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Abstract

Debates about relations between civilizations tend to emphasize either conflict or dialogue. This article attempts to formulate a more preliminary question: what does an external encounter leave behind in the society that receives it? What I want to explain is civilizational balance: the ability to sustain vital functions and to change course under conditions of connection and unequal power.

The explanation has three layers. Upstream sit capacity and the institutional condition of permission to change, together with the effective plurality of carriers and the structure of the external relationship. In the middle sits regeneration, the proximate mechanism that carries these conditions through to an outcome. Downstream sits balance itself, with its two components; vulnerability is the inverse measure of the first. A fifth concept, agency, has no place in this explanatory chain. It is an independent normative standard that assesses whether the resulting condition is desirable, and on that question civilizational balance is silent—although some of the mechanisms through which agency is exercised can also affect learning. Judgment about the desirability of the resulting condition rests with an independent normative principle.

The framework presents its findings as a multidimensional profile, not a single score; it separates the mechanisms that build capacity from those that erode it; and it holds its causal claims at the level of hypotheses whose conditions for revision are declared in advance.




A Note on Versions

This text is the authoritative formulation of the framework and supersedes earlier writings. Three differences should be stated plainly. In the earlier newspaper piece, “the authority to change” was included in the definition of indigenous capacity; here, permission to change has been separated from the definition of capacity and treated as the institutional condition for turning capacity into regeneration. In the earlier English version, balance was defined mainly in terms of generativity; here it has two components, the sustaining of vital functions and the ability to change course. And the hypothesis on the plurality of carriers appeared in a strong form in earlier versions; here it has been rewritten in a weaker form consistent with the evidence. Wherever earlier writings differ from this text, this text governs.




The Problem

Public and policy debates about relations between civilizations are usually framed through two familiar lenses. One emphasizes conflict; the other emphasizes dialogue, mutual recognition, and peaceful coexistence. Huntington drew attention to the political force of civilizational identity, while the “Dialogue Among Civilizations” initiative put forward communication and conversation as an alternative to confrontation.

Neither approach sufficiently examines a preliminary question: what determines the consequences an external encounter leaves inside the society that receives it?

A society may be deeply connected to the world and yet remain dependent on outside sources for technology, standards, or institutional design. Another may resist foreign influence so thoroughly that it preserves its formal autonomy but loses its ability to adapt. A third receives outside knowledge, translates and institutionalizes it, changes it, and eventually produces something new.

The difference is not simply one of openness versus isolation. The difference lies in what a society becomes able to do after the encounter.

Nor should civilizations be treated as unified actors with a single intention and will. Peter Katzenstein’s work stresses that civilizations are internally contested and change over time. The ones who decide are particular people and institutions: states, universities, firms, professional communities, and social institutions. Civilizational balance is therefore not a property of some unified “civilizational self.” It is an emergent condition that takes shape over time, across many different institutions and relationships.

Before making any claim about this condition, we need to be clear about exactly what we are talking about. The next section is devoted to that task.




The Concepts and Where Each Belongs

The concepts used in this debate tend to slide into one another: technical ability, permission to change, low vulnerability, and civic freedom are all sometimes gathered under a single name. The definitions below try to keep them apart. Each definition begins with the content of the concept, and its tests and indicators are listed separately; the test for a concept must not turn into the condition for its existence.

Capability peak. A technical achievement realized in a single project, artifact, or individual: a design, an invention, a product. Capability peaks are real, and denying them is a mistake; but on their own they say nothing about the state of an organization. This concept was added to the framework after it was tested against history, for reasons given in the final section.

Capacity. The ability to perform, sustain, and correct a specific function. Capacity belongs to a particular domain and a particular function; it is not an attribute of a society as a whole. Two of its properties are measurable and must not be confused with capacity itself: transferability, meaning that the ability can pass from its current carriers to new ones; and durability, meaning that it survives the departure of its original carriers. To attribute an ability to organizational capacity, there must be evidence beyond the success of a single individual or project—such as institutionalization, transferability, or durability. The absence of such evidence does not mean the absence of technical ability; it prevents that ability from being attributed to the organization as capacity.

