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.,,. Introduction: 
The lessons of the 1980s 

Th�_ 1980s clearly ended with _�J>ang and not a whimper. 1989 
saw the dramatic collapse of Ma.rxism-Leninism.1._both �_!form of 
governance and as an ideological system and pole of political 
attraction. For the great majority of persons, the suddenness of 
the collapse (or even the very fact of a collapse at all) came as a 
surprise. For very many, the surprise, was happy, signalling the 
triumph of liberty over despotism. For others, it was dismaying, 
signalling the end of illusions and the tempering (if not the 
disappearance) of revoluU.1211ary 012!imis.m.,._,, 

The analyses Iliat have been immediately forthcoming to 
explain these events have tended to suffer from being too 
episodic or evenJ;:9.rie!!t��L���l.,..,tQ..JJ._�.BJ:audel's distinc­
tion among three kinds of historical time), cm.d in�ufficiently 
structural or cyclic�oncturel). Even big events, and 1989 was 
indeectal)lgevent, cannot be una;;;tood intelligently if one 
analyzes the�_pEil�!.'!.ti!Li!l}�el!:J!!Vn ��?!�le context. If we try 
this, we tend not only to misread the events '6'U'Cmore impor­
tantly, to derive false lessons from them. This is what I fear is 
happening

. 
nmv:
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!?d .. � us hope it is 

short) o(�!.��!M.he..�ty_g11f;LQUJL���uipuC:Gtumui"fil!i the 
events of 1989. "'Fal'Se"'1:!&£Tii_S,i9J?.§'. . .,.�X.C:\.JJ.�i,1Jg •.. Jtx:�n...th.e-(e.x-) Communist 
world, where th!_IE!siSti9.1.ili��r_k�t;_� gi:gp]e,mfilg.!h� . .P.1�gis �f planni.!!g}_lVherea� k piftrket ..w!U. .bun<l �_ge be no more 
efficacious an instrument of economic welfare for these states 
than 

�-···,···T··�.-..,.,,-.,,,°'"�'--::r��·�����noini difficulties .b.arl ... J.J�<::f:!l.�P-.annm,g,,.smc.�-!Ae.,p�-9-��····�r;, 



2 Introduction 

l ! of these states derived (and derive) ..not- frOID-their......internal /{ econol!!.!-c m
. 
�chanisp_LhYJ..irm

.
n .. ..; thei.t:..st.r..u.Gw.iaWocation in the 

ca12i�<:fu!JV,,m:J.d.-:.eoonomy. . . . · 

False conclusions are being drawn in the Western world, where 
the collapse of Leninism is being interpreted as the triumph of 
WUsonian l�l?.�B.lism . .F..b.�..in fact, 1989 represents the demise 
n:�ofTeninism alone but of both ends of the great ideological 
antinomy of the tw:n�e���. �e�t��!�rt�us the 
Le�.L��af!1f6.!9file� we have been witnessing in eastern 
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o t an t eaters oc;kor �· 
'".Fa1Se' coiiCiii:i'i.Ons.,a�"b"�'f�g drawn in the Third World, where 

the collapse of Leninism is. being interpreted by many as a decisive 
weakening a£.th��.£Q.�s in their struggle against the econo­
mic domination of the North'Wnerefis;"�SOViet"rhetoric of 
the .P.�-�.���?r.��e""��E:Ie���tiallfil'Ux. in th� 
strugg!�_,Q.ftti�SQ:i,J..l!t.l�.§ .. 9f.tb,..<;.,J'llim�ru:ldt.:lID�kness o 
their CU,IT�!!t .. J?£§.!ti9J!�2s.ti��Jx,.,�tRC}.,.(l6Rfilm.ting 
functioning of the capitalist world-economy, secondarily from the 
irteffiCacY.;:trf.:tlreir·str�t'egie�f...iiaational developilfunt," afil:l only 
tertiariltl�.�Ib1�:RTh'I��-anwillingness) of the 
USSR to sustain them. To accuse Gorbachev of "revisionism" is as 
event-or�irrelevant as to see Lech Walesa as Tom Paine. 

This book is a collection of essays written in the 1980s.-'Thc 
most recent..(.cl:i..a.p,t!!i::....6J.�r.itt.ft.n..i.ta..Sep-t©mber 1989. Thus all 
were written before the most dramatic of the events in Eastern 
Europe (the collapse of the regimes in the German Democratic 
Republic, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Romania). Since the 
essays of Part I concern geopolitics, it may seem like a risky or 
dubious proposition to republish them. Yet, it is precisely because 
of the "end of the Cmmmmisms" that I have put together this 
collection - to argue that this is not a sudden unanticipated 
dramatic event but part of .a.lfil:g�prlmary element 
of which is in fact-,ai"ld not at all paradoxically, the end of the em 
of us ���monpiilfieJ®l.Ui .... �1?�'0\igh�menta­
tors have been hailing 19 89 as the beginning of the Pax Ameri­
cana, the thesis of this pook is that, qu�rks the 
end of the � .. Am�..rkana,,.:rh.e...C,q)J;.LW�.aU.h� .f.�mericana! 
The Col�.W.q�:j:;9v.�£;,.thu.s..tJ;i6-P..ar:x.-Am.e.r�lWJlQ...W ended. 



The lessons of the 1980s 3 

There are three basic vectors which need to be analyzed in 
or<ler for us to make sense of the events of 1989. The first is the 
cydicalpattern gf hegemQU��..t.he modern �orld-system. 
The second is the blossoming betw�..8.9...and 19 68 of the 
ideological vene . . world-economy. And the 
third is the d���W.Jltiqp..i,..2!..� _transitions 
from one historical system to another really occur. Tfied.escrip­
tion of eacl'iVecror1savery1argesuojecT,'"anoaITTCan do in this 
introduction is draw a vast and broad canvas, in the hope that it 
will enable the reader to pull together the detail that is found in 
the succeeding essays in this book (as well as elsewhere in my 
writings). _______, 

One of the basic str!!,ctur�.� of �m;J.d-economy is 
the cyclical .ri�-ang d-em_.Qf..:.lu:g.��� the world­
s�e previously analyzed how I believe this structure 
operates.1 The story of the third of the hegemonies, that of the 
United States, may best be started in 18.2:3.._Qie beginning of the 
so-called "G�at Depression" of the nineteenth century, the 
moment after which one could say the era of British hegemony 
was over. Of course, Great Britain was still quite powerful, indeed 
still the most powerful and most wealthy country in the world­
system. But it was no longer hegemonic. Its economic edge had 
disappeared. As of then, it faced the increasingly successful 
competition of both Germany and the United States, who became 
rivals for the succession. Great Britain was finding even French 
economic competition a renewed problem. 

The geopolitical consequences were quite profound and quite 
immediate. Europe (or extended Europe, to include within this 
term both Russia and the United States�pw:v@d..£:i:om-�uationi.n. 
w.bkh_B...riti�h.-peli1:i@ltl=w.il:l:..w�i;:�m.i.r.i,eru..t�-which,.tb:er.e. 
wa� � r_evived��g���glpo.wer, �-�-�!�a.!!?.��L�t!!�._gu�at41.0:weL 
�Jr�, ·and. a��m reslfu'ff:ling c5falliariC:es. For about a Ir 
half-century, this rivalry was to display itself primarily in the 
"extra-European" world, the peripheral and semiperipheral 
zon�s ?L.!he _'Y.2!kl;�no.!!!.L th� "sc�!e". 12..µ�i in 
Afnca, Southeast Asia, and the PaaliCOcean;tfie chsmantlement 
1 See my "The Three Instances of Hegemony in the History of the Capitalist World­

Economy," chapter 4 of The Politics of the World-Economy, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1984, 37-46. 



