Civilisations at war in Europe
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Humanity can be divided according to race, religethnicity, profession,
level of education and other categories. Civilmatis a distinguishing feature
that is of the highest importance. It pertainshi® morms that people consider as
obligatory in the organisation of communal life.

What | am going to present below is based on #ashing of Feliks
Koneczny, a Polish historian and philosopher, wleetbped his own school of
thinking on civilisational differences. He livedofn 1862 to 1949. Until 1929,
he was a professor of history but it is primarilyridg his retirement years that
he produced his most important historiosophical keorAlmost all of his
writings were in Polish and until now, onfyn the Plurality of Civilisations
(Polonica Publications: London 1962) has been phbt in English. This book
has a lengthy introduction by Prof. Anton HilckmAom Mainz University,
Germany, a former student of Koneczny, who expldioseczny's scientific
method. The book also contains a preface by ArfAasgnbee. It is Arnold
Toynbee and Oswald Spengler that Koneczny shoulddoepared with. He
belongs to their class of thinkers. Toynbee andn§lee are well known to
students of civilisations. Koneczny is not, yeisitKkoneczny who developed a
truly new approach to the issue of classifying lmations and is deserving of
universal acclaim.

Definitions

In order to understand what | shall present, spmer definitions are
needed. Following Koneczny, | shall be using tmmté&ivilisation” to mean the
major division of humanity. The word “culture” wilbe reserved for smaller
divisions within civilisations. These two words ariten used interchangeably.
Here, they will be used hierarchically. Thus, witlihe Latin civilisation, there
are such cultures as British, Spanish, Polish ahdrs. Within the Jewish one,
we can find the Sephardic, the Hassidim, the Kaanth other cultures. This is
nothing more than a convention that will be usee lier the purposes at hand.

Civilisation is a product of the human spiritidtdefined by the norms of
communal life that a given community accepts ap@rdor its functioning.



These norms are often transgressed because we ahda#len nature but
nonetheless they do exist and it is the identifocabf these norms that is the
purpose of the study of civilisations. Civilisatidhen, pertains to the norms
according to which a society is organised. It ige tmethod of organising
communal life. Culture is a way of adapting thistiheel to a specific
community of people. In such a community, both avensity professor and an
illiterate person belong to the same civilisatiom aulture. The ability to use
technical innovations such as cars, telephonesangbuters has nothing to do
with civilisation in the sense used here.

For a method of communal life to be consideredvaigation, it has to
function for several generations. Various experiteen organising communal
life that did not survive the experimenter do nariinthe claim to represent a
new civilisation. In other words, a civilisationde be historical.

Reality pertains to five categories;

truth beauty prosperity
goodness health

Search for truth requires reason. Goodness is Eyjoathe will. These
two categories are spiritual. Prosperity and heatth material aims. The need
for beauty is both material and spiritual. All humections are related to at least
one of these categories. Attitude towards thesesgoakes determines
civilisational differences.

I nductive approach

Koneczny’s approach is inductive. There areanpriori notions. Every
claim has to be derived from observation, from emmk and not from
preconceived ideas. Thus, Koneczny, for examplgect® the biological
approach to civilisations used both by Spengler dognbee. The claim that
civilisations arise, develop, grow, decline and idi@ot supported by evidence.
Some do and others do not. For example, we knowimgpiabout the origin of
the Chinese civilisation nor do we observe anysighits decline. It exists and
we can study how it differs from others without nmaksuggestions about the
stage of development it has reached.

When studying civilisations, Koneczny looked fawk of history. He
proposed some based entirely on documented obmsvaiHere are a few
examples:

- Inequality is a fact of life. Effort to catclpluand overtake the richest, the
wisest, the most virtuous, stimulates material,eliattual and spiritual
development. Egalitarian notions hamper development

- Civilisations differ so much that it is not pdde to be civilised in two
different ways. Everyone belongs to some civilmatbut never to two or more.
Someone may have a Jewish father and a Chineseembtit in terms of



civilisational affiliation, he will belong to eitlmene or the other or altogether to
a different one but he can never be civilised ithbveays.

- Civilisations, by their very nature, must bewatr with each other. This war
has nothing to do with military activity or forcd.is a war of ideas. It is a

guestion of who educates whose children. Will they brought up in the

civilisation of the parents or will the parentsoall that they be brought up in
some other one.

- When a civilisation ceases to fight for its owdentity, when it treats other

civilisations as being of equal value, the lowee avins. “Lower” means the one
that is less demanding.

- Civilisational mixtures can only be mechanigayer organic, and they soon
perish because they are inconsistent. There ardistorical examples of

civilisational mixtures surviving for any length wie.

Organisation of communal life

In his analysis of the history of the world, Konegzreached the
conclusion that in matters of human thought antastthere are certain pairs
of abstract notions that are mutually exclusivehsas creation and emanation,
around which certain complexes of ideas form. Eginth pairs (see Table 1)
concern the method of communal life organisatiod trerefore pertain to the
topic of civilisations.

Table 1

Personalism Collectivism

Emancipation of the family Family not emancipateahf clan
Induction (from observations) Deduction (fr@apriori notions)
Historical consciousness Negation of everything pas

Unity in diversity, variety welcome Uniformity demded

Organic approach to problems Mechanical approagidblems

Legal dualism (both private and publit.egal monism (either private or public
law) law)

Self-government Totalitarianism

Communal life can be organised either for the humparson or for the
society (collective). It is an essential elemenagfersonalistic organisation that
the family be emancipated from the clan. Solutiama be sought from
experience, inductively, or from some theory tleatdopteda priori. Taking
experience into consideration requires knowledgthefpast and respect for it.
Those makinga priori decisions are not interested in facts and demand
uniformity. Relying on the experience of the pasads to the tolerance of
diversity. Unity based on diversity produces anaoigm that is capable of self-
repair, by corrections from below. Uniformity, corantded bya priori notions,



leads to a mechanism and a life regulated from @b@xhich can only be
corrected from above. Organisms form inductivelgtdrically, from the natural
development of relations. They create both priveate public laws. Planned
organisations can only create mechanisms, basadsomle type of law, private
or public, but not on both. This leads to totaldaarsm, whereas local self-
government stems from tolerance of diversity.

The Latin civilisation, from the stand point of \wh Koneczny begins his
analyses and draws all of his assertions, belongts entirety, to the first set of
notions. All solutions derived from the secondaetalien to it and spoil it.

List of civilisations

With this approach, the list of civilisations isogsh So short in fact, that
one can readily list them here. This is done inoager that attempts to be
chronological but is not necessarily so because emdence may change the
order:

Chinese *
Egyptian
Brahmin*
Jewish*
Babylonian
I[ranian
Syrian
Tibetan*
Punic
Sumerian
Aegean
Numidian*
Turanian*
Spartan
Athenian
Hellenic
Roman
Byzantine*
Latin*
Arab*

Incas
Aztec

The last two are difficult to place in the chramgical sequence, so they
are shown separately. One could perhaps arguéhttrat are a few more, or that



some could be considered only cultures of othelligaions. Koneczny was
aware that further studies will no doubt modify tisé as scientific effort always
does. But in any case, the list is short. Thos#igations shown with an asterisk
exist today. The others have disappeared. We knosutathem only from

historical evidence. Of the existing nine, the Tima, Byzantine, Latin and
Arab arose in historical times we can more or ldsBne. The others were
present in remote history — they appear ageledsniAé civilisations can be
studied on the basis of existing communities. Kangcstudied the Latin,

Jewish, Byzantine and Turanian civilisations inaglesince they exist in or near
Poland. Thus, in the following text, | shall contrate on these four, however |
shall also try to collect the few words Konecznyoter about the Arab
civilisation, since it is of particular interestWestern Europe today.

Criteriafor classifying civilisations

In the study of civilisations, criteria were oftemployed that have no
relevance in identifying them according to the aigfbns used here. Other
criteria have been completely ignored and yet @reyof significant importance
for the topic under discussion.

Race

| shall start with race, which is very often brotighto the debate on
civilisation, not only in Koneczny's days but alsmday. Race, however, has
nothing to do with defining a civilisation. Raceassomatic characteristic; it is
an aspect of the zoology of man. The physical diffees between races may
result in different abilities, well seen in the Ifieof sport, possibly also in
intellectual potential, though that is still a d&lide issue, but it has nothing to
do with the norms considered as proper for thedifa given community. As
defined above, civilisation is the product of thartan spirit.

An adopted child brought up in a family of a cosiply different race
will normally grow up into a person endowed withetleivilisation of the
adoptive parents. Quite apart from this obviouseolsion, there are many
examples of large communities of different racdhe same civilisation or of
people of the same race in different civilisatiohite people, racially
indistinguishable from each other, constitute aamtyj of the people belonging
to Latin, Byzantine, Turanian and Jewish civiliea8. In the Turanian
civilisation, however, there are peoples of thete/fRussians), Han (Chinese)
and turkmenian (Turkey) race. Race does not definksation.

