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Dedicated


Maijaleena Mattila (1947 - 2007)
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We do not disappear into eternity, neither in heaven nor in earth.


We move into the hearts of our loved ones and from there we communicate


with the world, in every single deed of the people.


(Unknown source from Finnish)




Dear Reader


Civility is mutual respect. In this, the participants respect each other's dignity and freedom, regard each other as equals apart from functional differences, and are aware of their shared responsibility.


The theory of civility starts from this credo of civil modernity, open to the importance of social conditions, but critical of the idea that human beings can be reduced to culture, group identity, economy, or power. Accordingly, you can read this book as a discourse - or as an introduction to civility theory. It is divided into A) General Civility Theory that refers to basic concepts, typologies and explanatory models, B) Special Civility Theory referring to individual civility media, such as law, state, politics, economy, games, sports and art, and C) Challenges and Perspectives, referring to networks and corruption, public policy, public administration, the political public, democratic elections, separatism, ethics, foreign policy, intertemporal politics and humanity learning.


With the book, the non-profit Civility gUG Berlin continues its book series and plans discussion events on civility theory topics. For this I thank the society and all who support it. This thanks goes especially to Felix Zachau for carefully and stimulatingly superviding the edition of the text. I am also grateful to all those who discussed earlier text versions and thus contributed to the further development of the theory.


Wishing you a good read,


Berlin, August 2023


Volker Prittwitz
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A) General Civility Theory


1) Science without theory?


Grey, faithful friend, is all theory, and green the golden tree of life, says Mephisto in Faust 1 (Goethe 1808), and Karl Marx` eleventh Feuerbach thesis is: The philosophers have only interpreted the world differently; but it depends on changing it (Marx 1845).


According to this, what matters is practice, not theory - a view that seems right to; for with the rise of the meritocracy determined by qualified work (Homo faber), everything is measured by its practical effects; theory (from the ancient Greek theoria: contemplation, observation, cognition), however, has meant pure and thus also free thinking since Greek antiquity, which does not readily subordinate itself to practical constraints.


Marx's Feuerbach thesis is still influential in the social sciences today. Thus, science centers operate according to the guiding formula of applied basic research: interdisciplinary and practically oriented. Many research networks, such as social science environmental and sustainability research, seek to cooperate in a practice-oriented manner - an important rationale for attracting public and private funding. In political science, there is not even an attempt at overarching theory building. Accordingly, the discipline has no theoretical profile - a situation that is generally not considered precarious; after all, those who complete the study of political science have job opportunities in a broad range of activities even without a clear content-related study profile (Hahne 2021); moreover, this makes it particularly easy to work in a self-determined manner.


Without a commonly recognized theoretical basis, however, no (commonly recognized) scientific puzzles can be solved, indeed they do not even arise. Consequently, there is a lack of epistemic dynamics about society and politics: unlike technology, politics seems comprehensible without basic scientific knowledge. Accordingly, even students of political science often form their ideas about politics from what they overhear in the media, social networks and private conversations, but not from political science controversies.


This, however, creates a fatal imbalance: While technology based on natural science is developing rapidly and has even brought about a new age, the Anthropocene, politics is bobbing along, lacking in knowledge, orientation and action. Humanity flies to Mars and builds quantum computers; but it cannot coordinate effectively - a dangerous inability in the face of war and armament, the anthropogenic overheating of the earth, and the rapid development of artificial intelligence. In view of this, it becomes existential to form verifiable theory also on politics and society in order to set social science puzzle-solving and a corresponding knowledge dynamic in motion - in the sense of Karl Popper's logic of research with its core proposition: the empirical sciences are systems of theory (Popper 1934, 31).


Accordingly, science is about knowledge-oriented theory building. Only in this way can science unfold its special potential, which ultimately benefits society as a whole. Thereby, scientific theory building has to fulfill three requirements:


1. Verifiability: Unlike the speculative theory of the High and Late Middle Ages, such as that of a Meister Eckhart (Harrington 2018), statements of modern science must be logically and empirically verifiable - a methodological requirement.


2. Cognition orientation: In contrast to everyday thinking, science should develop statements that are as comprehensively valid and as precisely determined as possible, i.e. as substantial as possible (Popper 1969, 85/86). Following the pattern of mathematical factoring, which makes a product out of a sum or difference, it is primarily a matter of generalizable explanation. Science is supposed to contribute to knowledge.