4 Introduction 
of the Ottoman and Chinese empires; the ·military interventio1�s 
in Mexico, Central America, and the Caribbean. And it would be 
an incident in Sarajevo, a part of the periphery that intruded onto 
the European continent itself, which triggered the start of the 
First World War as the culmin.1!.tmo£tbis.intcr..stat..e..r.iY.<!.kY· It was not, however, 1914 that was the symbolic year, but 1917. 
1917 marked the October Revolution in Russia, to be sure:.'·the 
coming-to-power by insurrection of the Bolsheviks. 1917 also 
marked, however, the entry of the United States into the war, the 
acknowledgment that the fundamental issue was not at all the fate 
of remote Balkan peoples, butJb,� comEeti�pn be�l_�S 
and Q.�rll,!�!1.Y--l.<?..£Q...Jl.!!-9!.!hc:;��2!"!.c!�sy���-i_n the ne�t era. . Germany, of course, lost the�-worrcr-w-ar':""But just as 
France refused to acknowledge its world-sys'temic defeat by Great 
ll!i!ain in _ _I 7fi.3_.and insisted on one furtherrouno ofliatITe(Which 
we would have from 1792 to 1815),2 so Germany refused to. 
acknowledge its ..$.Qtl��l'Vk:<.,i,�918 and insisted on 
another round of battle (which we would have from 1939 to 
1945). 

If we compare the last round of the US-German struggle of the 
long twentieth century with the last round of the British-French 
struggle of the long eighteenth century, there was one striking 
g�QE.9.liticaJ...similarity and one striking_g��!!!I�Lfilf,farence. All 
three hegemonic battles in the history of the modern world­
system have been between �.£9�!:!._and !�powers. All three 
have been won by the sea powers, but each n:eeoeci-the crucial 
help of land forces of a continental power. Great Britain needed 
Russia's aid in the last round in order to defeat France, and the 
US needed the same Russia's aid in the last round to defeat 
Germany. 

But here appears the ge�.cul.ty,wLdi:v.e.J;genee:-ff.ance had a 
revolution in 1789, and this fact was of enqrmous geopolitical 
assistance to France in the last round. When French troops 
crossed European frontiers (under the Convention, the Directory, 
and the Empire) they came, at least at first, as triumphant 

2 For an analysis of the Franco-British struggle of 1792 to 1 815, and the role therein of the 
French Revolution, see my The Modem World-System, III: The Second Era of Great 
Expansion of the Capitalist World-Economy, 1730-1840s. San Diego: Academic Press, 1989, 
th. II, 55-126. 
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. harbin�s of a _�!:�versaJizing ideal. Th� incar�ed the "revolu-
tion'.'agamst the amien regime. · / 

Germat'i'}r did not trave a similar liniversalizing revolution 
before its last round. It almost did. The world "expected" it. The 
Russian Bolsheviks counted on it. But that revolution did not 
happen. Perhaps the Spartakists tried too soon. Perhaps they 
should have waited until 1933. By 1933, however, the Spartakists 
were out of the game, and the only revolution German.}' could 
have was �me that.�as anti-Mnive.r.§..a.li.a,�irit. When German 
troops subsequently crossed frontiers _(with the exception of 
·Austria), they were not ht�iled, even at the beginning, as revolu­
tionary heroes but rather as agc:.!!!�_of i!i!.I.kll..�.§: • .Ihi§..g�m;..�l!;,yral 
difference :::; th.t.fa�l!filJ!����!2-.. ��2 ... t:!��.Q�.!,m�ny which, 
after 19 �1JD.00a:�illiri!!g_ideal. ;;-_le;.([ to a very 
curi9�us and a����,Wa.tion. 

l!Jl"i'WaS'Tiurmng-pomtm one further way. It was the moment 
of entry onto the world scene of the two great ideologues of the 
twentieth century - Woodrow Wilson and Nikolai Lenin. Wilson 
propagated� ' or the offer to "make the world safe for 
de�:'Lenin propagated Commumsm, or'tlle offer to put 
the working class in power everywliere as "ffieuniveml class. At 
the time, and riglirup'i0198'!r, tlie5e two prqfect�·were presented 
as £!!!ernativ� a!!.d ��_ggp.is_ti!:�ideologi�s, Yet th�y had more in 
common than eitTier camp lias beei'i Wont to admit. They shared 
the heritage of the Enli&.�1!.!!l���and the belief that humanity 
could ratiQ#i�:U����y."Ther 
shared the e ief that the state was a key Instrument of this 
construction as the locus of rational,��rive"decision­
maki�li.efsnareaa'Se"CTiti't'"V�ure-:Aila� for the 
peripheral peoples--ori'liew�ild-;7h.ey7ha.red the ideal of the 
"self-determination of nations," nations that were all to b� 
"��al�h eschato�ogies. They shared this 
view �hat �istory ��lll�.!!ti��y�de�e�more rapidly in 
th�

d
dJre�t

l
d��-

l
. th

d
e�r �I!!!��J1Zing_!2.�5.!'1�:..!.�1!:.�i:! d, ;!!ey ) sai , wo c u e no one. . f 

Of course, we �;;-ectnorexaggerate. There were many differ­
ences between '.'Americanism" and "ComlJlUilllpi," and the texts 
on both sides haveexp1ameo"these at length. Furthermore, in 
practice as well as theory there were differences too. But were 
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L their protagonists enemies? There was the rub, and the dilemm_a 
L- of the fact that it was Russia, and not Germany, which incarnated 

Leninism. For the geopolitical reality was that, in 1917 (and until 
1945), the primary geopolitical antagonist of the United States 
remained Germany and, in 1917 (and until 1945), the United 
States would need the support of the Russian army to win its 
"Thirty Years' War." Hence, the US dilemma: how to conduct its 

/Cold War with the USSR:"(begun ·in 1917, and not 1945: as Andre 
Fontaine remiriCts-us3)--whil-e-"'Sirm:ilraii.eOUsff1lgliiln.g(Orprepar­
ing to fight) a real war with Germany. And hence the complemen­
tary Soviet dilemma: how to pursue "revolutionary" Leninism, 
while defending itself against the more immediate danger of 
German military��� US as much as 
the US needed the USSR f<l£:��it�E.:� ... !!.M™1.�r..tb-�rmore, the 
USSR retained the US as a tedlnoiogical model, if not as a model 
of economic organization. (Thus, Lenin's motto: "Communism 
equals Soviets plus electricity.") 

It was the genius of Roosevelt and of Sta�in to have found the 
formula, for good or ill, that wouJd�per..ntlt-�Uaboration of 
symbiotkally...Li.n�QJ>.!!_Sumed ideolo�es. The formula 
is what we have popularlycariecTYaffa=-not the particular formal 
agreements that were reached there, but the spirit that informed 
them, and from which, it should be underlin:e��hill did not 

Z diss&1t._..l.ud�ecl-'Churchill's Fulton, Missouri speech in 1946ip 
which he coined the phrase, th·e "iron curtain," was not the 
denunciation of Yalta but its formal consecration. 