There is, however, a biological aspect to civilma Civilisation is a very
strong marriage barrier. People normally look forspouse in the same
civilisation as their own. They expect to shareilisaional norms with the



spouse. As a result, the civilisational barrierdmes also a biological one. In
biology, races, both animal and human, develop esngequence of isolation.
An isolated community will develop some biologicetharacteristics due to
accidental loss of some genes (a process refeorems t‘genetic drift”) and
possibly also due to adaptation to some specificr@mmental conditions. The
latter cause requires life in a different climate some other external
determinant of the living conditions. In any caaas, isolated community will
develop some biological characteristics that wibtidguish it from others,
provided that the isolation is maintained. Of ceurse know very well from
animal breeding that isolation is the primary ctiodi for the maintenance of
specific races. In human societies, inter-civilzadl marriage does occasionally
occur but it is a rare phenomenon and the lesgatirs the more biological
differences will develop between civilisations. Haoxer, it is not the race that
makes a civilisation. It is civilisation that carake a race.

Language

Some researchers have suggested that languagenguratge group in
some measure defines civilisation. That is not Been within the Latin
civilisation itself, there are languages of verffetent groups (Indo-European,
Finno-Ugric, Celtic and Basque). On the other hawad,only Indo-European but
even Slavonic languages function in at least thira@sations (Latin, Byzantine
and Turanian).

The rate of development of a civilisation, howevaay depend on the
language it uses because it is an important toollévelopment. When the tool
is of low efficiency the development may be slowdastagnation of the
civilisation may result. People who use pictorialigts for example, as distinct
from phonetic ones, may have difficulty in recogliabstract terms in writing
and therefore in passing them on to later genematidhus the Chinese
civilisation is weak in the humanities because tregjuire constant introduction
of new abstract terms that are difficult to conweypictorial form. The Arabic
script has the advantage that it can be writtenndegry fast, similarly as our
stenographic records. The Hebrew script, which da¢secord vowels, is prone
to yield ambiguities depending on what vowels asuaed to be missing. Thus
it is more the way of writing that has an influerecivilisational development
rather than the language itself. Languages do @&hamgt necessarily always
developing, but sometimes also declining in efficie as tools. The current
trend of reducing the number of grammatical formsise may result in loss of
precision.

Religion



This is an issue that has led astray many a studerivilisations,
including Spengler himself. Confessional proximityes not necessarily imply
civilisational closeness.

Of the existing civilisations two are decidedlgisd in nature, the Jewish
and the Brahmin. The Arabic is semi-sacral. Kongo&as not sure about the
Tibetan civilisation, because he had not enougiwkedge about it to consider
whether it is sacral semi-sacral or something elée. other existing ones are
not sacral because in them religion does not dateral categories of reality
(truth, goodness, prosperity, health, beauty).

Buddhism changes with the civilisation in whichubctions. Catholicism
attempts to modify the civilisation it enters. Etient in this effort, working
over many generations. It will try to sanctify wéagr in the local culture is
amenable to Christianity (inculturation) but wikwer yield on the essentials.
Islam has very little theology and the authoritytieg Koran limits the freedom
of some Islamic rulers while others will take itampthemselves to be the
interpreters of the Koran.

Law

Approach to legal issues is an important determio&uivilisation. There
are three basic fields of law: family law, propddw and inheritance law. There
are many legal issues that make civilisations diffe

The way of acquiring a wife (paying for her or egpng a dowry),
monogamy, polygamy or polyandry, the rights or ienyes of the wife in the
husband’s household, are all elements of family taat have civilisational
consequences. It is not possible to have a sosigtyltaneously polygamous
and monogamous, both paying for a wife and expgcandowry, giving
privileges to a wife and acknowledging her rigltf®neczny claims that all
societies are patriarchal and that he knows ofawtety existing now or in the
past based on a matriarchal system. He is preparedodify this view if
evidence is produced to the contrary, but at thenerd the issue of matriarchy
has no bearing on the discussion of civilisations.

The hierarchy in the family, between generatidns,issue of hierarchy in
the clan and between clans, are all elements afyfdamv very important for the
discussion of civilisations.

Property can by communal, family, private or a bomation of these.
True private property is possible only in a monogasmsystem but monogamy
does not automatically imply existence of privateperty. Wife and children
may be considered property of the husband andrfathendowed with their
own property rights.

Law can be private, public or both. Private lawealeps in the family, in
the growing family, in the extended family, in thian and nation. Public law
develops in a town or state, it organises life agnomrelated inhabitants.



The way in which a property, a right or title isherited is another
important issue distinguishing civilisations. Thaste system stems from this.
Even a wife can be inherited (levirate).

Source of law

Even more important in defining civilisations igthource of law.

For those of us brought up in the Latin civilisatit is obvious that ethics
Is the source of law. We consider the written lanabvays imperfect. All the
time we try to improve it. By improvement we meamg@ing it in line with
what we consider as just, as ethical. An issue rimsdtbe discussed from the
point of view of its compliance with ethical norraed only then do we write it
into law. In this discussion there is role for tmciety at large. This is where
democracy stems from.

However there are civilisations in which it is rahics but the interest of
the state that decides what is written into lawthis approach the state has to be
efficient and not ethical.

Again it is also possible that law has its origirthe will of the ruler. The
Romans who observed this in the Orient have destribe system as: “Quod
principi placuit, legis habet vigorem”. (What pleasthe ruler has the force of
law). In such a system the ruler is free of ethamaistraints. He can be a good
and ethical man, a blessing for his subjects. Butdn also be evil and ruthless,
a plague for all around. In either case the legakesn is very simple and
efficient

Finally revelation can be the source of law. Thisso in the sacral
civilisations. For the Jews it will be the TorahetMosaic Pentateuch. For the
Brahmins it will be the books Wedda. Revelationrearbe changed, it can only
be interpreted. The letter of the Law matters.

We say that a righteous person need not know &we tb live in
compliance with it. However this is only true iro#ie civilisations where ethics
is the source of law.

Attitude to ethics

Attitude to ethics is another source of civilisatb differences. Is
everything to be judged from the point of view dfies or are some issues free
of ethical constraints. Should politics be undénaat constraints? What about
war? What about war on crime? Should the stateutged from the point of
view of ethics? What about the ruler? Answers teséhquestions determine
civilisation.

Should we consider the letter of the law or theenh of the law giver?
This is another important civilisational difference



Do we have one ethic applicable to all situations,do we have
situational ethics, ethics that change dependingvbere and with whom we
deal? This is once again, an important civilisaiatifference.

Time

It is Koneczny's own discovery that attitude to ¢ins an important issue
distinguishing civilisations.

Some primitive people have no sense of time atAdillity to measure
time is an important development. Next, the idea afalendar arises, usually
dating from some important historical event atoiéginning. Some civilisations
have cycles, where time comes back, it returnss &hows thinking in terms of
shorter periods. For the same purpose eras ardealddpeoples often measure
time from the last war or other catastrophe such msjor forest fire or flood.

Next in the development of human relation withdiims control over it.
This comes with agreement to meet a specific tenth, the concept of specific
time and date, with punctuality. It was trade ttaveloped the importance of
defining the time and place where the suppliertaader meet. A producer may
sell his goods to the consumer either at his prioglusite, if the consumer cares
to come there, or on a market to which the prodbcegs his goods. He needs
to know where and when the market operates, bugrgiy he can be flexible
about exact timing of his selling efforts. Howewdren he commits his goods to
an intermediary, a trader, punctuality becomesrgsdeThose unable to deliver
on time lose the capacity to participate in traddéwus trade promotes
punctuality.

The next development is the treatment of time esnamodity, a good to
work with, to utilize or waste. Organisation ofelifof the amount of time
allotted to study, work, rest and leisure, the lfigeto these allotments,
recognition of the possibility of wasting time, thbility to prevent others from
wasting one’s time — these are all attributes ofkimg with the time factor.

Finally, the notion of responsibility for the pastd future appears. This is
historical consciousness, feeling of pride or shdorethe behaviour of our
ancestors. This is also consciousness of respbtysibr the future behaviour of
our descendants. This requires thinking in timengmuch longer than the
duration of one’s own life. This provides a mofifr fefforts in the interest of
future generations.

Civilisations differ in their attitude to time anthis can be used in
attempts to classify them.

Examples of civilisations

When studying civilisations it is necessary to fimdat is permanent in
them over generations. Arrangements that are teampoan be considered as



trials only and if they do not persist over sevgeterations they do not define
the civilisation. Civilisations often adopt prop@ns from other civilisations
but usually they are found to be inconsistent Wi norms governing one’s
own. Mixtures of civilisations inevitably fail.

When civilisations live close together, they anther separated by
political boundaries or by some form of aparthéigt torevents mixing. Without
apartheid the key issue becomes: “who educatesesttokiren”. Most (though
not all) civilisations want to civilise others. Bhimeans we try to make other
people adopt norms we consider best. The civibsali norms adopted by the
next generation will determine the success or faibf defending and expanding
one’s own civilisation. It has happened in the phstt victors in a military
conflict adopted the civilisation of the conquepbple. This usually occurred
when they intermarried with local women and alloviedm to bring up their
children. How these interrelations between civilmas work is well
demonstrated by the example of Poland which a nmilen ago adopted the
Latin civilisation but throughout its history hasdm under pressure from the
Byzantine and Turanian ones from the outside aowh fthe Jewish one on the
inside. Let me start with a description of the hativilisation, which Koneczny
believed to be his own (as | do today). Since wesitter it best, we would like
everyone to adopt it.