3. Communication: Science should discuss theory, be able and willing to engage in theoretical discourse.


These three scientific requirements are mutually dependent and reinforcing. Theories are easier to test the more generally valid and precise they are (Popper 1969, p. 86); theory building thus corresponds to scientific methodology. Theory building and methodology in turn facilitate scientific discourse, which in turn stimulates theory and methodology development. These interactions give rise to the characteristic epistemological dynamics of ideal-typical science.


Now you may object that the social sciences have contents and conditions that differ from those of the natural sciences - an argument I would like to underline: Unlike gravity, rays and stones, actors can decide freely; they interpret facts subjectively, behave in a value- and interestdriven way and act willfully. This can also involve statements and frameworks of science, thus creating problems of science between objectivity and subjectivity - all conditions of special complexity by which social science theory building in Popper's sense seems particularly difficult, even possibly impossible.


Nevertheless, qualitative and quantitative methods of empirical social research (Behnke et al. 2006) as well as developed social science theoretical approaches, including game theory (von Neumann 1928, von Neumann/Morgenstern 1944; Axelrod 1984; Elster 1989; Scharpf 2000; Binmore 2013), systems theory (Parsons 1937, 1951; Easton 1965; Luhmann 1984), the theory of functional differentiation (Luhmann 1984; Schimank 1996, 2005), and social psychological theories show: The social sciences are also capable of building theory. It is only a matter of activating this potential and using it creatively.


In awareness of this, I present here the theory of civility: as a verifiable set of explainable statements about society and politics with high empirical content. The starting point of this theory is the transition from the concept of civilization to the concept of civility.




2) From civilization to civility


Humans have lived in civilizations for millennia - as far as we know, starting in Mesopotamia, India and China. In Europe, the word civilization (derived from the Latin words civis: citizen and civilitas: civil status, sociability) has been in common use since the 17th century (Miliopoulos 2007). It primarily denotes technical, economic, and sociocultural forms and products of developed coexistence. Thus, the concept of civilization has cognitive and orientational potentials of compatible coexistence.


However, in European colonialism, which began with Columbus` voyages to America (from 1492) and ended in the early 20th century, the term was turned against third parties. Thus, peoples in Africa, Asia, Australia, South and North America, without attempting to understand their ways of life, were discriminated against as uncivilized and often cruelly persecuted (for NorthAmerica Henningsen 2009). Thus, instead of a search for knowledge, the concept of civilization promoted arrogant lack of understanding, exploitation, oppression, and genocide.


One explanatory factor for this lies in absolutism, in which the princely state claimed absolute power to rule both internally and externally. The concept of civilization shaped by this did not refer to the general population, let alone to third parties, but to refined manners of courtly society under questions such as: How does one eat in a civilized manner? (Table manners) How does one dress? How does one speak in a civilized manner? How does one behave hygienically? How does one deal with symbols of violence and sexual symbols? (Elias 1939)


This civilizing understanding of an elevated lifestyle with an absolute claim to power formed a kind of springboard for worldwide colonialism and imperialism wherever it gained power. Thus even the modernization theory of the 1950s and 1960s, in which the American lifestyle was seen and propagated as the pinnacle of modernization (Rostow 1960), bristled with arrogance toward other cultures.


In recognizable contrast to this, the Canadian political scientist Samuel Huntington differentiated different cultures or civilizations in his texts under the title The Clash of Civilizations (Huntington 1993, 1996). He counted the Sinic civilization (core state China), the Japanese civilization (only state Japan), the Hindu civilization (core state India), the Islamic civilization, the Orthodox civilization (core state Russia), the Latin American civilization, the African civilization and the Western civilization (USA, Europe, Australia). He thus relativized the Western civilization model and highlighted other independent civilizations as actual or possible competitors.


Huntington's Clash of Civilizations thesis, according to which (primarily religiously influenced) civilizations increasingly clash with each other, has preoccupied science and the media for decades; however, this thesis completely overlooks common aspects of humanity. For example, the entire human race has an almost identical genome structure. Even basic human needs such as drinking, eating, housing, physical and psychological security, recognition and cultural development opportunities are the same. In addition, there are global patterns such as the division of labor, migration, global communication and navigation systems, and global forms of coordination in science, sports and politics. Above all, humanity is confronted with existential challenges, such as the climate problem and the danger of self-destruction in a war waged with weapons of mass destruction. In view of this, civilization research is in a conceptual dilemma: On the one hand, the colonialist burdened concept of civilization must be critically reflected; on the other hand, common challenges of mankind must be addressed as civilization challenges. As a way out of this dilemma I consider the concept of civility.