In the grand construction of US hegemony after 1945 , there 
'-J' were two military pillars. One was the erection of NA TO which � ensured that the US had the necessary military strength to pursue 'J its political and economic objectives. The second was the arrange­}/ ment with the USSR that ensured that this military force would / never .b� needed in the one arena where. war could not be won 

v (even if it would not be lost) - nuclear warm Europe. · 

The enormous public attention that has been focused on the 
military components of this Cold War stalemate has masked the 
crucial.pOOtioo-eronemic-d€aLtbat 11nderl�ropean equi­
libriurp._51J..Hl::l5.7'.89.-..What.the US offered the USSR and what the 

3 See Andre Fontaine, Histoire de la guerrefroide, 2 vols. Paris: Fayard, 1969, 1971 .  
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USSR was happy to accept was the creation of a Soviet chasse1 
gardee in Eastern Europe, within which the USSR could set the · 

political, economic
.
, and cultural rules, provided_�the USSR 

remained within those boundaries. -,,,. 
The advantages to both sides of this deal were very great; 

otherwise, it would never have been kept. For the USSR there 
were three principal gains. First, it permitted the USSR to exploit 
this zone economically, taking massive "war reparations" from it. 
Secondly, it offerea the-OSSK"affiilirary"ghi'elthrga:inst a resurgent 
Germany (wp.�eedCIYlv�mtm'a'tlittg-;-but 
a psychologica11y comprehensible one, of post-1945 geopolitical 
realities). Thirdly, and perhaps most significantly in the long run, 
it permitted the USSR to hfild..b.aclsJ��en _s�_P.ress)_�!�tionary 
socialist tenqencies in Eastern Europe, in Western Europe, and in 
the rest of th�..iffiiiI.'1!.�!. moresti'ccessful in 
Europe (east and west) than elsewhere. But it was seen as crucia 
to the Soviet system, as Stalin had constructed it, that the USSR 
retain the monopoly of Communist discourse, and that no 
"adventurous" revoluti.OiiSW::tlie-:Tliii�World uiirro the carefully 
constructed equi�he-l::JS, - · , This makes clear the interest of the US in the arrangement. 
The USSR was.,.iu..e.ff.ect...rh.e....s:ubiw.peciaJ.�of the US for 
eastern Europe, and-a.;.q.�.t�.tbl'lt..l:.�1948 purges 
eliminated any independent, "leftist" elements which were sti11 
around. Nor did this exhaust US advantage. The Soviet bloc was 
"unneeded" for the im�!!�gia��gJm.!llic..exp�f'ftie'WC1rld­
economy. �he J-1� !,iad all it �ould handle with _ the economic 
"reconstn.ictipn' .�f �.es�er� Eur"Ope-a�nce, it wa 
quite happy lo be relieved foTThemtmrent of disbursive obli­
gations to the Soviet bloc, knowing that it would be no problem 
later to pull the zone 'ba'ck'-irrn:rtire-cmr:t1!!.}'+h.t1ll!.5 of the 
world-ecOiiOmy-�-�-,..� ·• • '-·�-

The final plus for �US was the replica of the final advant 
to the � id���[Iciilchscourse sustain.ed-.l:he-o.the.r.,..an.d 
neither was plausible without tlieo'fl:1€f'.""".Flre-&Jkl--War permitted 
each S'la:e,-'in lti-�---�ame of Amencanisnrand Leninism, to keep 
tight order _i� ��iE:�:-roc1eannouseastney saw fit, and to 
reorient the m�'!..1.��tlieruture generations. 

. The US-USSR arrangementWOfk.e<'t"'!"<f-Jh"Q.'.lf.tent that US 
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hegemony in the world-system was relatively uncontested. But, of 
course, heg@menie�:��..::.t:E..�!r.2���-fi

!"!§.'ng-:-".fil'e ways in whkh 
this took place is ··amply discussed in the essays that follow. The 
two main f actors were the developing economic strength of 
Western Europe and Japan which turned them into economic 
competitors of the US and led to their increasing political 
independence; and the pnwillingness of -�--�!!!!!Q�r ... �f Third 
World countries to accep(ihe-Taie-aSSigned ,tQ.Jh,fm by Yalta, 
which led to revolu-fic:ms lli"'Cfiiiia,Vie'tiiaID: Algeria, and else­
where. 

How these increasing difficulties led to the worldwide revolu­
tion of 19 68 is also discussed in detail: the double role of 19 68 as 
revolution against US hege.m9.n.x�..and'°'��J;lis!i2.ii.}L:fhe "Old 
Lef t"; i4 .. worldwide organizational suppression; its lci"i1g-term 

.--J success in-;�iiP..Iri.Ii.i:![��!!!!:�t�il..:nn:�tllJ�Old_Lef t; 
· '\' and its continu!!!K_!:!nde���ri_�-��.!!£.,9!..!�£.��sion of the 

� workLoul<ri:.o;,�, 
The ways in which the US sought to slow down the conse­

quences of its economic decline by utilizing the institutions of 
hegemony it had built - first via the low posture of the Nixon­
Ford�arter years, then via the machismo of the Reagan years - is 
also discussed, as are the reasons why neither tactic could do more 
than slow down the pace of decline. 

Finally, when US power was sufficiently eroded, the USSR had 
no choice but to enter into the dangerous waters of Gorbachev's 
perestroika and glasnost, in the ho.2:1:.s that the I TSSR:-l:ele-its a great 
power (or at least.R�.ssia's role) could suryi,y�_Jh.�.w.r.��Js�ge of the 
Pax Americana. . · ··,�-·-............. � ........ ··'·"'" ... --. . . .. 

Finally;·-in- these essays, I argue the probable course of world 
geopolitical realignments in the corning world economic expan­
sion of the first part of the twenty-first century. 

In a sense, this whole discussion of the course of the US 
hegemonic era is dealing merel�ith

. 
a 

-���.lical .r.�.��-� .. ?: the 
modern world-system. The events ot't989'tie'e'O:To be pur as well 
intff•flJ.e·"'CDnt�rof'llie�secuia;�·tre:i'lds of the system and the 
structural limits of its lineaYClirves�� ·· · .. · - ... . - . .  ·--·----.. _., 

Theprfll-Cipal consequeif���- c_a,.,P.�.��!i§!_�orld:'.�conomy of 
the French Revohifion.-·as a"wP.rJg;11il'trn:k.a..tex.e.nt. was the""Cilltural 
maturing of�rvah.i'e�syste� that would_ I?,� !!!9§1..�.QJl�Q!le!!.L\Vith the 

-- . .• - . - --- •. . . . .  ·-·� '• .-, ' ... ____ ,,...__,,_.....,...--;o�-�-
' ' 
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en�ccumulation of capital. The events of 1789-1815 trans­
formed tneprevailifig-ptrlitiGa.L consciousnesses, imposing upon 
the general mentality the\!!.9tion of the normality of change, and 
the expectabili�Q!!.tiD_µ.Qii1:�Y.Q!�I!:crt'.:�MaJ.m.ech­
ani�ms of..Jh§_.�Y§.!.C:.�.:�-�t was in response to this new Weltan­
schauung that the nineteenth century saw the emergence of the 
thr.��.,!.Q�,2�<;1g!<::_LQL�!!�-.modern world-system - conservatism, 
liberalism, and socialism _: ancrtliecoiicqrrent instit11J.�..QQali�tion 
of the modes of translating these ideologies into empirical reality, 
that is, the historical social sciences.4 