The Latin civilisation

Poland has been a part of the Latin civilisationdeer a thousand years.
This civilisation developed on the basis of antiRene but under the influence
of the ethic of the Catholic Church. The Catholicu€h functions in many
civilisations and in each of them it brings up thecieties towards certain
civilisational notions. Adoption of Catholicism doaot immediately amount to
the adoption of the Latin civilisation. Only in tkase of sacral civilisations (e.g.
Brahmin or Jewish) does conversion to Catholicistomatically mean that the
convert has to abandon not only his previous mtidout also the civilisation
built on it. That is why it is so difficult. In o#r civilisations inculturation
follows. Inculturation is the adoption into the @alic faith of all that in the
existing civilisation is adaptable and the rejactiof only that which is
inadaptable. Adoption of the Latin civilisationnet necessary. However Poland
on rejecting paganism in A.D. 966 went head on iatopting the Latin
civilisation. It quickly became a part of the Weah inheritor of Rome, both
antique and Christian.

Each civilisation has its own method of developapgritually, materially
and intellectually. In the Latin civilisation this done on the basis of ethics of
the Catholic Church. The Decalogue is obligatovyagls and everywhere, in all
fields of private and communal life, also in intational relations. Thus even
politics and wars are not free of ethical constmimhis is what makes us
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different from the Byzantine and Turanian civilisas, from Germany and
Russia respectively.

In the Latin civilisation, ethics is the source faws. As a consequence, a
development of morality ensues. The Decalogue gaokibitions, defined sin
and terrified with God’s wrath. The Sermon on theuvit gave instructions,
defined virtues, appealed to love God and neighbdbars amounted to an
increase of demands and an elevation of the maiivaio be good. The
Decalogue was not abolished but there was a depairfom the letter of the
Law and a turning towards the intent of the Lawgive the history of the Latin
civilisation we have a constant growth of ethicahdnds and a continuous
perfection of laws based on these growing demaAtsn earlier time duels
were the norm, considered as a form of God’'s judgemNow they are
considered sinful. Slavery was, at times, constleeceptable. Today, we
shiver at the very thought of it. There used t@bweoral obligation to avenge an
injury inflicted on a relative (vendetta). Today papng private justice is
considered immoral. Life continues to bring newlppeons and new definitions
of norms from the point of view of ethics are needabour walkouts, test-tube
babies, progressive taxation, seat-belts in céfs).everything that is already
defined by ethics needs to be written into law. 8luhew laws must encompass
the ethical consideration. Each generation trassdemething from ethics into
law. However when something considered unethidedady forbidden by law,
Is decriminalized (abortion, divorce, homosexualatices), this we treat as a
regression of law, as a civilisational decline. YDgtowth in legal demands is
permissible. The standard is continually beingeaiby the saints. What is a
heroic virtue in one generation, becomes the dthiman in another, and finally
becomes law.

In the Latin civilisation there is legal dualitWe have simultaneously
private and public laws. The first developed in ila@a and the other in towns,
l.e. in unrelated societies. Neither was domindtgdthe other. Private law
functions in family traditions, in various clubs darorganisations, in co-
operatives, in political parties, in trade unioimsprofessional guilds, etc. The
state does not (should not) interfere in theseapely developed and adopted
norms, statutes and regulations. On the other hlagi@d are state laws which
regulate the relations between peoples, ensurtegial and external security.

In the Latin civilisation the relation betweenhig and freedoms depends
on the principle that the freedom of one ends wiieeeright of another begins.
The doctrine of Pawet Wiodkowlion the rights of the heathen grew out of this

! pawet Wiodkowic rector of the Jagiellonian Univigrsn Krakéw, was a Polish delegate to the Coundil
Constance (1414-18). Poland and the Teutonic Kaighatl a conflict at the time over the method ofidgavith
pagans. The Knights were waging wars against théhba Lithuanians (including Latvians and the nownet
Prussians, an ethnic group related to the LatwaugsLithuanians) with the support of the German Empand
visitor knights from all over Europe. When Polamtid.ithuania fused (the Lithuanian prince Jagietftarried

the Polish queen and became the king of the urfteldnd and Lithuania) and the Lithuanians adopted
Christianity theraison de étreof the Knights disappeared. They continued to against the Lithuanians and the
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thinking. It grew out of the principle of loving eis neighbour. It is on this
principle that the union of Poland and Lithuaniaswestablished. Any union
within the Latin civilisation has a chance of lagtionly if it follows this
principle.

In the Latin civilisation, religious tolerance abligatory as well as the
separation of civil and spiritual authorities. Téeés, however, no tolerance for
evil. Ethical indifference, in education or healdervices for example, is
unacceptable.

In the Latin civilisation, monogamy is obligatoryt is only with
monogamy that private ownership is possible. Eachritaet union is a
simultaneous creation of a new economic unit. Téwelyweds cease to be part
of the economic entity of their parents and becpaug of the new entity. With
polygamy such changes do not take place. The owpeliss with the clan, the
community or the patriarch. Christ by elevating naaye to the rank of a
Sacrament, by insisting that it be monogamous addsoluble, at the same
time gives economic freedom to the new family

The strength of the Latin civilisation lies in @bility to self-organise, to
self-repair, to act from below and to work orgaficaor this reason, local life
Is very important, local councils, local electiom®-operatives, own-initiative
committees, credit unions and others. When thial Ik is rich it is possible to
reduce the role of the government to a minimunthé&éarmy, in communication
infrastructure, in foreign affairs, central diredtoip, from the above
downwards, is essential, but in other fields &msobstacle.

When developing communal life from below inequeditresult. They are
a consequence of the differences in the way varmmmsmunities handle their
affairs, a consequence of differences in the effattinto solving problems. As
a result of seeing these inequalities, there enddncy to try and catch up with
those more successful, who are richer, more ediicate better as people. This
drive to equalize with the leaders elevates madlgriantellectually and
spiritually. On the other hand egalitarianism, difpamposed from above, by
the government, reduces people to a common dentmniata lower level. It
wastes human effort and ingenuity. It reduces thie tov improve oneself.
Nobody likes to work for others, for those who dot nvish to work. Thus
acceptance of inequalities is a major feature ef tthtin civilisation and a
driving force for its development and progress.

The control over time is most developed in thdarL_atvilisation. Time is
considered as something valuable which has todasured, efficiently used and
saved. There exists a link across generationsstartial consciousness, and a
common responsibility for the past and the future.

Poles supporting them, claiming that their Chriggation was deficient. At the Council Wiodkowictime name
of Poland presented a view that also heathen hightsand that these should be respected; thaidBaptust be
an option and not a must enforced by military casguThis view was adopted by the Council and ¢abee the
norm in the Catholic world. This terminated crusadad the idea of fighting heathen for the purpoke
promoting Christianity. This is a good exampleldd tvay in which morality develops in the Latin tisation.

12



Only in the Latin civilisation did nations as umsteod in Poland develop,
namely as a natural, spiritual union, based onvineio be part of it. It creates
common responsibilities and common rights. ltnseiess.

The Polish understanding of a nation

In the Polish language the word “nation” has a veayticular meaning,
unknown in other languages. In the languages oft&esurope “nation” is
equivalent to citizenship, to the passport heldisltalso understood in the
ethnographic sense, as of people using a certagudéage. However for us Poles
the word “nation” contains both an intellectual amdsentimental content. It
encompasses something more than language or eshigenFor several
generationswe did not have a state, we did not have Poligheciship, but we
remained the Polish nation. Foreign citizenship wasosed upon us, but we
did not accept a foreign nationality.

What binds us is a common legal consciousnesspramon social
structure, a common ethic, a common civilisatione Vpresent a separate
culture within the Latin civilisation.

One could ask the question: Do Gipsies belondn@oRolish nation? We
use the same language, we belong to the sameorehgid we are citizens of the
same country. However | am sure that most Polesyaels as most Polish
Gipsies, will say that we do not. We govern ouedi\by different laws, we have
a different social structure and we have a diffeagtitude to ethics. For these
reasons we include the Gipsies and they so indlelaselves, under the notion
of an ethnic or a cultural minority.

When Roman Dmowskisent to the printers his “Mif nowoczesnego
Polaka” (Thoughts of a modern Pole) in 1904 he delad that the wordZyd”
(Jew) be written with a capital letter. He was aagliof anti-Semitism for this.
At that time Jews were treated as a religious graxg for this reasonzyd”
(Jew) was written with a small letter as we dodbreligious denominations in
the Polish language. However for Dmowski Jews &greed a separate nation.
Today Jews themselves wish that in Polish they bigew about with a capital
letter Zyd) feeling more a nation than a religion.

On the other hand no one would ever consider imgepathe Polish
evangelicals as a separate nation. Even about dtieeMans we spoke of as
gente Ruthenus natione Polon{eg Ruthenian origin yet Polish nation). This
refers to all those who accept the same legal mstisocial structure and
civilisation.

2 In the years 1795-1918 we were partitioned betwRessia, Prussia and Austro-Hungary, and the @otap
tried to Russify or Germanize us.