Permission to change (intermediate condition). The institutional and legal right to redesign, repair, and modify what one holds. This is neither a fifth pillar of the framework nor part of the definition of capacity. It is an institutional condition that determines whether existing capacity can be turned into regeneration. I record it separately so that the situation of “existing but blocked ability” does not disappear from view: a society may have capable specialists who lack the right to change the systems they operate. Such a situation is neither an absence of capacity nor an achievement of regeneration; it is capacity behind an institutional dam. Permission to change is a technical and institutional concept and is not the same as civic rights; I will return to this distinction.

Regeneration (proximate mechanism). The ability to produce the next version: to revise, extend, and bring about new forms without each subsequent development requiring a return to the original source. Regeneration can occur within the first generation of recipients; its persistence after a generational change is the test of its durability, not a condition for its beginning. The point is not self-sufficiency—advanced economies, too, depend on one another for semiconductors, pharmaceuticals, and research. The point is the ability to author.

Nor is regeneration the same as competitiveness at the technological frontier. Regeneration is measured against a society’s own received trajectory; competitiveness means that the pace of this regeneration is enough to keep the gap with global technology from widening. Conflating the two creates a measurement error: a society that has genuinely learned to design, while the global frontier has moved ahead even faster, is wrongly counted as lacking regeneration, and the concept of regeneration turns from a mechanism of learning into an index for global ranking. This distinction, too, was added after the historical test.

Vulnerability. The degree of disruption to vital functions during a specific shock. Vulnerability is always measured relative to a given shock and a given time frame; otherwise it has no precise meaning. Concentration of dependence on one partner or one route, the absence of usable substitutes, and long recovery times are among the factors that explain it, not vulnerability itself. The corresponding practical question is: if this relationship were cut off tomorrow, what would happen?

Agency. The distribution of the right to decide, and of the effective ability to influence decisions, among the state, institutions, and individuals. Agency in this sense follows neither from capacity nor from low vulnerability; it is an independent concept, and the basis for valuing it is independent as well.

On this basis, the central concept of the article—the variable I want to explain—is defined as follows:

Civilizational balance is the ability to sustain vital functions and to change course under conditions of connection and unequal power.


And in expanded form: it is a dynamic condition in which external connections help reproduce and expand capacity across several domains and across generations, and in which a society, faced with disruption or external pressure, has an effective means of sustaining its vital functions and changing course. This condition does not, in itself, indicate a just distribution of power or the freedom of citizens.

Where each concept sits in this structure. Civilizational balance has two components: sustaining vital functions, and the ability to change course. Vulnerability is not an explanatory variable; it is the inverse measure of the first component—the degree of disruption a given shock inflicts on vital functions. Regeneration, likewise, is neither part of the dependent variable nor one explanatory variable among others; it is the proximate mechanism that carries upstream conditions through to the second component. Capacity, permission to change, the effective plurality of carriers, and the structure of the relationship sit upstream of this mechanism. And agency has no place in this explanatory chain; it is an independent normative standard, set out in the next section. That independence, however, is an independence of value, not a claim of no effect. The moral value of agency is not derived from any calculation about capacity; and yet some of the mechanisms through which agency is exercised—effective criticism, open entry, and the possibility of reviewing decisions—can independently affect learning as well. These two statements are compatible, and elsewhere in this text both are relied upon: feedback that never reaches a decision is not feedback, and a network whose entrance is closed does not socialize its capacity.

Spelling out this map is necessary, because otherwise the reader sees vulnerability as both part of the definition and an explanation for it, and the argument becomes circular.

Separating regeneration from changing course matters just as much, because at first glance the two seem identical. A country that, during an energy crisis, switches from one supplier’s pipeline to liquefied fuel imports from another has changed course; but if its grid, storage technology, standards, and market structure remain the same, no regeneration has taken place. If the same country transforms these so thoroughly that it can later assemble new combinations of energy supply, then regeneration has occurred. The exact relationship between the two is asymmetric:

Every successful regeneration can increase the ability to change course, but not every change of course is the product of regeneration.