In th��hefuree ideOiogles against each other, which 
in political practice often resulted in al1iances of two of them 
against the third, the lines that distinguished their positions were 
very unsure. The three positions were far from fixed. They were 
tonalities rather than dogmas, largely preferences about the 
speed and extent of social change and the role therein of the state. 
No two social analysts expressed these ideological positions in 
precisely the same way. lf there were three tonalities, there were 
myriad specific philosophical stances. 5 

An analysis of the evolution of the three ideological expressions 
reveals that after 1848 and until 1968, liberalism emerged as the 
clearly dominant ideology. It was dominant in a very simple sense: 
both con�eti�m� an,d.,.so.cialism . .inc.t:easingJ.y . . d.efiu..edJ:hemsel ves 
in lib.el:aJ._�atc:;goii�.�J.�ShJ}!"��-.tli��!�����m�iE£1�mger a place for 
pure liberalism at the very moment that liberalism could at no 
point be put aside. After 1848, one could argue, there were in 
practice only tw? ideologies: ��_:i�-��-���.ve l����!. '.!!:!i�Q!.Y�!§..YS social-
1s� liberalism, wtb.Ma!W.m.�t:ltl&..�Rl'.Q��Jn,��.the 
liberaJattractor, first in its Bernstein version, then in its Kautsky 
version,...aDdfulally.mJi'�I�1QJi::::;. -=�=w,.,__._._ 

Liberalism had two strengths. It reflected the fundamental 
trend of the system - endless expaµsion, E.2.!!ti.,Q_\l.Q.i.l�-affi$fi:Uon of) 
form ��errn:filrenrr-��s§iLifi�nsc: ...... �19�Ug�the ) 
pros P�.2.Ltm1YFrsitR.'!!:.ti£!PJl:It9.�j�!..�$�gQ9,<L§-9.ciet-y.,.,ho.w.eJ!£r ' 

· 

4 For a discussion of these nineteenth-century developments, see my 'The French 
Revolution as a World-Historical Event," Social Research, LVI, l, Spring 1989, 33-52. 

5 For a more developed explication of this argument, see my "Trois ideologies ou une 
seule? Le probJematique de la modernite," in E. Balibar and I. Wallerstein, eds., Les Trois 
ideologies (forthcoming). 
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uneg_gg.LiLstill was. This strength is well known, but a second·. 
-srrt;ngth is less frequently acknowledged.· Indeed. it_ is often 

_..,.?denied. Liberalism..ll;J;_he .. onl:yjdeoJog.y-that permits the long�term 
<7 reinforceme_�!_2f tl1e.stat

. 
€-st-rttetttre

. 
s, the :ttfat.€1.gic 11nderpinaj!J.g 

\_of a functioni-sg.-..capital.is.L.:w:orld�e.c.on.omy. Conservatism and 
socialism appeal beyond the state to a "society" which finds its { expression in other institutions. Libera!��-W...J. .. P-J�iaely.J;iecause i t  is 
indi vid u:alistiG-and .. -contrnetualrfiiids-.-th.e. .. ulti m ate,...n:_solution of 
conflicts in state decisions, the state alone being presum� have 

<'.'. no' ''iiiteiesis'"'"(if 'its.· own''Eiuf 'tob'e�i:Iie"-vector-ortlie"Itrajmity 
com £r6mise arlffconseffaus;•"· ' •"• • 'M�•P•"•-·----·�-,..,,,,....,... __ _ 

· 'Thesta't�-·�i ·��bit;;j§._il_i_<:_,�trongest possible role for the state. 
_/·-That 1swnyliberalism is refonrnsr,an6--wh-y--Fef�s state­

���""enhancing. Liberalism le�ht_igi�'!t!';.�Lthe..state_w.heif.a§ conservatism 
<- and socialism lmtlerffii'ne it philosoP..��_s�l}Y:.J�1il.!i�nce the state­

system is essential _@:)he"fufictionlng of the capitalist world-
economy, neit� conservatism. n.oi]§�ilJ��i!i��f2Yltl?revail withi.n 
the capitalist world-:econ-cim)dii-the_i: £�!:e. ... fa!�:..I.hey had to take 
the £0rm:·--6f �i"blehd: ·eitlie"i 'conservative liberaffsm or socialist 
liberalistn. -·--·, .. -.. .. · . ..... _ ... . ,. .. _ _  . ._ ........... �.-.•. �--�, .. -.--�� ... ·-----

�-fh�-·great change of 1917 was not in this ideological antinomy, 
but in the fact that what we now call the North-South issue moved 
to the center of the stage for the first time. And it is this issue that 
accounts for the twentieth-century transposition of the late 
nineteenth-century antinomy into the form of Americanism ver­
sus Leninism. It-was the peripheral zones OT1:1ieworli:economy 
that were the objects of Wilsorifan"r'seif�aeter.rrnP:a:f§!l�-and the 
countries th��ere ,to b� .. n,i-�de '.'�-�����?E'.:�Hifu"QiiiZi'::�ian 
Revolution in turn occurred ·in' the state that was the most 
"backward" of industrial Europe but, simultaneously, in fact the 
most "advanced" of the non-core states. If in 1917 Lenin still used 

,..21. European workerist discourse, by the time of the Congress of 
�,the Peoples of the East in Baku in 1920, it was clear �eninism 

� h�d become the -e.�P..��-s}.� .. 9�!Qfl!!lis.tJiberali.sm...f� South -_,- still ca�th.�J��.�lm.l.92.0-......... ___ .. _,, ___ . 

y It is this intimate collg§ion--of,,1fre-·Wilsonian and Leninist 
/ versions of universaU�liberalism that accounted for the ease 

..___-?' ,--· 
.. -·---// )\-''fhe clearest theoretical appreciation of this was in the writings of M. �tan-Galiev.J?_ee 

£.,/' "Th�.al.Bevolµtion an.Q.W.\: East�' Review, VI, l.:..'..�� 1982,,3-11. 
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with which the US-USSR collusion could establish itself (behind 
the facad� of enmity). It ·accounts as well for the ease with which 
(and the correctness with which) the rebels of 1968 could put the 
two regimes and . the two ideologies in the same basket�8 
reopene the ideological consensus that follow�848.7 

The Revo uuon t��s;.tsl �ies, in all � 
their manifesta�Irc1ial1engea"above a.!Lt�cl.ie£ that the 
state was a rational ar��-eettve-w.ill. The 7 
revolutionar��d not only those in power in the 
state structures themselves but al�tbe "jdeologi-
cal apparat� of th!Nst�t$.:.J!!�X.!.��!�fote �l�nged all the 
classical a�temi(m���§dx .bt:e<u.is�la�y had (in 
very many instances) already �Q._m�_!f)_Q_QFer, and were utilizing � 
the myth of th:e stateas t�� rati£na!_ ar

.