¥ Roman Dmowski (1864-1939), an important Polishitipidn, founder and leader of the national demticra
movement, the main political representative of $tolinterests during World War | and at the post ®aris
Peace Conference.
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One of the important features linking a nationetbgr is the common
historical consciousness, or historicism as Kongacalled it. This refers to the
tradition of common public life (as distinct fronyrtastic and family memory),
to the cult of the common past and to the commepamesibility for the past and
the future. According to Koneczny the national admgsness appeared in
Poland during the reign of Wiadystaw tokietekt was then that the public
desire to link up principalities with a common bist and common language
into a single state first appeared. In France t¢lissciousness appeared with
Joan of Arc. In England it appeared in the XVIrcview of the danger from the
Spanish Armada. Germans started to think of themsels a nation when
defending against Napoleon. In Italy this occurasdate as the second part of
the XIX c. This national consciousness does naeaagainst anybody, but it
may arise in defence against somebody. It muse &rmsn a feeling of having
something in common that is worth defending.

In forming a nation a great role is played byratere. The English came
together around Shakespeare and the Italians ar@amde — interestingly
enough, 500 years after he died. The love of diagguage is a constant feature
of a nation. One can know many languages, but esh has only a single
language which is his own, his mother tongue. fipems that the knowledge of
one’s own language is poor, as is common among@uwsemigrés, especially in
later generations, but the sole fact of havinghgulage that is cherished as one’s
own, not in a utilitarian sense but emotionallydigates one’s belonging to a
particular nation.

The notion of a nation is also connected withltive of a particular place
on earth, of some region which is treated as oowtis, as the fatherland.

A nation is a great family, a fatherland, a comrpatrimony. However a
nation will not form while a clan system persisisie nuclear family must be
free, must be emancipated from the clan. There ineish respect for private
property. People should feel free. They should tioncorganically, from below
and not in a mechanistic arrangement regulatedegnfrom above. Only then
can a nation form as the fruit of a common will amhsciousness that is free
and under no compulsion to come together.

Thus a nation is not an anthropological or biatagjconsequence of using
a certain language or occupying a certain plads.dtproduct of human will. It
Is a product of the work of many generations. thfe as a merger because its
members want to merge. It is nation that makes.sA state never makes a
nation. Thus all these post-colonial countries, talse Nigerias, Tanzanias,
Rwandas and Angolas will never produce a natioveNbas anything such as a
Yugoslav or Soviet nation formed. There will alssvar be a European nation.

* Wiadystaw tokietek (1260-1333). Poland was spfitinoto many fiefdoms ruled by related members ef th
Piast dynasty. tokietek organized them to fighketbgr against the growing nuisance of the Teutinights; a
German Order that settled in what is now northeiamrd.
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However new nations do form, as for example theAU8omposed
primarily of immigrants from Europe. Those immigsron entering North
America usually consider themselves members ofr thations of origin,
sometimes for several generations. But the recognibf the freedoms,
tolerance, rule of law and way of life as somethwguable and worth
defending and exporting leads to national consciess. This comes only after
acceptance of the language, history and laws a% @ven. This process is
possible only in the Latin civilisation. It ofterappens in all Latin civilisation
countries that immigrants integrate and acceptngonality of the adopted
state as their own.

It is not possible to form a nation artificialbh nation forms from the
consciousness of a civic freedom, of a common thdk develops from below
towards a common organisation in conformity witspacific tradition.

Koneczny defines a nation as a civilisational esdmn that is
personalistic, has a common fatherland and a modhgue.

Everyone is born in some specific social, ethnieligious and
civilisational situation. One inherits certain veadu Should one inherit a nation, a
national consciousness, then there will be a tenydemenrich it, to increase its
value. One will try to leave behind more than oas received. This is because
national consciousness transgresses generatioese T no nation without a
history, without a need to preserve and enrichhédrgage for future generations.
This need is referred to as patriotism.

Patriotism is the tendency to enrich a nation ugho one’s work and
intellectual efforts and one’s readiness to makerifiges in defence of the
national legacy. So defined, patriotism is nevedamnger to neighbouring
nations. Neighbouring patriotisms imply eternalgeeaVNhen one tries to enrich
oneself at the cost of others, at the cost of rmghs, at the cost of subjugated
or disenfranchised peoples, then it is not patmotbut its pathology. This is a
pathological understanding of national consciousn&milarly love of one’s
family and care for its needs does not create problfor neighbours. On the
other hand nepotism, family egoism, the stealingmfrneighbours is a
contradiction of family virtues.

Our Polish patriotism has never been a dangerutoneighbours. We
recognize their rights in spite of the fact thatytthave often violated ours. They
have been violating our rights because they haveational consciousness or it
IS immature.

The Polish understanding of the notion of a nati®ra value worth
preserving. It is something very concrete, veryitpasand very noble that we
would like to propose to all peoples of the wodd,an idea worth exporting. It
IS something very, very different from nationalisinderstood as hatred of what
is foreign. Our glorification of national virtues pften misunderstood in the
West, through faulty translations, as nationalikns nothing of the sort.
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Koneczny considered the Latin civilisation as thghest because it is
most demanding on its members. When it is not dkfénwhen no efforts are
made to promote it, lower civilisations will takeeay, lower meaning ones that
are less demanding. Attempts at combining civikee, at synthesizing them,
lead to an uncivilised state and eventually toviceory of the lowest one. For a
demanding civilisation to survive it must be coossly defended and
promoted. An effort must be made to make otherg@ats values. It requires
an evangelical zeal.

He also considered that the idea of a nation wast strongly developed
among the Polish people and he proposed that wesMs¥lould spread its
understanding to others.

The Turanian civilisation

The Turanian civilisation was created by the Mosguil Genghis Khan.
Its primary feature is a military organisation atapto a mobile war. It is best
described by such words as camp, movement, spac¢hib reason family ties
are very weak in this civilisation.

This civilisation has no public law. There is orpyivate law and it is
derived from the commands of the ruler. The stthe ruler's farmyard and his
will is the law of the land. The society has nantggat all. It is not allowed to
organise itself — it is the responsibility of théate to do so. Thus all
organisations are steered from above and anytiaégifrom below is squelched.
The power is absolute and the ideal ruler is aleathdespot. Everyone is in the
position of a slave or servant with respect toshigerior. Citizens do not exist at
all. In the West a citizen lives also in his sta&eTuranian lives exclusively in
his state. All matters are state matters and thereo issues he can call entirely
his own. All property is that of the ruler and oten only be a lease holder of
some property. However the lease may be termirettedy time, at the will of
the ruler. He has the right to dispossess anybedyishes.

The whole organisation of life is military in na#& based on orders from
above and thus it is maximally centralized. Buogaay serves the ruler and not
the people. It acts in the name of the ruler angd i him that it is responsible
and never to the people that it deals with. Thlidifais very mechanical much
like in an army. It has no organic elements.

Since social organisation is geared towards wddmga it develops only
when the state wins, when it has a military powet successes. When military
successes are lacking, when there are no new #dmqnssthe state weakens or
even disintegrates. Thus the major social effodiiscted towards building a
military capability.

In the Turanian civilisation, nations in the Eueap sense do not form.
There are only conglomerates of peoples, clangaces. They are all bound by
the winning star of a successful leader. Temuje first Genghis Khan,
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organised people of various races, ethnic origid areeds into a successful
army and led it to conquer the world. Wherever étehss foot, he organised life
in a military manner leaving his lieutenants asltdwal rulers. Eventually, many
emancipated themselves from the Mongol supremadycantinued as the new
absolute rulers acting in the same manner. Frelyug¢he people organised in
this manner pick up their name from some militayer, the Seljugs, the
Nogais, the Osmans and others. A significant relplayed in this civilisation

by romanticism and the legends surrounding the mgimioa successful ruler.

When a strong ruler is lacking, “troubled timesbnee. There is
disorientation and weakening. Nobody knows whatldo The emergence of a
new strong dictator indicates an end to the “tredbtimes”, a return to
normality.

In the Turanian civilisation, an attitude towandsigion is almost non-
existent. As a rule it is completely immaterial tbe ruler what people believe,
as long as the clergy do not interfere in the wee/ ruler rules, as long as the
religion does not interfere in the matters of statd there is no criticism of the
ruler on any issue. There is no ethic that wouldimeling on the ruler, so he
should not be judged from the point of view of efhi

Today, we see the Turanian civilisation most d¢jear Russia. There,
one-man rule is the norm. It matters not whethes ith a khan, a tsar, a first
secretary or a president. He is most loved andpaedef his rule is free of any
constraints. And he has to be a winner. The Turapieople do not accept a
loser as a ruler. So he has to prove that his domad influence constantly
grow. He is never criticised, nor contested. Weusthanot expect Russia
suddenly to accept a democratic system, becausgetiyde do not expect it. If
asked to vote they will vote as the ruler will tdlem to do. And of course any
opposition will be squelched. A good example of fhessian way of thinking is
the famous statement by tsar Nicolas Il after th#i@Bfleet was totally drowned
in the famous battle of Cushima in the 1904 wahwiapan. When following
western press there were outcries that it was tak@sto send the Baltic fleet
round the globe to Japanese waters, the tsar“¥didat do these scum want and
why do they interfere? It was my fleet!” Thirteerays later the tsar had to
abdicate and was later killed by the Bolsheviksettpday he is considered a
saint and martyr in Russia. He is loved in spitealbfhis inadequacies. The
Bolsheviks soon returned to the same despotic mbdele and even Stalin is
remembered with nostalgia by many. The rules offidikGorbachev and Boris
Yeltsin were “troubled times”. State property beeaprivate property of the
oligarchs. But now we have Putin. A tsar returndd. dispossessed all of the
oligarchs and Russia is back to normality - Turamarmality. To remain on
the throne, the ruler must have successes. Today,may constitute influence
over countries buying Russian oil and gas. Thelkbhgi growing attempts at
regaining dominion over lands that Russia lost uigtebachev and Yeltsin.
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Poland met with the Turanian civilisation in itoNyolian primary model
already in the XIlllI c. This, however, was only artsitional contact. They came,
they conquered us and they soon left. They ontysleine folkloristic memories
such as the interrupted bugle-call from the Kraldarian church tower and the
Lajkonik®. Later on however, we met with the Turanian chation more
seriously and in fact, with four different culturesit, the Tartar, the Turkish,
the Cossack and the Muscovite. Each of these lilaeemted us in a different
manner, in some instances quite successfully. Qapi@t from the military
contacts, which as a rule, protect against sudndntes, there was a time in
Poland when we were very attracted by the Turkisideh Turkey, with its
strength was impressive, also with the affluence tloed Ottoman court.
Particularly in the XIX c. when we did not exist asstate, Turkey did not
recognise the partition of Poland and received nwrour émigres. Many Poles
found lucrative employment in Turkey reaching qinigh positions. It was then
that Turkishness was in vogue. It was fashionabldréss in a Turkish manner
and to blame our political demise on the lack sefrang military organisation in
pre-partition Poland.