Or, more briefly: substitution means choosing an existing path; regeneration means building a path that did not exist before. It is this distinction that sets the second component of balance apart from the familiar logic of diversification: a society does not merely have a few exit doors; it can build a new one.

The two paths to balance can be summarized as follows:

Encounter
↓
Capability peaks
↓
Permission to change
↓
Institutionalization and transfer
↓
Organizational capacity
↓
Regeneration
↓
Ability to change course


Dependencies
↓
Substitutability
↓
Functional counterbalancing
↓
Reduced vulnerability
↓
Sustaining vital functions


The two paths meet at a single point: sustained function plus the ability to change course is civilizational balance. And outside this model, agency judges for whom, and by what right, this balance is desirable.

This definition is descriptive, and deliberately so. A society or organization may be generative in one domain and resilient to shocks, while at the same time severely restricting the agency of its members. Denying the technical success of such a case in order to protect the theory would be a mistake; and describing it as balanced is not a moral endorsement of its political order. The separation of description from judgment exists precisely for this reason: diagnosing the ability to do something is one task, and judging how that ability is used is another.




The Normative Principle

Moral judgment in this framework rests with an explicit and independent principle:

The desirability of increased capacity and independence is measured by the expansion of people’s possibilities for living and choosing, and by their effective right to participate in, oppose, and review decisions.


This principle is not derived from any calculation about productivity. Freedom is not valuable merely because it is likely to foster innovation; human beings deserve the right to shape their own lives even when their choices produce no additional output. The foundation adopted here is the equal worth of persons, and that foundation does not emerge from any structural measure.

A measure of dependence explains how constrained an individual or a society is; on its own, it does not establish why anyone should have the right to dissent. That is why the normative principle is declared separately and carries a separate task: determining who controls the resulting power, and who can influence how it is used.

Three levels of agency must not be confused. A state may gain freedom of action in relation to foreign powers; institutions within a country may gain independence from the state or from economic monopolies; and individuals may gain more choice in relation to the state, employers, family, or social institutions. Progress at one of these levels does not guarantee progress at the other two, and sometimes the concentration of power at one level restricts agency at another.

For this reason, collective constraint—which no society can do without—is legitimate when it has a clear public purpose, does not exceed what is necessary, can be contested, and does not concentrate its costs on groups without a voice.




A Profile, Not a Score

A methodological conclusion follows from the above. The dimensions of this framework cannot be reduced to a single score. Capacity, regeneration, and vulnerability may appear with different intensities in different domains, and agency, too, must be measured independently and at its own proper level. A society can be generative in several domains and remain severely vulnerable in one vital domain; this is a complete description, not a contradiction and not a flaw.

The framework’s output is therefore a profile: capacity and regeneration by domain, vulnerability by assumed shock, and the distribution of agency by level.

Decision is a separate stage. When a choice must be made about a contract, an investment, or a technology transfer, an explicit procedure is needed that specifies four things: the importance of the function at risk; the time and cost of substitution within the relevant window; the effect of the decision on domestic ability to change and reproduce; and the distribution of consequences among groups that do not have an equal voice. This procedure draws on the profile, but it does not replace it.




How Capacity Is Built

The internal process by which capacity forms can be broken down as follows:

Encounter
↓
Selection
↓
Translation
↓
Institutionalization
↓
Recombination
↓
Regeneration


These stages are not linear; processes may stall, go backward, or skip certain stages. Still, distinguishing them helps us separate capacities that are often lumped together under the general heading of “adoption.”

Encounter begins when a society enters sustained contact with an external technology, institution, body of knowledge, or source of power—through trade, education, and scientific exchange, or through war, colonialism, sanctions, and technological dependence. From the very start, power shapes the range of available choices.

Selection is unavoidable, because no society imports an external system in its entirety. Leaders, firms, and specialists accept some elements, reject others, and reinterpret the rest. A state may import a particular academic model while restricting the very intellectual independence that made that model productive elsewhere.