_bit�r (o��on) of 
conscious col,l�tive-wllr"T.Q. re,auce we !}a!:.,e..r.Q.limg mereryone 
political "actor" among many wa� the implicit o�jective of the 
"new" antisystemtc-mo�!!fil!�:Jr-@IOwedtfiat the historical 
strategforf'Ile""""'UlaTeft" - the seeking of state..po.w:ar - was no 
longer seen as the crucial strate"gy for the transformation of L7 
society; indeed, for many, it w�ey-�ndicatsd,e.utirely. . ,_.} 

The rejection of liberalism as an 1 eo ogy (both in its Wilsonian 
and Leninist forn;i-s}--was--no-smlfllefii'Sofl'e:·11' ... represented a 
fundamental break with the intellectual premises Of what I am 
calling the -gem:trlt'ure 'of'1he capitalist world-economy. Some 
describe the §_ooc:g,1UU:e....a.s.....tbi:.§ii11er�� this world­
eco!!°:!!!Y. I J?!efer to think of i�, .... unde.I;Sicl�th.e..part that 1s 
mo�n from view and therefore more difficult to assess, but 
th� part Wtt�--WOWOirnt-be _nourished. I term it 
the geoculftlre by anaiOgy with geopolitics, not because it is 
supra-local or supra-national but because it represents the cul­
tural framework within which the �syste�Fat� 

The challengero�c:utm.l'e.lias,SiiiceW68(and especially 
in the 1980s), taken three major forms which are all, in fact, 
variants of the same theme, th� rejection of the uni�ist 
pretension&-Q[Jiberalism. The �e-newT:Otellectual 
focus. on "cultur�� 2P-JJ_'Qi�af0Cils on the "ecO_!l..,2.P:lY" or on (?] 
"politics." It is elementary t� comesout of disillu- \..V 
7 See G. Arrighi, T.K. Hopkins, and I. Wallerstein, "1968: The Great Rehearsal," in 

Antisystemic Movements. London: Verso, 1989, 97-115. 



12 Introduction 

sionment with the effica,cy_Qf_!��-��f?rming the world by altering '. 
its economic or politi.c.alforms. .· ---- . · . . · 

This disillusiO!:J:fil,�ut.=-1h@.-heart:--OL1968 - has led many to S('.e 
"cultur?as ... an" alternative arena in which at last human action 
might be efficacious. Throughout the recent literature on "cul­
ture," the concept ..u£..�c;;y.!!.-€eHst.antly recurs as a theme. 
Against the so-called objective pressures that are. said to come 
from the politico-economic realm, the acolytes of culture assert 
the �usion of quJllllik.agea0y---as-mtrinsic possibility, as source 
of collective hope. The people are oppressed (by the states, that 
is), but the people (and/or the intelligentsia) have the power (and 
exercise the power) of forging their own destiny. !!,ow i!_� then, LJ using this analysis�_at.wg..a.w-stil·l-livittg-irrrh:e·nppressive system 

(__ that �ems tg Be.tsist .. lS)l.omet.hing--e-f·a""fH1stery. But one need not 
be cynical. The concern with "culture" represents the search for 
ways out of the existing system, for ways out other than via the 
"classical" nostrums that seem to have failed. It thus sustains 
political activity. 

The second mode of challenging the geoculture lies in the 
creation of the concepts of racism and sexism. These terms are G) not merely new clothing for olaconcefnS:l"treY'afe a belated 
recognition of ..&J.!JE:.!!'.'1;�;11tITeaTi:ife-of""tfreM�oriilture of the 
capitalist...wQ!:ld-�£2.!.1�<2.IJ.lY.= i1i'Fill1ierelitandnecess��tence of 
sexism and i'racism within"its"'s'friictiires··aespite-(�en because 
of)--its_uniV:ei.fati:ZiI;rg�·pr�.t.�n�j_Q-i:J£:!h�!}'.hallenge1Yartaken both 
intellectual and organizational forms: the creation of new fields of . �·.-..-1'<· .. n.��-"!'-t ... �� . 
study, the cr�tion of new types of social movements. This second 
form of challeilge0ort:nrveYlaps"'Witlr:n1'd'·w·ffiore specific (and 
focused) than the generic concern with "culture." It therefore has 
had clearer political implications. 

Nonetheless, the political implications are less than totally clear, 
since the debate about them still c_g_n�titl!.!�L!.�ajor line of 
internal cleavage within the anti-sexist, anti-racist movements. 
The search for (and validation of) '�id.t:nti.ty'.'. . ..sffveMt>'l"-some as £" the frameworl\_QL�!!LA!!��!li.��rn!!Ji§t.lmt.lf.Q.t!c;lJili!e alliance of 

7 struggles, witlLthe..promise..ultimateL¥..ofcr..eatil!g..en "Cntirely new 
5 ��!!W�.:.��-�b.is �e,me search serves for others �s a r�ewed 

sepa-i:atrst populism - and recent developments m the (ex-) 
Communist world show that these zones are no different in this 
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regard - which can easily be recuperated within the framework ;;{? 
the universalizing liberalism.of the capitalist world-economy. ) And finally the challenge to the geoculture is to be found in the 
"n��nce," itself a direc.!J!,.ttack on the oldest intellectual pillar 
of the mo<Ierri world-system, Baconian-Newtonian science.�� 
link of the "£!!�}n t��-�����=.!?...!.1!.�· gisis_in !.he world-system � 
and the crisis in th�,m,Qy,e.wi.rl.ts.i�ar.g,u,e,cliu..U!.rious of the essays 
of this volum�@o»l:rt-'ffl'l:'"ffi'erely underline the link to the 
concerns with "culture" and with "racism-sexism." Physical scien-
tists and mathematicians tend to live in a world remote from the 
"humanities" and even more remote from anti-racist, anti-sexist 
movements. These groups do not speak to each other for the most 
part. They do not read each other. Thus when the "new science" 
is "discovered" outside the dosed walls of the scientific academy, it 
tends to be interpreted in a very romantic fashion, and thereby 
loses its intrinsic power as an analytic tool. �.deep...st.rength of --Z 
this rebellion_ against the centra�1J�-e.quilihrium pro- 7.) 
cesses in sclenijfi&ana1:ystS-ancragamstthe1:h-e-o:retiea-iopeS'Sil9ililo/ of / 
total precision lies not in any rejectWlLQ.L..tb.u..a�i�o.JiJk,..j 
enteri)ffse=·Ui��ot!lP�IlsiOn..o£..matet:iaLx.eaJ#y--bttt 
in the rapproc ement of the scientific_�th9.Q.Jr..cin.teFpreted as 
the attemprIITimerpretromplexity rather than the attempt to 
reduce complexity to minimalism)Witfi" inteII!geiitwork in the 
socia1 sciences and tlie humamties.lfTs precisely the denial of the 
concept o

_
f th�_

"tw� cultures" - science an07Veisus-a;-�-�-;�ities / 
- which is tfie �ssen:rtat1mmr:-'Tb:e�Ct>'fl're'pruf"rlte-"two�·a11tures 7 
served die same pliFpOserinaeetf wits essemi:rlly"ttl:��same thing) '·1 as �e .distii;cti�-����!:10moth:._tic and id!zgr<!.Qhic epistemo- / 
logies 1.n the· soCial sciences - as p1Har o!�e i�'ll�Ls.x�tem of 7 the capita.lisrworld=er:nomy:-'1'he"" new science" has fatally C, eroded-th ... premi:ses-uf"""BaCOiilan-Newtonian science, and is / therefore a fundamental element in the post-1968 challenge to 
the geoculture, ho�-tittle-aWMe--0HhiS"'"SmHe"� ... t:h.e "new 
scientists" may themselves be. 

And thus we come to the last element needed in the analysis of 
1989, the crisis of the sxstem, or the uncertainties of evolutiQ!.1. 
One of the m6sCextraorclinary misulliferstandiiigS'Off989fs' to 
see it as somehow a reinforcement of the system. The regime 
changes of 1989 were, we have said, the outcome of the latent, 
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,A---.... • 

£continuing revolt of \J.9_§�)That its local ·expression was mo�t 
naturally �irected a?�inst the

.

local

. 

previ�usly dom

.

inant discou_rse 
(and praxis) of Lemmsm does not make It any the less a rebelhon � •. That momentarily, and in '"Clesperauon, tlie ne\V £: governments are seeking salvation in the "market" and other IMF 
formulas is no more significant, and probably no more beneficial, 
than it has been for Tanzania, Brazil, or the Dominican Republic. 
This will be very clear for the populations of these countries very 
soon. 