In German, the word civility and its adjective form zivil traditionally denote the non-military (Er kommt in Zivil) and the non-governmental (Zivilgesellschaft); the terms Zivilcourage and Zivilgesellschaft emphasize an individual sense of responsibility. The English word civility and the French word civilite stand for a civilized way of dealing with one another; the Latin civilitas (citizenship as an assembly of equals and freemen) combines mutual respect with equality, freedom and a sense of responsibility beyond functional differences in competence. Following these word meanings, civility can be defined as follows:


Civility is mutual respect. In this, the participants respect each other's dignity and freedom, regard each other as equals apart from functional differences, and are aware of their shared responsibility.


In this sense, civility is a qualitative set of attitudes and behaviors. However, the term can also be interpreted quantitatively as a degree of mutual respect. According to this, relationships become civilized with increasing mutual respect, while they become de-civilized with decreasing or collapsing mutual respect.


Here the word respect, unlike in the sense of one-sided esteem or veneration, stands for the respect that every human being should show to every other human being - a meaning that is to be clarified by the adjective mutual. Included is the ability, or at least the attempt, to recognize, understand, and empathize with the sensations, emotions, thoughts, motives, and personality traits of others (empathy). Finally, actors who respect each other bind themselves in their behavior, so that they practically respect the integrity of others and are also themselves protected from assaults by others.


Actors who respect each other regard each other as equals, even in awareness of their possible differences in function and position. In doing so, they are aware of their common responsibility; for only in this awareness can mutual respect be protected and developed, and civility become capable of action.


Starting from this concept of civility, we can look at civility theory. To this end, I will first outline three approaches that underlie the theory: rational choice approach, capacity theory, and framing.




3) Rational Choice - Capacity Theory - Framing


Mutual respect presupposes agents (actors). According to the doctrine of methodological individualism ( Coleman 1990), these can only be human individuals - or also collective units of action, such as clubs, associations, companies, public administration, states, networks and social movements (Mayntz/Scharpf eds. 1995). In addition, there are aggregates of actors, such as the electorate (Prittwitz 2007: 101/102).


In any case, it is about goal-oriented actors - the basic concept of the theory of rational choice, which has been developed in particular as game theory (von Neumann/Morgenstern 1944; Axelrod 1984; Elster 1989; Scharpf 2000; Binmore 2013). According to this theory, actors choose situational options that they consider suitable for realizing their guiding goals. Rationality is thus understood instrumentally: If you want to stay slim, you eat calorie-consciously; if you stand for election, you try to do well in the electorate; and if you want to buy a bicycle, you pay attention to a favorable price-performance ratio - a very basic and comprehensive approach excluding only inconsistent behaviors as irrational (Elster 1979). Thus, according to rational choice criteria, even a suicide bomber who blows himself and other people up in expectation of 70 virgins in the afterlife is considered rational.


However, the rational choice approach is not empty of statements because of its fundamental nature; for the assumption of instrumental rationality is connected with the idea that actors are in principle free to decide in the sense of their goals. Thus, history is not predetermined and cannot be predicted with certainty - in contrast to religious and quasi-religious statements about the future in the philosophy of history; rather, history is open-ended, which means that actors in principle have a chance of success.


Variables can have an intervening effect, such as commonly accepted institutions within which the participants act (North 1990; Mayntz/Scharpf eds. 1995). In addition, there are socio-psychological moments. Thus, whoever has lost his key searches first or exclusively in the area of what can be seen. Those who cannot reach grapes hanging too high regard them as uninteresting, the sour grapes phenomenon (Festinger 1957; Watzlawick et al. 1969; Elster 1983).


I have examined this phenomenon from the point of view of public perception of the problem, and have defined it in terms of capacity theory. Actors tend to ignore, deny or otherwise suppress disasters that they consider unmanageable with the given capacities - see the nuclear disasters of Chernobyl in 1986 and Fukushima in 2011 in the early days. Challenges that appear manageable, on the other hand, are publicly exaggerated to the point of being framed as disasters - the disaster paradox (Prittwitz 1990, 1993, 2012).


More generally, capacity theory can be summarized as follows: Perception and action are not determined by functional criteria alone, but also by capacity criteria. Functional challenges are only perceived in a meaningful way if sufficient capacity conditions exist. If, on the other hand, these are lacking, actors tend to suppress or postpone challenges or problems - see, for example, on the environmental history of the GDR, Huff 2015 (Stanzl 2015). Conversely, if the capacity to act is good, problems are exaggerated or even acted upon without functional necessity.