Translation goes beyond language: it is the process through which an external form becomes intelligible in the conceptual, legal, and political vocabulary of the receiving society. A parliament is not reproduced simply by translating a word; its relationship to sovereignty, representation, and legitimacy has to be worked out in the local context.

Institutionalization is the next test, because an idea may be understood without taking hold. Universities must teach it, specialists must use it, organizations must sustain it, and knowledge must pass to new carriers.

Recombination begins when a society moves beyond mere implementation and changes what it has received. The result is neither a return to the past nor a copy of the foreign model, but a third form.

Regeneration is the most difficult stage and has already been defined.

Between an individual’s ability and a society’s capacity lie four transitions: from personal skill to transferable ability; from transferable ability to an institution; from an institution to a network; and from a network to a capacity whose entrance is open to more groups. Each transition has its own mode of failure—knowledge that stays with one person, dependence on a founder, broken connections, and enclosed accumulation—and observable signs can be defined for each. These signs are evidence to be examined, not proof.

Across all these transitions, feedback must have a path back. Criticism that is heard but never changes anything is not feedback.

Finally, there is the condition that keeps “civilizational” from becoming a decorative word: capacities become a shared capacity when ability built in one domain traceably increases the possibility of building or correcting ability in other domains. The simultaneous growth of two domains does not, on its own, show transfer; both may have been fed by a third factor. One has to say what was transferred, from where, to where, and through what channel: which specialist, which standard, which method, which educational institution. Being civilizational is a claim that must be demonstrated, not a starting point to be assumed.




From Domestic Capacity to the External Relationship

The process above explains how capacity is built. But capacity, once built, has not yet determined a society’s relationship to external power. These are two different questions, and the second has its own sequence:

Indigenous capacity
↓
Functional counterbalancing
↓
Balance


Indigenous capacity is capacity that has taken root in a particular society and become transferable and durable. For this capacity to reach regeneration, permission to change is also required. “Indigenous” here is not a synonym for traditional, ancient, or pure: any capability that has taken root within a society, and whose management, correction, and reproduction are in that society’s own hands, is indigenous—even if its original source lies beyond its borders. Much of what we now call “our own tradition” is the sediment of phenomena that were once considered foreign.

Functional counterbalancing means the deliberate reduction of that part of the power gap which makes a relationship one-sided and makes imposition cheap for the stronger party. It does not mean equalizing the size of economies, populations, or military strength. The qualifier “functional” is built into the name on purpose, because the Persian term for counterbalancing is easily read as equality, and equality is not what is meant here: the object of reduction is the power gap within a specific function, not overall. Balance does not necessarily mean equality. A smaller country may never become equal to a great power, yet in certain domains it may hold levers that make pressure costly. A lever becomes meaningful when it can be connected to a point of vulnerability and applied within an effective time frame; a lever that takes effect three years later is no answer to pressure that produces results in three months.

Two warnings are in order. First, exclusive dependence on a neighbor can be as dangerous as dependence on a distant power. Second, the number of partners is not, on its own, a sign of balance; a country may have relations with several parties and still be tied to a single route in a vital domain.

A distinction must also be drawn between domestic production and reduced vulnerability. If the final product is made at home but a critical component, material, machine tool, or piece of software can be obtained from only one source, the dependence has not disappeared; it has moved. This can be called bottleneck displacement. For the same reason, averaging a country’s capabilities is misleading: pressure is not applied to the average but to the point that is both important and hard to replace.

Nor is isolation the alternative. A society with few relationships may suffer less when one of them is cut, but when it needs new knowledge or technology it has no ready path; its cost of exit is low, but the cost of finding a new path is very high. Supply networks have to be built in advance, standards have to be understood, and people have to be trained. In the same way, productive capacity cannot be built from scratch in a crisis; a crisis reveals the quality of existing capacities more than it creates new ones.




Capability, Technical Permission, and Civic Rights

Three things that tend to blur together in common debates need to be kept apart.

Capability means that local specialists can understand and change an external system. Technical and legal permission means that the contractual, regulatory, and organizational system makes that change possible. Civic rights mean that members of a society can have an effective share in setting direction and reviewing decisions.

