phenomenon in question.
This is an objective reality whose significance lies in the
fact that the social and cultural aspects of its activity never
exist apart.

Is the concept ‘civilisation’ related in any way to this
hierarchy of socio-cultural regions? The answer is largely
dependent upon the interpretation ol the concept itself. As
has already been pointed out, the lerm is used with many
meanings, which considerably lowers its cognitive value.
However, it would be premature to reject the term altogeth-
er for this reason, for it is now too well established in both
the scientific and everyday vocabulary of most modern lan-
guages. The solution, in our opinion, lies not in introducing
new definitions of the word ‘civilisaiton’, but in bringing
it closer to its etymological origin, the Latin word civilis,
whose basic meaning is ‘civil’ or ‘of the state’. It is there-
fore evident that its use to designate material-technical and
spiritual achievements is one that is far removed from its
original meaning and that severely restricts it. Those de-
finitions which cover not only cultural but also social fac-
tors are far closer to the original. In other words, it prop-
erly designates socio-cultural communities. However, such
communities vary in scale, including micro-communities
such as the family, the loca community, the settle-
ment, and macro-communities such as socio-cultural re-
gions, which, as we know, have various taxonomical levels.
Here we are clearly not dealing with micro-communities.
This in turn means that, in defining the concept ‘civilisa-
tion’, the socio-cultural regions we have identified may be
used as a reference. Indeed, the ‘cultural-regional’ mean-
ing of this term in scientific usage is then complemented
by the meaning ‘social’, which returns to it its original
meaning. ! The hicrarchical nature of the structure of so-
cio-cultural regions must, of course, be borne in mind, and

1 Cf. the articles by Kbhachik Momjian and Yevgeni Lysmankin in
the present collection. _
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the different taxonomical levels of civilisation distinguished
accordingly.

The first of these taxonomical levels is, as we have seen,
the ethno-social organism, which serves as the base unit in
the hierarchy of socio-cultural regions. The second level is
comprised of groups of complex social organisms belong-
ing to the same socio-economic type and the same tradi-
tional-cultural area, the latler being relatively distinct from
other, similar areas. (It has already been noted that such
formations may themselves have various taxonomical levels
as aresult of the hierarchical nature of traditional-cultural
areas.) The third level is composed of the sum total of all
the social organisms of one socio-cconomic type, and con-
stituting from a spatial point of view one fairly closdy
interrelated whole. Such a community may cover the great-
er part or the whole of the ecumene. This last level must
be distinguished from the concept ‘world civilisation’, which
generally refers to al human socio-cultural achievements,
this phenomenon bLeing hypothetically contrasted against
extra-terrestrial civilisations.

Different Stages in the world-historical process are char-
acterised by the dominauce of civilisations belonging to
one or other level. Thus, the first (in their region) early
class-based societies are characterised by civilisations of
the first level (for example, Egyptian, Sumer, Harappa, the
Maya civilisation, etc.), which are relatively ethnically ho-
mogeneous social organisms, i.e. ESOs. Developed pre-capi-
talist class formations are clearly dominated by civilisa-
tions of the second order, which themselves consist of socio-
cultural regions at various levels, including the first (for
example, at one level the Spartan civilisation, at another the
Iellenic Civilisation, and at a third, ancient civilisation).
With the rise of capitalism and its extension to include a
considerable number of social organisms on the world-his-
torical arena, therc cmerges a civilisation of the third or-
der, namely capitalist, which also comprises socio-cultural
regions at various levels (including the first, and in this
sense it is quite permissible to speak of contemporary
French civilisalion). With the appearance of socidist states
in Europe, Asia and America after the Second World
War, the socialist world, as is well known, has consider-
ably extended ijts borders. Although, viewed territorialy,
it does not constitute one whole, and the main socio-cultu-
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ral parameters of its individual regions are still marked
by specific distinctions, the increasing convergence of these
parameters among the countries of the socialist community
and the intensive development of various links among them
give grounds for speaking of the emergence of a world
communist civilisation. * This civilisation, according to the
Marxist-Leninist teaching on the segquence of socio-eco-
nomic formations, is ultimately to become world-wide.

1 Cf. the article by Richard Kosolapov in the present collection.
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Despite the various interpretations of the concept of civi-
lisation, a fact already referred to in the foregoing articles,
its content is bound up in one way or another with the ety-
mology of the word itself. In the history of socia thought,
civilisation has been contrasted against savagery and bar-
barism and viewed as a civil condition associated with the
rise of the stale (in the ancient world—the polis, the city-
state), the division of intellectual and physical labour, the
creation of a written language and the spread of agricul-
ture and handicrafts. As for the origina cause of the rise
of civilisation, this is inseparable from the development of
material production— the increase in labour productivity
and the appearance of surplus product, trade, private prop-
erly and cxploitation, the division of society into antago-
nistic classes and the beginning of the class struggle.