The model of evolution of the world-system being used here is 
derived from the "new scientific" modes of analysis, as suggested 
in many of these essays. In brief, it is that the capitalist world­
economy constitut�fil!...his.tori..cal:.S.y.�reby has an 
���rical

_
li!: : it ha_:! �.�.:.���!�;.2Ll!��l!yjh�s _and 

seclilar _lr�n,�fil��.ffi.;,u:e.s.te.rt�� .... U;,.!J has I��nt_radict1ons 
wlikfi:i�1llk��4 .... �£U.t§. �x.e.ntuaL.demis?.1Ile a�l!.Qlent Is that the 
short-run. contradictions _lead to middle-run solutions which 
translat€-�-n.toJo.ng�x:unJio..��.Lcil.ii��:�il.Proaclihii:;sym ptotes. 9 As 
they a p.paadLthe.se .... as.y.m.ptot_�s., . �h�--PI�tJ!.!!S to return to 

� �fr�i����Ii��;;��c\·-�¥9i���l���a�grJ��fu�����a�;:ti��d i� (_ small 7hange.s'"mTh£curve;·small fluctuations will result in large 
changes. 

The imminence of bifurcation, brought about by the fact that 
z middle-run solutions to short-run contradictions are no longer 7 readily available, is disastrous for the system. The collapse of 

i, Leninism is very bad news indeed for the dominant forces of the 
capitalist world-economy. It has removed the last major politically 

- stabilizing force within the world-system. It will not be easy to put 
Humpty-Dumpty together again. 

This fact is not necessarily good news for the opponents of the 
system. B��':'.�!_i�n.:s 

___ �!�. -��P!"J� ... c!i�!illl!�juj;b..ei.r...Q11tcomes. What 
will replace the capitalist world-economy eventually may be 
better, but it could be worse. Thus we have reason neither for 

�his was originally argued in 1974 in "The Rise and Demise of the World Capitalist 
System: Concepts for Comparative Analysis," reprinted as chapter I of The Capitalist 
World-Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979, 1-36. 

9 The case is made in most detail in my "Crisis as Transition" in S. Amin et al., Dynamics of 
Global Crisis. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1 982, 11-54. 
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. despai.r nor for celebration. Nonetheless, there is one fundamen­

tally encouraging element The outcome will be the result of our 
collective effort, largely as expressed in the work of the new 
antisystemic movements. Whereas before large fluctuations resu -
ed in small changes (hence the "determinism," hence the disillu­
sionment with the outcomes of reformism, even when called 
"revolution"), now small fluctuations will result in big changes 
(hence the opening for true "agency," hence the responsibility we 
all bear). 
·The world-system is in mutation now. This is no longer a 

moment of the minor, constant cumulation of cycles and trends. 
l 989c::.is probably: a. doou!Q§.�!L2!!.)�Q$.,Jlll.S.l.....W-5tdJ..a.Yt.-�PL 
arrived now in the true realm of uncertaint�.Jy:orld-system � 
willrtmrtiillie,'Of'oourse:-i:O�fu'ii'.ctfo;;, e;e; function "well." It is 
precisely because it will continue to function as it has been func­
tioning for 500 years, in search of the ceaseless accumulation 03 
capital; that it will soon no longer be able to function in this 
manner. Historical capitalism, like all historical systems, will peris 
from its successes not from its failures. Exit Lenin. Exit Wilson. 





.,,. Part I 
Geopolitics : post-America 





1 .. North Atlanticism in decline 

The end of.NATO is near. That is not the same thing as the end 
of the world. It will rather be one step in a gigantic restructuring 
of world alliances that may take thirty years to crystallize fully and 
whose implications for the twenty-first century are surely hard to 
discern in any detail. 

The economic roots of the restructuring are very straightfor­
ward. Since I have analyzed this elsewhere, 1 let me simply 
summarize my views here. US global hegemony, a brief phenom­
enon, as have been previous such hegemonies, was based on a 
temporary dramatic edge in the efficiencies of US productive, 
commercial, and financial enterprises. This period is now over. 
Enterprises in Japan on the one hand and in Western Europe 
(with France and Germany at its heart) on the other are genuinely 
competitive with US-based enterprises, and the trend is in their 
favor rather than against them. The continued relative decline of 
US economic enterprises, and of the politico-military power of the 
US state (though one should remember that the decline is slow 
and is, for the moment, only a relative decline), can only render 
more acute the competitive atmosphere. In the 1 980s, when the 
world-economy will still be in the throes of its stagnation phase, 
this competition will center around the fiscal crises of the states 
and the attempts of the major industrial powers to export 
unemployment to each other. In the 1990s, when the world­
economy will probably be on the upturn, the competition will 
1 "Friends as Foes," Foreign Policy, No. 40, Fall 1980, 119-31; and "Crisis as Transition" in 

$. Amin et al., Dynamics of Global Crisis. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1982, 11-54. 
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center around the rate of expansion of the new growth-indust!ies 
(microprocessors, ·biotechnology, etc.). 

Japan seems to be playing the same role today vis a vis the 
United States that the United States played vis .a vis Great Britain 
in the late nineteenth century. Unburdened in the short run by 
the level of politico-military expenditures of the old leading 
power, unburdened also by the high rent that economic cadres of 
the old leading po�er extract from the accumulation process, 
unburdened by as much existing antiquated plant (in the broadest 
sense of this term), Japan presents the figure of lean, aggressive, 
confident economic growth. To be sure, Japan lacks the immense 
internal resource-base upon which the nineteenth-century United 
States could count. But a Sino-Japanese economic symbiosis could 
remedy that. 

Far from tweaking the nose of the United States, Japan is trying 
to emulate US policy toward Great Britain in the late nineteenth 
century: turn the old leader gently and gradually into the junior 
partner. No doubt there are acute difficulties in such a project, 
not least of which is the cultural distance, but it is not an 
inherently unfeasible objective. No doubt, also, Japan eventually 
will have to assume a military posture consonant with such a role, 
but there is no rush. Remember the slow transformation of the 
US military from 1873 to 1945 . 

Against this Pacific Rim geopolitical alliance, whose pioneer was 
none other than Richard Milhous Nixon (as he more or less 
constantly reminds us, most recently on The New York Times' Op 
Ed page of February 28 ,  1982), Western Europe has nowhere else 
to turn in order to survive economically but in the direction of a 
similar geopolitical alliance with the USSR. Nothing illustrates this 
more clearly than the French signing of the gas-pipeline arrange­
ments with the USSR precisely when French public opinion was 
more angrily anti-Soviet than at any other moment in recent 
history because of the developments in Poland. The raison d'etat of 
Charles de Gaulle is the raison d'etat of Fran�ois Mitterrand, as 
indeed it had been that of Valery Giscard d'Estaing. 