These are not equivalent. An organization may give its specialists broad technical authority while restricting the political freedom of its members; and a state may leave its citizens free while its industry lacks the right to redesign what it imports. The first is an explanatory variable, and the second is the intermediate condition that does or does not carry it through to regeneration; the third occupies neither position and belongs to the normative principle.

With this distinction in place, three diagnostic questions remain. Can local specialists understand and change the system? Do they have the institutional and legal permission to do so? And when the system fails, do expert criticism and user feedback lead to real revision? A legal institution has not truly taken root if local judges can apply it but cannot reinterpret it; and a university is not regenerative if it can teach imported knowledge but cannot challenge it.

The same measure can be turned inward, provided the analogy is not stretched too far. A citizen whose town has only one employer, or a student whose academic path can be approved by only one authority, is, in terms of concentrated dependence, in a structurally similar position to a country with a monopoly supplier. The resemblance is structural, not an identity; the rights, responsibilities, and exit options of an individual and a state are not the same. And, as already noted, this analytical bridge does not take the place of the moral principle.




How Existing Capacity Is Lost

Capacity is reversible. Emigration, institutional erosion, arbitrary regulation, professional monopoly, and shrinking research freedom can destroy what took decades to build. But listing these factors does not yet explain how an institution that once trained successors and turned criticism into correction loses that ability. This transition deserves attention, because in many cases a society’s problem is not building capacity but keeping it.

The paths of decline can be mapped onto the same four transitions through which capacity is built. Each transition has a failure mode in which capacity never forms, and a path of decline after it has formed:

In the first transition, the transfer of skill may shrink from teaching an ability to repeating a procedure. The manual survives, but the part of the skill that was passed on only through observation and practice disappears; the new generation can carry out the work but cannot change it.

In the second transition, early success can turn succession into the reproduction of resemblance. The institution promotes those who most resemble the founding generation, and the ability to solve new problems—the very thing that built the institution—is gradually dropped from the criteria for advancement.

In the third transition, connections between institutions can be reduced to an exclusive relationship between two particular parties. What was once a channel for the circulation of knowledge becomes a channel for securing interests, and other institutions are left outside the network.

In the fourth transition, a successful network can make entry expensive. Licenses, professional credentials, and access to resources remain in the hands of the circle that got in earlier; the outside critic is called unqualified, and the inside critic pays a price. Here feedback is not denied but rendered ineffective. Sometimes the very specialists who built the second generation of a body of knowledge become conservative gatekeepers against the third.

A measurement warning that came from the historical test: before calling a decline erosion, two other explanations must be ruled out. The first is a shift in the technological frontier: if the difficulty of the problem itself has risen, a society’s absolute ability may have grown even as its distance from the frontier has widened; this is not erosion. The second is a cutoff of resources: the capacity may still be in place while there are no projects to carry out. Both look like erosion on the surface, and neither is erosion.

A common pattern runs through all these paths: early success creates a stake, and guarding that stake closes off the very openness that made the success possible. This is a proposed pattern, not a law; like every other causal claim in this framework, it must be traced in specific cases. The cost of maintaining capacity is also more institutional than financial: stable rules, the possibility of criticism, the circulation of elites, and independent professional judgment.




Explanatory Hypotheses

So far the framework has defined concepts and stages. Causal claims are separate and must be held at that level.

The main hypothesis is this: breadth of connection increases the likelihood that capacity will persist when the income, status, and knowledge it generates are channeled into mechanisms for training new carriers and into renewable applications.


In the initial formulation, the effective plurality of carriers was considered the engine of this transfer. The historical test did not support that version, and a weaker version has taken its place: the effective plurality of carriers increases the likelihood that knowledge will spread, be absorbed, and survive, but it is not a sufficient condition for regeneration. In this formulation, plurality is the infrastructure through which capacity spreads, not the direct engine of regeneration. What was right from the start remains as a qualification: the number of centers does not matter on its own; what matters is the relative independence of their sources of support. Ten centers that are all fed by the same political structure or the same economic channel are not ten independent sources of support. Alongside this, the quality of learning, institutional continuity, the ability to change, and the possibility of influencing decisions each play independent roles; none substitutes for another, and the outcome depends on how they combine. It should also be noted that connection can compensate for some institutional weakness, but its effect depends on the complementary abilities of the members and the quality of cooperation; forming a network does not, by itself, create shared capacity.