The Cossack influence was also once quite stregigecially during the
XVII c. The love of the steppes, of constant movethef freedom from
community life, proved interesting to many an aduesr who wanted to
organise his own military group, his own mini-staded sitting constantly on
horseback. This was possible in the largely uniitbdleastern plains of what is
now Ukraine. There was a lot of romanticism invalve this care free, brigand
type of life, yet basically, representing nothingra than banditry. However,
the occasional engagement in militarily conflicttwsimilar bands of Tartars,
Cossacks, or Turks added a sense of patriotismg@ctivity.

Much more serious was the influence of the Mudeosulture. This gave
rise to what is known in Poland as “sarmatism”a#tiiude of some magnates on
our eastern borders that was characterised bywbss@|f rule over their estates
and total irresponsibility towards the state as hole. These magnates,
depending on the size and wealth of their estatiésn treated themselves as
independent princes. They had their own militaricés, their own laws and
often even an independent foreign policy, as was#se with several magnates
from the Radziwi#t or Pac families. These magnaifehey wanted, could be a
blessing to all around and often they were. Howetregy could also be their
scourge, because they felt and in fact were aboydaav. That was because of
the strength of their estates and the weaknesedtate.

In more recent times, in the first half of the XX&., the political camp of
Marshal Pitsudski was very much influenced by thueahian way of thinking.
We speak of his political camp rather than of ayp&ther political movements

® Lajkonik, a figure of an Asiatic warrior with a mel of a horse attached to his belly that onceaa y@unday
after Corpus Christi) goes through the streets @kiw hitting children on their heads with a malatidve
truncheon.
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referred to themselves on the basis of the ideotbgy adopted as socialists,
national democrats, Christian democrats etc. THiewers of the Marshal
referred to themselves as Pitsudskites. They warked by a military
organisation, functioning on the basis of ordexegifrom the Marshal or in his
name. Individual thinking was discouraged. The é&ra#inew better. The
Pilsudskites considered themselves above the laey drganised aoup d’état
in May of 1926 and until 1939 ruled ignoring ala They manhandled, killed,
or imprisoned political opponents. At the same titeey cherished a kind of
military romanticism, great mobility, self-sacriéicpatriotism and demonstrated
religious indifference.

During Soviet times (1944-1989), we were verysesit to civilisational
influences from the East. AlImost instinctively, wnegected all that came from
there. However, the legend of Marshal Pitsudskiwgaed an admiration for his
style of ruling. Many people today dream of a sfy@amm rule as they are tired
of the political uncertainty accompanying democraejections and party
politics. This is a very great danger to our idigntior several reasons. First of
all, this is a political philosophy that discouragtinking. It leaves thinking to
the superiors. Such an attitude is necessary iarauy, where responsibility is
clearly hierarchical and there is no time for pbdphising. In everyday life, we
need to habitually use our reason to judge. Evergtthat kills thinking reduces
us civilisationally.

Moreover, the fashion for Turanian thinking result a constant search
for a strong leader, the pointless anointing ofcatranybody as the God given
saviour and giving him total responsibility for eything. Soon, there is
disappointment that he did not rise to the expextatand that he did not know
what to do. In our Latin civilisation, the ruler stthave the support of thinking,
creative citizens and not only disciplined execsitir his will. Good leaders are
hard to come by. It is much more common that weshtavrely on a team and
we must be able to work together, the creativitgath member advancing the
common cause.

Finally, Turanian thinking kills all organic effofrom below. Many
believe that something useful can only be done fedrave, from the central
government. And thus they fight for the privilegeroling. However, it is the
specificity of our own civilisation that it is calpl@ of correcting itself from
below. It encourages everyone to do whatever isiplesto improve life in the
nearest proximity. Good ideas turned into functignimprovements will spread
of their own by copying. This never happens in Taganian civilisation. All
improvements need to have approval from above ayg then can they be
introduced.

Turanian rulers remembered as great are those imthaduced such
improvements and those who expanded the realm, atteimhow ruthless and
inhumane they were in executing these successes.
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The Byzantine civilisation

The Byzantine civilisation developed in contrastiie Roman West. The
basic difference was in the attitude to religion.the Latin civilisation, the
Catholic Church has achieved a total doctrinal pashelence from the state.
Moreover, it has achieved a right to criticize state or the ruler for acting in an
unethical manner. In Poland, this became most olsvia the 1079 conflict
between St. Stanistaw, then the bishop of Krakow #re king, Bolestaw
Smiaty. The bishop criticised the king. The kingléd the bishop. As a result of
this, the king had to lose his crown. Not becausdokt an election or a battle
but because he lost morally. He had to exile him3dilis incident established
the norms in the Polish Church-state relation?dkand, it is improper for the
state to criticise the Church. On the other hamel Ghurch is not only entitled to
but is expected to criticise the state when issfi@soral significance so require.

In Byzantium, the situation was decidedly diffarehe emperor had
executive powers also over the Church. He tredtedGhurch as one of the
elements of his power, much like he treated thecjag/ or the army. The
emperor dictated religion to his subjects. Constentthe Great made
Christianity the state religion. He decreed so fitbwn throne. He called synods
and councils. He decided what the subject for disicen would be. As a
consequence, the state became above ethics. lispugiose was to be efficient
and not necessarily ethical. In the Byzantine igation, the realm of politics is
not limited by ethics. It is free of it and theredoit is often barbaric. As an
example, one can mention the blinding, in 1018thef conquered Bulgarian
soldiers by emperor Basil Bulgaroktonos (the Bul§kyer) and sending them
home on foot with only one one-eyed soldier per ttO@ad the way.

The German Holy Roman Empire took up, togetheh wite imperial
name, this very mode of communal life organisdtioks a result, when in
Poland the king who killed a bishop had to losethisne, at the same time the
German Emperor fought with the pope for suprem&aegaropapism). At one
time he would go to Canossa in repentance andadih@nwould impose his will
on the pope. Since that time and until today, the@ civilisational struggle in
Germany between the Latin and the Byzantine catiims. In the East of
Germany, Byzantine influences always dominatedhtnWest, particularly in
the Rhineland, there was more Latin influence. Tdtarn of the capital from
Bonn to Berlin is likely to be civilisationally, aimwelcome development.

® Emperor Otto Il (967-983) married Theophanu (9782, niece of Byzantine emperor John | Tzimisc&9{9
976) and the sister of emperor Basil Bulgaroktoftlbs Bulgar-Slayer) (976-1025). While his fathetddtwas
still alive, Otto Il was crowned Holy Roman Empelyr Pope John Xl who also presided at the weddvith
Theophanu. This established a link between the ®yza imperial title and built up the imperial anibins of
the German rulers. At that time, Byzantium was véch and an object of envy by the more primitivestern
rulers. Theophanu brought with her to Germany argfil court that established a certain style otfioming
for the Holy Roman Emperors. This is the origintleé Byzantine influence in Germany that persisttdl tins
day.

20



When the Teutonic Knights were Christianising witke sword, our Pawet
Wiodkowic spoke up for the rights of the heatheme($ootnote no. 1). When
religious wars ravaged Germany, in Poland, we hathi@ without witch-hunts
and stakes. When they had the barbaric principleuais regio eius religio
(whose rule, his religion) and citizens frequerithd to change denominations,
we had religious tolerance and many exiles from @sman religious wars
found refuge in Poland.

Even Catholic Austria was Catholic only by thelvaf the ruler. The
emperor had a habit of interfering in Church mattewen on such issues as the
liturgy. He would use a veto right to the electmina pope that he did not like
(last time in 1903). This habit is often referred &s Josephinism, after the
emperor Joseph Il who was very much involved inasipg his will on the
Church. Catholicism did not prevent Maria Theresanf participating in the
obviously unethical partitioning of Poland togethdth Russia and Prussia in
1772 and 1795.

Germans have a habit of calling those rulers ‘gjneo were successful,
such as Friedrich der Grosse and Bismarck in sgitdne fact that they were
unethical in their political actions. Hitler wasnsidered great while he was
winning. However not now, since he lost. His unethimethods did not pay,
they proved unsuccessful.