Starting from such seemingly paradoxical patterns of perception, it is not far to the thesis that actors can selectively frame their entire view of reality and exaggerate individual conditions - the central assumption of the framing approach (Bateson 1972; Goffmann 1974, Entman 1993):


To frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described (Entmann 1993: 52).


Framing can be linguistic, but we also anchor frames deeply in our brain, which structures our general understanding of the world in a certain way. Frames can thus stimulate rethinking (Lakoff/Wehling 2007; Momentum 2023), but also block perception. Consequently, perception and communication do not appear merely as situational-rational inferences, but as actor- and situation-specific constructions.


Relational logics play a special role here - the content of the following chapter.




4) Relational logics


Actors frame their relationships in certain logics, the friend-foe logic, the power logic, the interest logic, and/or the logic of mutual commitment.


4.1 Friend-foe logic


If an actor views others as either friend or foe, he is bound to the friend-foe logic, the logic of war. According to this, we, a close community (friend), fight against the enemy. We must expect to be attacked, injured or killed by the latter. Therefore, it seems legitimate and necessary, a duty and an honor, to do everything possible to eliminate, even destroy, the enemy.


In this logic, there can be no neutrality, no independent values or goals. Whoever does not declare himself for us (friend) is against us and thus an enemy - an exclusionary, all-encompassing logic of violence, in which the respective other is exaggerated as a threat, denigrated and insulted. Accordingly, one's own actions, even the greatest crime, are justified, even exaggerated, whereby propaganda, lies and deception take the place of truthful communication; respect, if anything at all, can only mean fear.


The friend-foe logic appears natural in evolutionary history (in the fight against predators and hostile human attackers), and even today a country that is violently attacked must defend itself to the best of its ability. Friend-enemy thinking, however, can also be constructed unilaterally. See the National Socialist idea of an imminent Jewish-Bolshevik world domination, which could only be averted by war, racial hatred and systematic annihilation of the (Jewish-Bolshevik) enemy, or the current, power-logically based, friend-foe logic of Russia.




4.2 Power logic


According to Max Weber, power means any chance to assert one's own will within a social relationship, even against opposition, regardless of what this chance is based on (Weber 1921/1980: 28). This concept of power in the sense of power over... expresses the specificity of power as a social constellation. Only thanks to this demarcation can power be sharply analyzed and typologically classified.


According to the logic of power, the world is completely determined by power. Accordingly, only those who have power can be free and develop; those who are powerless must subordinate, adapt or flee - a profoundly one-sided (unilateralist) logic. Accordingly, all actors seek to gain, maintain and/or expand power. Thus, those who strive for power offer themselves to the powerful and try with all their might to rise to the top in an apparatus of power; those who already have power use this position to the best of their ability and pursue power politics in order to maintain or even increase their power. Those who are powerless, however, adapt to given power without complaint, submit, even accept the worst ordeals or flee in order to survive at all.


According to this logic, the law of the rulers is regarded as ruling law and the state as the rule of a powerful ruler, as an empire. Religion can only be ruling or suppressed religion, and culture can only develop as ruling culture. In this context, power is often propagandistically and artistically exaggerated, for example, as personally glorifying or even as divine - expressions of human culture that we regard as universal, but which serve the general good far less than is usually assumed. Despite its historical universality, the logic of power reduces the possibilities of life and leads to many forms of permanent oppression and endless suffering; this is also because, as soon as resistance to power develops, it easily turns into the friend-foe logic of war.




4.3 Logic of self-interest


Those who have only their own well-being in mind think and behave according to the logic of self-interest - a logic that seems to be coherent and real, and in emergency situations to have no alternative. Moreover, it is particularly flexible; for it is not dominated by rigid patterns of relationships such as that of enmity or that of power; rather, self-interested actors can flexibly adapt to changes and new opportunities. Accordingly, the logic of self-interest appears to be universally rational.


The colportage of liberalism: If everyone thinks of himself, everyone is thought of, however, stimulates reflection on the limits and ideological features of the logic of self-interest. Thus, in normatively charged pleas for the free perception of interests, mutual commitment to norms of fairness, law and justice are presupposed; without such commitments, however, i.e. according to their pure logic, narrow-minded self-interest harms all parties involved - see a motorist who, in a narrow street with only one usable lane, insists on having priority over an oncoming vehicle, thus blocking it, but also himself. Unfettered perception of interests often leads to exploitation; lobbying, which gives small but powerful interest groups disproportionate influence and thus undermines democratic decision-making, also harms the overall good. Finally, the pure logic of self-interest opens the door to deception, fraud, and even violence, including war of aggression.