Lest I be accused of being the latest cynical prophet of 
realpolitik, let me indicate immediately where ideology comes in. 
In this context, we shall discuss Poland, but first let us review the 
politics and ideology of the post- 1 945 period. The first great 
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ideological faultline was East..:...West: the Cold War. The issues 
·were stated in different terms by the two protagonists, but each 
side basically believed, in John Foster Dulles's words, that "neu­
tralism is immoral ." This was the ideological base of US hege­
mony and of the parallel existence of a chasse gardee called the 
Soviet bloc. It was this basic division of the world that underlay the 
construction of NATO. This ideological fissure in the world­
system still exists. Ronald Reagan may shout the most loudly but it 
would be a grievous error of judgment to believe that Brezhnev, 
Mitterrand, or Schmidt are any less committed to the views they 
and their parties have historically expressed on these ideological 
issues. Bonn-Paris-Moscow cooperation will not be built on 
overcoming ideological differences, but on ignoring them. 

It would he wrong, however, to see the ideological arena of the 
post- 1945 period as occupied only by the East-West divisions. 
There have been three other ideological debates that have played 
a role. One is the now equally stylized North-South split. Once 
again, it was defined differently on both sides. The South strongly 
asserted that the advanced industrialized countries of the North 
must give priority to North-South issues rather than to those 
deriving from the East-West split. This view has never been 
accepted in the North. It is. clear, however, that the end of US 
hegemony has eroded the material base for the priority assigned 
to the East-West conflict. 

A third ideological conflict has been that of reform vs . revolu­
tion within the world's antisystemic movements. Central to world 
politics in the 19 17-39 era, this division in the world's workers' 
and nationalist movements seemed to blend in readily with the 
East-West fissure of the post-1 945 period, with the reformists 
becoming identified with the West and the revolutionaries with 
the East. However, a curious slippage occurred. A hydra-headed 
monster known as "revisionism" l;>egan to overtake the world's 
Communist parties in power. One has only to read Stalin on Tito, 
Mao Zedong on Khrushchev, or Enver Hoxha on Mao Zedong to 
realize that purity of intent seems to vanish like snow precisely as 
springtime brings change. One post-revolutionary regime after 
another has come up against the winds of external constraint 
imposed by the interstate system and the world-economy's law of 
value, and one after �nother has bent wisely with the wind. (If it 
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did not, it was broken like Kampuchea.) Once again, the end. of 
US hegemony has seemed to hasten this process. 

Finally, there has been one other ideological split, though less 
clear. There has been a growing struggle "against the system:.' in 
ways that could be fit into none of the standard ideological boxes, 
although its protagonists identified themselves at various points 
with one side or another of these other debates. Fifteen years ago 
the spokesmen for this new ideological fissure were called the 
New Left or the counterculture. Later, they were located in the 
Green movement, the women's movement, or the movement for 
decentralization. They reemerged as antinuclear demonstrators 
in Western Europe in 198 1 .  That this thrust has been neither 
coherent nor well-organized does not make it less powerful. It was 
this group against all the rest, who were indiscriminately seen as 
the Establishment. The single most important feature of this 
ideological thrust has been its implicit (and often explicit) rejec­
tion of the primacy (sometimes even the relevancy) of all the other 
ideological divisions. 

Poland illustrates the interplay of these four ideological deba�es 
and the resulting ideological confusion. It also illustrates exactly 
the degree to which these ideological factors are and are not 
playing a role in the present conjuncture. It is clear that for many 
inside and outside Poland, on both sides, the challenge of 
Solidarity to the regime was a classic expression of East-West 
divisions. Yet, for others it was the North-South dimension that 
mattered. Poland's economic difficulties reflected the standard 
"debt-trap" dilemmas of a semiperipheral power, and the West­
ern banks reacted to the crisis in ways hard to distinguish from 
their reactions to potential defaults in, say, Zaire. 

The fact that Poland had fallen into a debt trap and has not 
been the only Communist regime to court such dangers (vide 
North Korea, Romania, and Hungary, for example), is itself the 
most striking example of the operations of the constraints of the 
world-system leading to a dramatic blurring of the reformist­
revolutionary fissure. What, it has frequently been asked of l,ate 
(not least of all in Poland itself), represents a "Left" position inside 
a Communist country? Finally, the constant search by Solidarity to 
pursue its goals without seeking responsibility in the state appara­
tus was, in part, a tactic, taking account of Soviet views on "limits," 
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but it was also an expression of'the profound fear of "cQoptation" 
within .:ihe movement, which represented a variant, and out­
growth, of 1960s New Leftism. 

The immediate Polish political struggle is ongoing. There has 
been no resolution. We are witnessing at the moment (March 
1982) a very shaky temporary equilibrium with which no side, 
inside or outside of Poland, is in the least content. And this is 
precisely because the present equilibrium meets none of the 
ideological demands of either side on any of the four faultlines. 
Furthermore, it is clear that nearly everyone, inside and outside 
of Poland, is uncertain where to move next. 

It seems likely that the Polish-style political situation, one in 
which there is much ideological confusion and where great 
passions are .tempered by tactical uncertainty, is something we 
shall see considerably more of in the years to come, even where 
the particular historical circumstances are quite different from 
those of Poland. 

In such circumstances, ideology tends to lose much of its 
braking power on the thrust of economic forces. This is the 
primary reason why I believe that the fierce and rather anarchic 
phase of intracapitalist worldwide competitive struggle we are 
now witnessing (and will continue to witness for a good while) will 
press "objectively" towards geopolitical realignments, despite the 
degree to which such realignments will contradict ideological 
commitments. 

Let me be clear. It is not that ideology will play no role. But it will 
play a subordinate role. Any arrangement between Western 
Europe and the Soviet Union that eventually would occur will 
resemble the current arrangement between the French Socialist 
and French Communist parties - a mariage de convenance, based on 
mutual suspicion and mutual inten�st, but a mariage nonetheless. 
This is, after all, the kind of arrangement that has been develop­
ing between the United States and China. Such arrangements 
may go through many tumultuous periods, and they are scarcely 
engraved in  stone, but if they have a secure material base, they 
will persist. 

Reagan, Schmidt, and Mitterrand have been making ritual 
speeches of late about how they wish to preserve, even strengthen, 
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the Western alliance. What this really means is that no o�e is 
anxiOl!S to have a precipitous break. But, neither are .they wiliing 
to draw back from protecting their economic flanks against the 
others. The recent Wasserman cartoon expressed it most aptly. It 
showed Schmidt explaining the joint plan of action on Poland that 
he and Reagan had worked out: "The United States will not 
import natural gas from the Soviets, and we won't sell them any 
grain." Of course, if the situation in Poland leads to considerably 
increased internal violence, this will delay this process of geopoli­
tical realignment. But nothing short of nuclear war is likely to 
derail it entirely. 

Such a fundamental shift in the interstate system and the 
attendant ideological confusion is not in  the long run an adverse 
development from the perspective of those who stand for radical 
social transformation in the world. There are several positive 
consequences for the system as a whole. In the short run, it 
probably reduces rather than increases the likelihood of world 
war, although it increases rather than decreases the prospect of 
multiple local wars and civil wars. Nuclear war remains a possibil­
ity, but the uncertainties of planning and of alliances should lead 
to additional prudence until the situation becomes much clearer, 
especially because, under the circumstances, military leaders feel 
they are dealing with soft political underbellies at home. Witness 
Defense Secretary Weinberger's caveats on Central American 
in terven ti on. 

Second, the disintegration of the ideological .crusts makes it 
possible for there to be continuing, active evolution of the class 
struggle within post-revolutionary states. This is what I take to be 
the most important lesson of Solidarity, which has not, in my view, 
been defeated in the way that previous such movements have 
been. I believe we shall have one, two, many Solidarities, and 
within the Soviet Union itself. 