Two methodological constraints are also necessary.

First, one cannot say after every decline, “so there was no real regeneration.” To avoid this circularity, the indicators of capacity must be fixed before the outcome is observed: the existence of training centers, diversity of application, the production of texts or products, the training of the next generation, and the relative independence of centers from one another.

Second, in any comparison, cases must be selected on the basis of documented differences in the explanatory variable, not on the basis of differences in outcome. If we first pick a successful case and an unsuccessful one and then explain the difference in how they were organized, we have tested nothing. The document that records how knowledge was organized must also predate the outcome: the terms of a transfer agreement, a training program, rights to repair and redesign, a charter. And before any comparison, four things must be defined: the unit of analysis, the time frame, the precise meaning of the explanatory variable, and the criterion for durability.




Relation to Existing Concepts

Drawing boundaries with other theories should rest on differences in the questions they ask, not on a narrowed reading of them.

Absorptive capacity, as formulated by Cohen and Levinthal, is not limited to the passive reception of knowledge; it is tied to learning and innovation, and it does not treat an organization’s capacity as the simple sum of its members’ abilities. The claim that “that theory sees only absorption, and this framework adds creation for the first time” is therefore not defensible. The question I add operates at a different level: how is the ability that exists in particular groups and centers carried through—or not—into the persistence of capacity at the level of society? Successful learning within one community does not guarantee the continuity of that community’s capacity.

The travel and translation of ideas—including in work associated with Barbara Czarniawska—has already shown that imported forms are edited as they move between contexts and are embedded in new settings. This framework builds on that insight and moves the endpoint: successful translation is not enough.

Norm localization, in Amitav Acharya’s work, shows how local actors adapt external forms to local assumptions and identities. This framework accepts that insight and asks what happens after localization: an institution may settle into its local setting while the society remains dependent on outside centers for future development, validation, and revision.

Strategic autonomy, too, is not simply the diversification of suppliers; in the European Union’s official formulation, its core is the ability to act autonomously when necessary and to cooperate with partners whenever possible. The difference lies in the focus of the question: strategic autonomy is primarily concerned with vulnerability; the present framework places vulnerability alongside regeneration and insists on not merging the two into a single score.

Weaponized interdependence, in the work of Henry Farrell and Abraham Newman, explains why control over the central nodes of global networks can turn connection into leverage. This analysis clarifies the mechanism by which dependence becomes pressure and complements the discussion of vulnerability here. It also yields an important qualification: not every dependence is an instrument of pressure. Pressure requires two conditions at once—one party’s need, and the other party’s ability to cut it off.

None of these distinctions, by itself, proves the framework’s added value. That value is demonstrated only when these distinctions explain differences in outcomes beyond what existing indicators can. This is a research program, not an established claim.




Testable Expectations and Conditions for Revision

The framework generates expectations that can be tested:

If domestic capacity grows but vital dependencies remain concentrated, we should expect technical skill to increase without a comparable increase in bargaining power.

If the number of partnerships grows but local ability to repair, adapt, and reproduce remains weak, diversification will prove fragile in a crisis that disrupts access.

If capability, usable alternatives, and mutual value advance together, we should expect external shocks to be met with greater continuity of vital functions and a wider range of policy choices.

These expectations can be examined with indicators such as supplier concentration, the cost and time of switching partners, domestic capacity for redesign and reproduction, institutional continuity, and the degree to which partners depend on assets or knowledge held by the weaker party.

Conversely, the framework must be revised in the face of the following evidence. If, in similar cases, other factors—war, population displacement, religious change, political patronage, shifting economic opportunities—explain differences in outcomes better than the mechanism of reproduction does, the independent contribution of this mechanism will be more limited. And if existing indicators of organizational capacity capture the same differences with the same precision, the distinctions drawn by this framework add no explanatory value.