Byzantinism does not like variability, inconsistgnor unevenness. While
in Rome and now in the Latin civilisation, unity péirpose unites but methods
and forms may be very different, in Byzantium amvnn Germany, a state
imposed uniformity is the norm. Henceforth, the gyafly esteemed cleanliness
and functionality in Germany is established. Thisnes from the universal
readiness to follow state ordeBefehl ist BefehlA command is a command!
And this is generally accepted by all. On the othand, within the Latin
civilisation, we are individualists. We prefer to things in our own way.

Drill and obedience has also a negative side tontechanizes communal
life. It stifles grass root, organic activity andtroduces, from above, a
centralized and bureaucratic uniformity (withess thode of functioning of the
overregulated European Union, basically steeretth&ycermans). This transfers
responsibility for actions to those who commandwal drders. It even justifies
crimes.

It is well known that all German war criminals haleen defending
themselves on the ground that they have been didying orders and that they
were told to act as they did. For them, the respditg did not fall on them but
on the government. In the extreme interpretatiamly ditler was guilty. In
postwar Germany, a law came into force that forbhesextradition of Germans.
As a result, most war crimes were judged in Germamgcording to their
standards and not in the countries where they o@manitted.

On the other hand, it is noteworthy that even imewnist Poland, it was
unimaginable for the murderers of Fr. Jerzy Popigto to defend themselves
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on the ground that they were only carrying out csd# the secret services they
served in. Everyone is personally responsibleantfof a court of law. Criminal
orders should not be obeyed. It is as simple ds tha

Associated with this issue is the typical for Byzae thinking superiority
of form over content. Since it is not the aim tieicommon but the form in
which something is done, it tends to dominate, h@wneat the same time it
becomes empty of content. In the Latin civilisatidhe aim is of primary
importance and the form is of little significancéd/e adapt it to our own
understanding of what in the given moment wouldrimst proper. As a result,
we constantly search for improvements, frequenthkimg mistakes along the
way. The Byzantine Germans have perfected the mmbdecreeing forms from
above. It was plain to see that in Germany, botpitassm (BRD) and
communism (DDR) functioned efficiently. Fascismoafsnctioned efficiently.

We tend to be impressed by German efficiency. Wwenaenvy them. We
dream of having such law and order, such functignaind such affluence as
they have. However, all of this is paid for by Bgzantine readiness to submit
to the state in all matters. Our strength lies imeisity, in the readiness to
criticize the government and we should defend tivadges against the German
intention of regulating everything from above —agdrom Brussels, rather than
from Berlin. The overregulation so prevalent in Exgopean Union is obviously
of Byzantine and not of Latin origin.

Furthermore, there is a growing tendency in theogean Union and also
in many countries traditionally of Latin civilisati, to accept the Byzantine
readiness to conduct politics without ethics. Astidct from the Turanian
civilisation, the politician or ruler should him§dle ethical in his private life
and he is judged from that perspective. HoweverisHese to conduct policies
unlimited by ethical concerns. This concerns ndy timose who practice politics
in an immoral way but also those who believe ttditips is an immoral field
and therefore, stay away from it, concerning thdéwaeseexclusively with their
own affairs. This attitude amounts to leaving poditonly in the hands of those
who are unconcerned about ethics. It is also a Byza attitude. The attitude
proper for the Latin civilisation is to get involdeact ethically and demand from
others that they also act ethically, both in in&rand in international politics.
The fact that opponents are not restricting theweselby ethics is of no
relevance here. The police must also act ethigaiije dealing with criminals.

We all sin but everyone should desire to act atlyicresponsibly and in
conformity with what one believes to be proper. At@ning this desire in the
field of politics is the main danger that lies fibre Latin civilisation in its
contact with the Byzantine one.

The Jewish civilisation
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The Jewish civilisation is one of the oldest ortrealts durability is not
connected with the possession of some state or th#ghknowledge of any
specific language. In some sense, a memory andsobdarity with the Israeli
state plays some role, as well as the Hebrew lajegganerally unknown to the
majority of the Jewish people (even though theyadirbterate at least since the
1st century). Until quite recently, it was a deadduage and only since the
establishment of the modern Israel was it resusdtas a living language in
that state. However, neither the language norttite g8 of any great importance
in defining this civilisation. Jews often move frame country to another and at
the same time, usually very readily, change thguage used at home to adapt
to the community at large.

In the Polish language, we speak of the “Jewigloma— however this is
a completely different phenomenon than a natiathénLatin civilisation. For us
a nation means a common past of a flourishing evndmdden statehood, a
common language and literature in this languag&edisas a specified place on
earth considered as the fatherland. In other Ewampéanguages, the
phenomenon of Jewish togetherness is referred teolbye other name than
nation, usually as a people (the Jewish people, le pgudleJudentum), and
this is well justified. They are indeed a people the cementing element has
nothing in common with the national solidarity aifépean nations.

The cementing factor lies in a sacral civilisatand in particular, a sacral
consciousness of having a special mission givethém by God. They are
conscious of being the elect, the “chosen peofdlkl's mission, of course, was
to prepare the world for the coming of the Messi&hpo was to be born among
them and to preserve the revealed truth until lisiaog. They have fulfilled
this function. Many of them have recognised Him wh&e came and brought
the Good News, the Gospel, to other peoples. Whatanmission of one people,
became the mission of the Church.

What we consider as the Jewish people today refersa tragic
community, a people that has not recognised the tifts visitation. It is those
who did not recognise Jesus Christ as the awaitedsidh. Those Jews who
followed Christ merged within the Christian univadity. Those who rejected
Him became wanderers throughout the world, amonkeuses of other
religions, jealously nurturing their chosennesss tmessianic consciousness,
which gives a defining mark to their civilisation.

It is a civilisation of programmed separateness$, ppogrammed
differentiation from the surrounding communitiest Judaism there is no
specified theology that one could get to know anckpt as a convert. One can
only get married into Judaism, that is biologicddgcome part of it. Jews do not
seek converts. By their own will, they prefer teelia separate life, in apartheid
from the surrounding communities. They form theivnocommunes (kahals),
they govern themselves by their own rules and thkg care to maintain also a
spatial separateness. They form the ghettos theessels districts in which they
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live together, comparable to the Chinatowns in W®A. It was only Hitler's
Germany that created the concept of forced sepatatif a closed ghetto from
which Jews were not allowed to leave.

Jews are not pioneers. They do not go conquehegwild world or
overpowering the hazards of nature. They settle ngmother civilisations,
preferably among the rich. They tend to migratenfrpoorer to richer lands.
They do so always as a group, immediately formihgirt own separate
community.

Jews do not represent any specific race. It issatgnisunderstanding to
consider anti-Semitism as racism. The Jews of Rolare racially
indistinguishable from the Poles. The Jews of Ndttica are racially close to
the Arabs. Ethiopian Jews are close to the EthnspiAnd so it goes the world
over. However, the fact that they stick to theirnoeommunity, their own
civilisation, their own separateness, results oidgical differences developing.
It is not the race that forms the Jewish civilisatbut the civilisation can cause
a biological separateness. This is never a totglarséeness because
intermarriage occurs frequently but where Jewismroanities live for several
generations it is sufficient to develop some daton from the surrounding
society. All of this is a consequence of the comatwonsciousness of being the
chosen people.

The memory of being chosen by God, of having aigpe&elationship
with God, of having a promise directly from God gafale only to the biological
descendants of one people, results in monotheigrangeating into monolatry.
The belief in a one and only God changes into &bel one God, one’s own
God, a tribal God. The Prophets have successfuifdieated polytheistic
tendencies among the Old Testament Jews. Howewmlatry was only dealt
with by Jesus Christ who addressed His messagk pe@ple and not only to
the chosen. In reality, monolatry is a form of ghbbsism because it accepts the
possibility that other people have other gods.

Messianism did occur as an idea among other pgogleldenly reaching
the conclusion that they have a special God gieé® to play. But this seldom
lasted for many generations. Jews by nurturing ttledsenness have created a
whole civilisation based on fidelity to the Law ealed to them by God. By
Law they mean the Torah, the Pentateuch of Mosk&hwof course is also for
us a Holy book. However, we read it differently.eThews see in it the Law,
which is immutable and which has to be obeyed. rEladter of it is binding at
all times. Jesus Christ has taught us that it tstm® letter that is important but
the will of the Lawgiver. He did not change the Lhwut gave it substance. He
accused the Pharisees that they serve the Lordtkethlips but not with their
hearts. He called for the saving of a lamb or @t tall into a well on a Sabbath
(Mt 12:11; Lk 14:5), because the Sabbath is for mad not man for the
Sabbath (Mk 2:27).
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We often tend to laugh at Jewish habits and dategthem. However,
when a pious Jew travels on Saturday on a traingion a rubber water bottle
he is doing so to remain faithful to his religidmgecause he is not allowed to
travel on a Sabbath except when on water. For thiisjs showing obedience to
the letter of the Law, a moral imperative. For tisis would amount to
hypocrisy, a breach of the intent of the Lawgiwfiith the growing complexity
of life and a development of the understandinchefihtent of the Lawgiver, we
adapt rules to what we consider as ethical. Fotheslaw is derived from ethics.
For Jews, the opposite is true. Ethics is derivethfthe Law.