The very moment civilisation begins—wrote Marx—production
begins Lo be founded on the antagonism of orders, estates,
classes, and finally on the antagonism of accumulated labour
and immediate labour. No antagonism, no progress. This is the
law that civilisation has followed up to our days. "

The formational stages of the development of antagonis-
tic society are simultaneously the formational stages of the
development of human civilisation. The culmination of this
development is  bhourgeois civilisation. Having created a
world market and thereby fulfilled its main civilising mis-
sion, capitalism converted history into a single world-his-
torical process. llowever, a progress based on the dynam-
ism of social antagonisms had been taken to its limit. To-
day the truth discovered by Marx is more clearly manifest
than ever before:

' Karl Marx, ‘The Poverty of Philosophy’, p. 132
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Barbarism reappears, but created in the lap of civilisation it-
self and helonging 10 it; hence leprous barbarism, barbarism
as leprosy of civilisation.' o

Marxists have never predicted the “automatic collapse’ ol
capitalism. They assessed and continuc to assess objectively
its reserves and its capacity for adaplation lo new condi-
tions. However, such adaptation, including as it does state-
monopoly regulation of the economy, does not mean that
capitalism has heen stabilised as a system Falling produc-
tion, growing unemployment, energy and raw malerial
crises, inflation and the strikes of recent years have only
served to further confirm the conclusion that capilalism jg
a society without a future.

However, (his in no way means that human civilisation
is without a future. Not for nothing did Marx distinguish
between ‘sham’ and ‘real and gencral civilisation’.® The
liberation of mankind from oppression, exploitation and “‘}‘
class struggle, the f{rec development of each as the C”“{f""
tion of the free development of al constitute the essential
characteristics of the formation of a genuine civilisation, g
new civilisation of the communist type. The establishment
of this civilisation is a natural-historical process in the
same way as is the development of human society and the
whole of human history.

In what docs the development of society, the develop-
ment and succession of socio-economic formations consist?
What are the distinguishing and characteristic features of
this natural-historical process? The present article is de-
voted lo answering these questions.

Upon entering Into existence, no new generation can
choose at will the conditions of its life. It inherits that
which has been created by its predecessors, and in one way
Of another continues the trends contained within that |e-
gacy. Therefore Within concrete historical conditions are ac-
complished only concrete historical changes. Summing up
the presults Of his scientific research, Marx declared:

My standpoint, from which the evolution of the economic
formation of sociely is viewed as a process of natural history,
can less than any other make the individual responsible for
relations whose: creature be socially remains, however much
be may subjectively raise himsell apove them.?

1 Karl Marx, ‘Wages’, p. 434, o
2 Karl Marx, ‘The Iimancipation Question’, p. 147,
3 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p. 21.
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As with processes occurring in nature, the natural-his-
torical process of the development of society does not de-
pend upon human consciousness and will. tlowever, as dis-
tinct from nalural processes, it acquires an objective form
of being only in and through human activity. People, more
accurately the popular masses, create history. Marx de-
scribed history as ‘the aclivity of man pursuing his aims’. !
Itowever, the individual is not a ‘social atom’. In pursuing
his aims, the individual, consciously or unconsciously, is
contributing to the achievement of the common aims of a
given socio-hislorical community of people (in a class-based
society, this community is first and foremost a given
class), from which he is inseparable in terms of his social
position and social outlook. Where the surface of social
life is marked by the interplay of accidental phenomena
(the clash of numerous separate aspirations and activities),
these very accidents are revealed to be the products of his-
torical necessity. lluman activity reveals general, funda-
mental, essential interconnections that are objective by
their very nature and serve as the laws of social develop-
ment.

The natural world, exclusive of man, is governed by
blind, unconscious forces, and the laws of nature operate
as the interaction of these forces. Society is composed of
men endowed with consciousness and will, positing goals
and striving to implement them. However, this raises a
question the answer to which cluded many great thinkers.
What are the true causes behind the motives, including the
ideological motives, of human activity? Only Marxism was
able to provide a scientific answer to this question. kngels
used the term "historical materialism”

to designate that view of the course of history which seeks
the ultimate cause and the great moving power of all im-
portant historic events in the economic development of society,
in the changes in the modes of production and exchange, in
the consequent division of society into distinet classes, and
in the struggles of these classes against one another, ®

Human activity is the only possible means by which his-
torical reality, including the rise, development and solu-
tion of social contradictions as the source of social devel-

' Karl Marx, ‘The Emancipation Question” p. 147,
2 Frederick Engels, "Socialism: Utopian and Scientific’, p. 103,
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