What the Historical Test Added to This Framework

The middle section of this framework—from encounter to organizational capacity and regeneration—has been tested in a comparative study of two cases: Meiji Japan between 1871 and 1910, and China during the Self-Strengthening period between 1861 and 1895, across three industrial functions, using a codebook whose thresholds were fixed before the evidence was examined. What follows is the result of that test, and each item states where the framework was confirmed, where it retreated, and where it was not tested at all.

One: The distinction between capability peaks and capacity was supported—and it worked in two opposite directions. In one case, an achievement that bore every outward sign of indigenization—domestic manufacture, domestic main components, local builders—was separated from regeneration, because the distinctive design decision belonged to a foreign expert. In the other case, the same rule prevented documented design peaks from being read as evidence that no ability existed. A distinction that guards against both false confirmation and false denial is not a play on words.

Two: The strong version of the plurality-of-carriers hypothesis was weakened. This is the framework’s most important retreat, and its revised form appears in the section on hypotheses. The evidence came from where it had been expected to confirm the hypothesis: the function with the greatest circulation of specialists and the fastest spread of practice did not reach redesign within the period studied. What that network produced was speed and uniformity of adoption, not the building of a new path.

Three: The “traceable” condition was put to work—and in one instance it was not met. In one of the cases, two technological paths existed side by side in a single industry and were even complementary in the market, yet no evidence of knowledge transfer between them was found. Proximity and complementarity did not lead to a transfer of capacity. This is exactly what the framework demands, and it shows that the demand is not empty.

Four: Continuity of resources is a contextual condition—for now. In one of the cases, technical ability was documented, yet no new project was launched over a five-year period, and specialist research attributed this to financial constraints rather than technical inability. Stated precisely: technical ability, and even regenerative peaks, can exist while a lack of resources limits the possibility of repeating, extending, and institutionalizing them. Resources, in other words, are not a factor that comes “after capacity” but one of the conditions that make the transformation itself possible or impossible. One case is not enough to bring this into the core of the framework; until it recurs in another case, it remains a contextual condition.

Five: Permission to change was not tested. No data were obtained in either case or in any of the three functions, and the reason is structural: sources that record technical output do not record the formal structure of authority over design and the approval of changes. This is itself a finding—the variable cannot be inferred from technical output, and measuring it requires a different kind of source: charters, contract terms, and regulations for the approval of designs. Until then, the place of this condition in the framework is an untested hypothesis, not a finding.

Six: The downstream links have not yet been tested. Vulnerability, the sustaining of vital functions, and functional counterbalancing could not be measured in those two cases: in one, no shock occurred against which disruption could be measured; in the other, the devastation of war, financial collapse, and a leap in technological complexity could not be separated from one another. Testing these links requires a case in which a real and separable rupture of a relationship has occurred.

And one methodological rule the framework must also apply to itself: the absence of evidence must not be turned into evidence of absence. If an explicit assessment exists for one case and not for the other, that is a difference in the availability of sources, not a difference in reality.

A cell without data must remain empty.




Conclusion

Civilizational balance shifts attention away from the familiar question, “How much foreign influence should a society accept?” The better question is: what does a society become able to do after this encounter, and what does it lose in the face of which shock? If exchange produces only consumption, dependence deepens; if it produces understanding but builds no institutions, knowledge remains fragile; and if it builds institutions but leaves no ability to revise them, adaptation will be limited and temporary.

But none of this, on its own, says that the resulting condition is desirable. The normative principle says that, and says it explicitly: an increase in collective power is desirable when it expands the possibilities of living and choosing for members of society, and when they can have a share in directing it. Citizens are not the manpower of a civilizational project; they have the right to decide about that project themselves.

Two questions sum up this framework in practice.

First: if this relationship were cut off tomorrow, what would happen? Second: if a citizen disagrees with the chosen course, what can she do?

The first answer shows how far it is possible to carry on; the second shows who has the right to decide what carries on, and how.
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