For them, of course, life also requires changdbeir habits. For the sake
of convenience, they introduce interpretations leé taw, explanations for
various circumstances, so as to maintain the leftdre Law but in fact, to find
a way of living reasonably. All the learnednessJoflaism (Talmud, Kabala,
rabbinic writings) consists of these interpretasiar the Law, comments to the
interpretations, comments to the comments etc. -coastant casuistry
multiplying exceptions to immutable rules. This d®pment is driven by
convenience. Outside of Judaism, all this learngslievalueless. However, the
mode in which it develops is often copied and atutsts a spiritual threat. We
must change rules when we decide that this is ddethby our understanding
of what is and what is not ethical and not becawusefind them difficult to
follow. In the Latin civilisation each generatiaansfers something from ethics
into written laws. The multiplication of laws coastly restricts our freedom.
The Jews are restricted only by the Torah and &lthe later developed
interpretations reduce the obligatory scope ofdlrestrictions. Regrettably also
among us, in conflict with our own civilisation,wa appear which make
permissible that what is not considered ethical whdt was already forbidden
by written laws (abortions, divorces, homosexu#t,agatanic cults, etc.). In this
way, the link between ethics and law gets lost. v@arence rather than ethics
becomes the source of laws.

In our civilisation, a righteous person living lestly will not get in
conflict with the law, even not knowing it. On thether hand, living in
agreement with the letter of the law but dishoyesterives from the pharisaic
attachment to rules but not to ethics. The expiomaof rules, of imprecisely
written laws, of gaps in them, of their multitudedainconsistencies, activities
on the verge of legality, tax evasion techniquddoamally within the law but
unethical, derive from the rabbinical casuistrygnfrthe mentality of deriving
ethics from the written law. Yet, such a swindketing within the law, has in
fact no moral respect for any law. He cannot be pamed to the Sabbath
traveller sitting on a water bottle, who is alsingsa convenient interpretation
of the Law, but he is doing this in order to fulile Law and therefore in full
respect for it.

Since many rules of the Mosaic Law were untenaibtee Diaspora (such
as the ban on learning the Greek language), irg&ipons were introduced on
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the strength of which the fullness of Mosaic Lawoisligatory only in the
Promised Land, but not outside of it. The Diaspoegame a form of escape
from the Law. Since ethics is derived from the sulevo ethics developed, one
for Palestine and one outside of it. Further mltgtion of ethics followed, for
various occasions, on various days, towards Jewsnan-Jews (gentiles). In
this way, situation ethics developed, which foisusomething completely alien.
We recognise only a total ethic, the same ethicafbioccasions. But are we
always faithful to this understanding? For exampie,we not sometimes treat
differently the stealing from a neighbour as cormepato the stealing of state
property or the lies told to friends as opposedhtuse told to enemies? Such
situational ethics derives from the Jewish civtisa and we should avoid it.
Within the Jewish civilisation, built on the Totdive different religions
developed, depending on the recognised books éointlerpretation of the Law.
Koneczny summarises these religions in the follgwmanner (Table 2):

Table 2.
Examples
without Kabala (1) Sadducees, Karaites
without with Kabala (2) | Sabbatites, Frankites
Talmud
with Torah without Kabala (3) Lithuanian Jews

with old Kabala | Sephardim
with Talmud | (4)
with Kabala + Hassidim,

pylpul (5) Ashkenazim

Five religions, but they lack any theological ditfnces that would lead to
divisions. Regardless of the tradition pertainimg dooks that interpret the
Torah, all Jews form a single family united by tlessianic consciousness of
being the chosen people. A Jew may become an gtiheismay convert to
another religion, even become a cardinal, but He always be regarded by
other Jews as a member of the Jewish community.

We are often impressed by Jewish solidarity, ey way in which they
always support each other, by their faithfulnessh® Jewish community. We
observe that they participate in various battlesndp present on both sides.
However, after the defeat of one side, the Jewtherwinning side make sure
that the Jews among the losers do not suffer. Afternext conflict, the result
may be opposite and the same solidarity will follGvis is a mode of survival
they have developed living among the gentiles. Weaak have such solidarity.
In fact, we accuse ourselves of quarrelsomenesgeatousies. We envy the
Jews for their fidelity to each other over and abawny conflicts. However, this
difference has also a second side to it. We belieae we must support truth,
goodness, justice and not a fellow countryman, hestause he is a fellow
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countryman. We must combat evil, lies, whatevercamsider, even mistakenly,
as improper. That is our understanding of righteaeas. We should remain
ourselves rather than support what does not desepjmorting.

Both our position and the Jewish position makessghut only within the
context of our respective civilisations. This clgatemonstrates that no middle
ground is possible on issues differentiating csations.

The Arab civilisation

It is often believed that Arabs are by nature ndgndlany of them were
and they appear to have developed from herdsmdwmrraban from tillers,
chasing or following their animals in search of tpass. However, turning to
agriculture or establishing towns started millenagd so the nomadic lifestyle
Is hardly an identifying feature of this civilisaii.

Treating Islam as the defining feature of theligation is also a mistake.
The mosques are not houses of God, they have nigakaltars. These are
only prayer halls. There is also no clergy, thenmdeing only prayer-leaders.
Mahomet himself was an imam, as were all the calipim imam is someone
who can read and interpret the Koran. And sinc&Kibran cannot be translated,
the imam must know Arabic, at least, sufficientyréad it if not to understand
it. In each mosque near the pulpit, there is amamental niche which indicates
the direction of Mecca towards which all those prgyshould face. The sources
of belief are the Koran and the tradition called Bunnah. The Sunnah is
composed of comments and notes on the Koran bgtoddenmentators. The
Sunnites are orthodox, while the Shiites rejeatitien and do not recognize the
first three caliphs. The Shiites live in Iran, Paéin, Bangladesh, Mongolia and
in the oases of Algeria. The Arab world is Suna#gas also Turkey. Both
branches preach five basic duties: prayer, alngimiages, fasts and
participation in holy wars. There are some custdersved from Judaism such
as the ban on pork and sacral slaughter of anidassis is considered a Prophet
and Mary a Virgin but they believe that treatingukeas the Son of God is
deemed a polytheistic idea. It was Mahomet who sepdhe monotheistic idea
on the Arabs. He is also responsible for introdgc¢hre ban on intoxicating
drinks and games of hazard but he gave no restietin polygamy or slavery.
Islam is a simple religion with little popular undeanding. Few Muslims know
the Koran. It is full of regulations about hygiesred contains an exact family
and property law, entering even into minor detdilalso contains an ethical
system. The woman is not man’s equal and doesragtvath the man in the
mosque. Only the husband may divorce his wife. Vdikeand sack dress are not
demanded by the Koran so it is practiced in somanlis communities but not
in others. The attitude to fine arts is assesseds®ly but generally only
negatively. Since representations of living beiagsbanned, Arab art is
directed towards exquisite ornamentations (arale=gqu
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The Koran, thus, touches on categories of heplbsperity, beauty and
goodness. In the category of truth, it is littlencerned with the supernatural
(there is practically no theology) and not at althwthe natural. Family and
property law constitute the whole of jurisprudenddowever Koran's
shortcomings from the point of view of civilisatiggo deeper. All its injunctions
are concerned with family life alone, at most wiffe clan and it knows only
private law. There is no law of government in ther&, so how could
government be based on the Koran? Governmenttisoléfie will and pleasure
of the authority, so that the arbitrary will of théer becomes an indispensable
part of the law. This inevitably leads to the adoy will of every official. In
fact the Koran is stretched to meet the needsefStlate. Military service is in
the name of holy war. Taxation comes under the dditaims giving. As a
result, care for the needy becomes entirely a stgponsibility. Of Moslem
government, it is said that it is patched with Keran and lined with self-will,
and accordingly unable to do without terror. Goweent consists of applying a
magnified private law into public affairs. A sep&rgoublic law could not
develop until a break was made with the principlat tkoran is the source of
law. Two schools developed, one for which only wisatontained in the Koran
and the Sunnah is worthy and the other claiming évarything that is not
condemned in the Koran is allowed. Based on thesettends various sects
developed and stretched even to polytheistic ome®gkistan). Some, as for
example, the Shiite Assassins were fanaticallylcfuactioned in the Turanian
world and were eventually dealt with by the Mongatsa very typically
Turanian manner — they were physically liquidateglether with their families
by mass executions performed by an obedient nyilfaice. Everywhere, Islam
adapted according to the character of the locaégodslam is present in many
civilisations. Not everything Arab belongs to thbale of Islam and not all that
Is Moslem to the Arab civilisation. One must digtinsh those who received the
Koran from the Arabs and those who received it fitben Turanians, Turks, or
Iranians. These are completely different worlds fas as civilisation is
concerned. Arab scholars consider the Turks as thamgeworse than the
giaours (heathen), as barbarians of Islam. Therels® Islam in other
civilisations, in the Brahmin (with the caste systmaintained), in the Chinese
(Dzungaria - with polygamy modified to wife + corines) and others. Islam
does not define the Arab civilisation.

Islam did not create a sacral civilisation in femse that Judaism and
Brahmanism did. The Arab civilisation is only sesaieral. Fully sacral are only
the most extreme of the Shiite sects, among thealites of the oases of
Algerian Sahara. Ethnically these are not ArabBaubers. They are bound to
their holy cities, to which they must return, besatheir women are not
permitted to leave them. The women'’s faces areredvost closely. Not only
drinking but also smoking of tobacco is forbidd&he supreme appellate
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authority is a college of men learned in the Kondnch exists in each town.
Apart from this exception nowhere did Islam cratg@wn civilisation.