Accordingly, the logic of self-interest must be judged highly ambivalently according to criteria of civility: As close to the situation, flexible and innovative as it can be, as narrow-minded and detrimental to the overall welfare can it be if it unfolds in an unbound manner - unlike the relational logic of mutual commitment.




4.4 Logic of mutual binding


If actors feel connected to each other, not only their own well-being counts, but also the well-being of the others; an independent logic emerges: the logic of mutual binding. According to this logic, it seems reasonable to respect each other and to behave responsibly in the interest of the whole, thus forming jointly recognized rules and showing solidarity with those who are attacked - an attitude that can be described as multilateralist (in contrast to unilateralist friend-foe, power and interest thinking) by a term commonly used in international politics.


Even though this relational logic focuses on commonalities, it remains a conscious actor logic. The particularities and the will to make free decisions of the participants remain, but now in conscious binding with each other. Therefore, the logic of mutual bond can also be called inclusive binding logic. This logic is opposed to the logic of exclusive binding, the friend-foe logic, in which the I is absorbed into an exclusive, thus narrow, We and is symbolically exaggerated.


4.5 Civility comparison


The described logics can be compared according to civility criteria, thus unilateralism and multilateralism: While the friend-foe logic, the power logic, and the logic of self-interest are constructed unilaterally, the logic of mutual binding is conceived multilaterally. Therefore, the former logics represent a set: in each case, they are unilaterally constructed and mutually reinforcing. Thus, there are power interests and war interests; unilateral interests and the pursuit of power can lead to war. However, the logic of self-interest is more comprehensive than the friend-foe logic: while the latter is fixed on a strict oppositional inclusion or exclusion, the logic of self-interest is highly flexible, i.e. it can also comprehend other relational thinking. In any case, however, the friend-foe logic, the power logic, and the logic of self -interest remain unilateral ways of thinking.


This unilateral set of logics is contrasted with the logic of mutual binding as multilateralist: According to this logic, it seems reasonable to respect each other and to behave responsibly in the interest of the whole.


Together, the result is: The civility content of the logics increases step by step - from no civility of the friend-foe logic, to low civility of the power logic, open civility of the logic of self-interest, and high civility of the logic of mutual commitment - see the table below.


Table 1: Civility comparison of relational logics





	

	Unilateralist

	Multilateral

	Civility





	Logic of mutual binding (inclusive)

	

	X

	large





	Logic of self-interest

	X

	

	open





	Power logic

	X

	

	low





	Friend-foe logic (exclusive binding)

	X

	

	missing







While the friend-foe logic is diametrically opposed to civility and has no civility potential, the power logic at least opens up certain, albeit small, opportunities for civility. Whether and to what degree the (pure) logic of self-interest has a civic effect is an open question. Finally, with the logic of mutual commitment, large civility is secured - comparative results from which different types of interaction can be better understood.




5) Interaction types


Actors interact. Chracteristic types of this interaction are war, domination, horizontal coordination, two-dimensional coordination and multidimensional coordination.


5.1 War


War is the interaction type of prevailing friend-foe logic. Actors organize themselves against the enemy, who is perceived as an existential threat and must therefore be destroyed. Since the enemy in turn wants to destroy his enemy, war is a type of interaction of mutual annihilation.


This type of interaction can be realized on any scale, in different frameworks and forms, such as private war of roses, gang war, ethnic war, religious or civil war, international war up to worldwar, as symmetrical or asymmetrical, interstate or hybrid, open or covert war. The nature of war is thus not determined by the number of participants or killed, as statistical war analysis assumes (Correlates of War Project), and it is not determined by certain forms of war, such as symmetry or asymmetry (Münkler 2006; Wassermann 2015), but by the prevailing friend-foe logic.


In this relational logic, unilateralist thinking is taken to the extreme: Not only is the good of one's own side (friend) made absolute over everything else; it also seems to be sacredly opposed to the good of the other side (enemy), a view that is usually asserted in an all-encompassing and violent (totalitarian) manner: War as compelling violent unilateralism. Individuals may find this psychologically relieving, since it reduces social complexity to loyalty on the one hand, enmity on the other; the price, however, is immeasurable suffering, the loss of one's homeland, the abandonment of humanity and truthfulness, the destruction of all that people need to live. Refugee flows, general impoverishment and irretrievable cultural losses also result from war - exactly the opposite of coordination that promotes general welfare.
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