In Islamic lands, a separate civilisation arosmly where the
interpretation that everything is permissible tlsahot forbidden in the Koran
was adopted. In those areas, Islam quickenedsatitin into abundant growth,
as it were, over and above, or besides the Kordus i how the Arabic
civilisation arose, called after the Arabic langeag which the Koran is written,
but not after the ethnic element with which it wasno way linked. It is not
Arabs that spread Islam. But their language, thdokthe Koran, became the
language of a brilliant civilisation of intellectuasplendour extending
considerably beyond the frame of the Koran. In iy, already in the"8c., a
separate philosophy of law emerged (Abu-Hanif, ?2)7 The whole of Arab
civilisation enjoys non-sacral law as well as théarity of the Koran. Law can
exist outside the Koran, provided it is not in dmtfwith it. The source of law is
learning. Learning is treasured and schools of soipkind were always part of
this civilisation. The scholarliness of the Arabilkisation rescued Aristotle for
posterity (later taken over by the Latin philosaphe Arab mathematics
(algebra) is particularly famous, based on the Aramerals the whole world
has now adopted (imagine long divisions or muiltigions using Roman
numerals!). Public law is derived from the privatgth the complication that it
must somehow be deduced from the Koran which camtanly private law.
From the private law, a social system developedcivaf public life is despotic,
the state intervening at any time in any socialtenatn smaller communities,
the sheik decides everything and the same autrseityed the ruler of the great
historic Arab states. Yet, it is always so that thier is subject to the supreme
authority of the Koran (not so in the Islamic paststhe Turanian civilisation,
where the law is derived from the Koran but it®rptetation is a prerogative of
the ruler alone). In relation to time, the Arabilesation knows the era, but has
no historical awareness.

The contact with the Latin world following the &sion of Spain and
parts of France by the Moors (Mauritanians) leth® development of the most
advanced culture of the Arab civilisation (Cordojarhe architectural treasures
of Cordoba, Seville and Grenada are witness tqbbey of that culture. In the
Cordovan culture emerging from its clan organisgtian emancipation of the
family was achieved, due to adopting monogamy. Assalt, spiritual forces
started to organise separately, outside of statmnosation. Wherever this
occurs, a new opportunity is born for public lifer the development of an
opposition, a legal opposition, morally permissjl®t constituting anything
improper and being a manifestation of the emanicpatf spiritual forces from
physical ones. The Cordovan culture proves that gmsancipation is possible
in the Arab civilisation.
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Today, in dealing with Islamic terrorism, it is portant to distinguish
Islamic fanaticism born within the Turanian civdigon and akin to that of the
Assassins, from the religious fidelity to the Korpresent within the Arab
civilisation.

Concluding remarks

The issues that differentiate civilisations are tumally exclusive.
Integration, middle ground and the ‘melting poté arot possible. Civilisations
will compete with each other and in a single sgcmtly one will eventually
win. The war between civilisations takes place pnig in the schools. Who
will have the greatest influence on the mentalitythee next generation? Who
will educate whose children?

One might add that the problem with immigrantdfodown to answering
this basic question.

Who will give a civilisation to the children? Wilt be the parents or
someone else? Since the French Revolution, we dlaserved a gradual taking
over of education by the state in Europe. We owoialiy witness the reduction
of parental influence on education and at the stime its gradual laicisation.
The extent of education grows and the influencehef Church and parents
declines.

This is not an insignificant development. We ribk situation that some
civilisationally alien politicians will decide abbthe education of our children
and parents will hardly notice that their childrare gradually drifting away
from their civilisation.

We should ask ourselves the following questions: ile have one or
many civilisations fed into our educational systeiYho decides about the
educational programs? Who decides about the eduehtirends promoted in
schools, on TV and on the internet? Who has thatgse influence on the
education of children — the parents, the schoelGhurch, TV or the internet?

The educational system must be consistent. It nadtl onto the
principles of one civilisation. In most of Europtis should be the Latin
civilisation. The education in school should be extension of the education
served at home and the two should be complemeataryompatible.

In 1925, my grandfather forbade my mother the irepdf a book given
as a standard text in her school (the Noble prisaing book,Chtopi (Peasants)
by Wiadystaw Reymont) because he considered thadtimmodest content.
The school respected this decision. The whole ctaasl the book and my
mother did not. In fact, she never read it evennwige was older because her
father considered it immodest. Which European skchoday would respect
such a request made by a parent? We should demmainsuich habits return.
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Authors of educational programs are frequentlydgdi by some
ideological option. Unfortunately increasingly fremptly it is laic and
deliberately demoralising. We constantly hear alibatneed to serve children
“sex-education” in classrooms. Children are bemdpctrinated in the topic of
contraceptives and sexual gymnastics. The choiceadings is often with a
preference for socialist and atheistic authors evi@latholic ones are being
eliminated. In the teaching of history, there istaof falsehood, downplaying of
the role of Christianity and patriotism in the loimg of Europe, and a
glorification of revolutions and internationalisnin teaching biology, the
unproven theory of evolution is promoted to dimmike role of the Creator.

It is true, that there are teachers who even enntlost difficult of times
put aside the official textbooks and try and conteghildren the truth as best
they can. The majority of teachers, however, japeat what is in the textbooks
without any additional critical commentary. Theymat want to risk reprimands
or simply do not notice the laic nature of the serindoctrination.

An even stronger influence on children is exethgdTV, watched from
early childhood, several hours a day. And what sbntole models are to be
found in the TV programs? Normality is dull, so mo$ the time, abnormal
situations are portrayed. Unfortunately, much a& TV watching takes place
when the parents are not home.

A similar bad influence is exerted by popular noudihis is listened to
with the help of walkmans and no one knows whatdhiéd is listening to.
Modern music often contains erotic or satanic aonte

When children have problems, who do they go tdwthem? Do parents
have time to listen to them and advise them in?ime

There is only one solution. For home to be thennegiucator, the mother
must be there. | know that | am risking the wrathmany women who might
read this. But let us not fool ourselves. In thalisiations were a mode of family
life is so organised that mothers are at homehall ttme, the civilisation is
perpetuated. In places, where the mother is almsest of the day, the children
risk being educated in a set of values alien topgaeents. A home without a
mother is an empty home. Children run away fromhduames and seek advice
elsewhere.

It is absurd that we now have an economic negessitave two incomes
in a family. This is not a choice, but a necessitge social system must be
reorganised to make it possible to live on a simgé®me and to have a living
home with a mother always ready to control childzad be available to them.

Immigrant families generally are capable of sungvon a single income
and the mothers are at home. As a result, theenfle of the schools on the
children is minimal. It is counterbalanced by thBuence of the home. Banning
of headscarves will not solve the problem. Childognvarious civilisations
interact in schools and influence each other. Whig influence of the home
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declining in the western society and with the t@agiprograms outside parental
control, we face the risk of civilisational changeshe next generation.

Our civilisation has to be actively defended. Eatrithe risk of poverty,
we must insist on having control over our childr&de must also insist on
having control over educational programs. We meshahd that TV programs
promote noble causes and upright role models. Wet ralso demand that
behaviour proper for our civilisation be lauded amgroper scorned. We must
insist that immoral music be banned. We must irtsiat the behaviour of the
society at large be appropriate and that whennbtgproper, it be penalized. We
must try and influence the education of those whe amongst us but do not
have sufficient support from their families. We makso try and influence those
among us who are from other civilisations. We sticag educationally on the
offensive.

Otherwise, our civilisation will lose.

On a different level the situation is more optitiaisQuite apart from all
the evils colonialism entailed, it is a fact thiag tEuropean colonialists tried to
graft their own civilisation on the subjected pesplOne of the main routes of
achieving this was to invite brighter individuale tome and study in the
European country. Elites were formed to think ifc@opean manner. When
decolonisation came, it was primarily the Europeducated indigenous people
who took over responsibility for running the fresldmancipated countries.
Much of this form of influence continues with statke from former colonies
enjoying the privileges of a European educatiore TUSA is doing the same
inviting many students from third world countriesstudy there.

Education is one route of promoting one’s civilisa. There are others.
The colonialists often left some legal system aridrian of civil organisation, a
representative political system, method of orgagighe police, the army, the
medical service, the forest service etc. They H#a Christian ethic and some
Christian Church structure, gradually becoming iellty local. Not everything
works as well as it should, but the European stahdausually something to
aim for.

Currently, quite apart from the colonial legacydealing with third world
countries, the Europeans (including those from USApada, Australia etc.)
demand certain norms of behaviour as a conditiontfe relations. Usually
what is demanded is some level of democracy, gfecsfor human rights, of
combating corruption, of economic responsibilityy Bormulating these
demands we are educating others to our way ofitignk

Obviously, not everything promoted in the third ldoby the West is
worthy. Unfortunately we also tend to export ournoewils, such as wars or
supplies for wars, socialism and other materialigeologies, population
control, sexual promiscuity, family instability, dhenistic life-styles. Members
of other civilisations wishing to protect themsedvieom these evils resist also
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the positive influences of the West. We would becmumore effective in
promoting the Latin civilisation if we would takare to protect it at home.
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