Finally, I believe that we shall move towards new structures of 
trans-national antisystemic movements that will link together for 
the first time liberation movements in the Third World, radicalized 
workers' movements in the West, and a new breed of revolution­
ary movements in all the Socialist countries. This will represent a 
healthy reshuffling of movements and may succeed in removing 
the albatross of the Second International, the Third Interna-
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tional, and the decolonization movements whose collective errors 
have plagued the mission of the world's antisystemic forcc;:s. Thus 
unburdened, the way will be open for clearer ideological for­
mulations of the world-wide "party of movement" in the struggle 
against the worldwide "party of order." 

In this light, it is hard to feel that the fading-out of the 
particular client relationship that Western Europe had with the 
United States during the era of US hegemony is particularly 
unfavorable for anyone. Nor is it likely that there will be any 
forces, radical or conservative, that will do very much to revive 
"North Atlanticism" in the two decades to come. 

The end of NATO is  near. So is an acute depression. 



2 .,. The Reagan :Don-revolution, 
or the limited choices of the US 

At the end of the Second World War, the United States was the 
strongest economic center of the world-economy. It alone had 
emerged from the war with a very advanced and efficient 
industrial network that had been unscarred by wartime destruc­
tion. The productivity of its agriculture was very high. It had in 
place by far the best, in some ways the only significant, set of 
institutions for research and development. 

Its major rival of 30, if not 80, years - Germany - was in ruins. 
I ts political allies (but economic rivals) in Western Europe were in 
almost as bad a shape. Japan seemed to have been set back 
severely in its drive to industrial strength. As for the USSR, it 
seemed literally exhausted economically by its wartime efforts and 
sacrifices. _; 

The moment of US hegemony in the world-system had clear:ty 
arrived. But hegemony requires more than the economic under­
pinnings - the ability to outproduce and outsell major rivals in  
their home settings. I t  requires also a set of primarily political 
structures to lock economic advantage into place and make i t  
function smoothly. The US . needed to establish such institutions 
to handle the four principal geographic ar.enas of the world, as 
seen from a Washington perspective after 1945 : the other major 
industrial countries; USSR and its zone of influence; what would 
come to be called the Third World; and, not least, the US itself. 

In hindsight, it is easy to see what the problem was in each 
arena and how it was handled by the successive US governments. 
The immediate problem with the other major industrial countries 
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was that they had suffered too ·much destruction during the war, 
and were too poor in current production t(l serve as significant 
markets for US peacetime exports. The US could produce what 
they needed cheaply enough, and needed them as customers if it 
was not to relapse into the Depression's underconsumption 
pattern. Europe (and Japan) were eager to "buy. But they had no 
dollars. Ergo, the Marshall Plan, and related programs of "recon­
struction." 

In addition, the US faced only one opponent of significance in 
the world-system, and that not in the economic arena. The USSR, 
while weak economically, was strong militarily, politically, and 
ideologically. The US needed to "shore up" Western Europe, 
particularly since France and Italy, at least, had powerful Com­
munist parties, Ergo, NATO and related programs of alliance­
building. Both the economic and political programs were suc­
cessful in that by the early 1950s the US was the clear leader of a 
political-military bloc of major industrial nations who were 
recovering their economic vitality. 

The problem tn the .  second arena was -how to "handle" the 
USSR. There were three alternatives av'ailable: permit Soviet 
influence and/or "Communism" to spread; go to war to destroy 
the USSR; do something in .between. It is quite apparent today 
that the US did neither of the first two. But what was the 
"something in between"? The two code words often used to 
describe it, and not incorrectly, are "Yalta" and "containment". 

On the one hand, Yalta represented symbolically what its 
detractors have charged, a "division of the wai;Jd." When Winston 
Ch�rchill declared in Fulton, :Missouri in 1946 that there was an 
"iron curtain" from Stettin to Trieste, he was actually giving the 
final legitimation to a clear demarcation line in Europe between 
the "Communist world" and the "free world" (or, in other 
language, between the "socialist cam,p" and the "capitalist camp"). 

Since that time, in Europe, the relation b�-.th�WJ.;i!J!lP.� 
has been one of tension, separation, and mutual abstention from 
military interference in each other's zones. The West came to call 
this "containment," and that it was. But it is important to note that 
"containment" was not, was never, "rollback." In other words, 
there has been an implicit, and unviolated, agreement to maintain 
the political status quo in Europe despite the many moments of 
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turbulence that could have reopened the question (from the 
Berlin airlift and the Tito-Stalin break to the suppression of 
Solidarity) . 

The third arena was the Third World. It was not yet called that 
in 1 945 for the very simple reason that it was not yet taken 
seriously enough politically. What the US saw were vast geogra­
phic zones with sectors of considerable strategic importance and 
of considerable mineral wealth, but zones .. for the most part too 
poor to be much of an immediate market for export goods. The 
US worried, however, that these zones were politically volatile and 
hence subject to the "spread" of Communism. Indeed, after the 
so-called "fall" of China in 1949 with the proclamation of the 
Chinese People's Republic, the US began to fear a rapid diffusion 
of what it clearly thought of as a sort of contagion. Thus was born 
the famous "dominos" analogy. 

The US evolved a three-part formula to deal with this arena It 
consisted of one dose of concessions to the natives (favoring 
"decolonization" or "popular regimes," provided they were 
"moderate"), one dose of the iron fist (intermittent military or 
covert operations when necessary, e.g. , Guatemala in 1948, Iran 
in 1 952, Lebanon in 1 956), and one dose of rhetoric masking 
largely benign (economic) neglect (Truman's "Point Four" pro­
gram, Kennedy's "Alliance for Progress"). 

But none of this would have worked, had the US government 
not been able to contain internal US social conflict. It must be 
remembered that the 1930s was a period of very acute domestic 
strife in the US, on two fronts. There was class conflict between 
labor and capital, which centered around the attempt to create 
union structures in the major industries. The CIO (Congress of 
Industrial Organizations) was organizing workers in the automo­
bile, steel, electricity, and chemical sectors, plus the major extrac­
tive industries. In 1936, Walter Reuther 'was still getting his head 
battered in the wake of a famous sitdown strike. 

The second arena of internal US conflict was primarily among 
the middle classes (indeed, some would argue, among different 
segments of big capital). The disagreement centered on whether 
the US should continue to look inward economically (and hence 
politically and militarily) or should orient its economy to world 
trade. This was the famous isolationist-interventionist debate 
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which was passionate, bitter, and prolonged. It was, of course, the ·reason why the US was the last major power to enter the Second 
World War. 

In 1 945, many commentators expected both struggles (which 
had been largely put aside by considerations of wartime unity) to 
resume, and in full force. And, indeed, there were signs that they 
would. It was the isolationist-interventionist struggle that was 
buried first. One of the political leaders of the isolationist camp. 
Senator Arthur Vandenberg, "capitulated." His call for a "biparti­
san foreign policy," one based on the US "assuming its responsibi­
lities" in the world, was quickly embraced by Roosevelt and 
Truman. The concept that politics should "stop at the water's 
edge" has been a basic pillar of the mainstream consensus of US 
politics ever.since. The US was now committed to an activist role 
in world politics, one in which it had a position on everything 
everywhere, and was ready to support this position politically, 
economically, and militarily. 

The class struggle was a little more difficult to contain. In 1 946 
the workers at General Motors went on a lengthy strike which 
seemed to revive the spirit of 1 936. The strike, however, was 
finally settled by an accord based on a significant wage and 
benefits increase for the workers against the following counter­
parts : increased productivity, a no-strike pledge during the 
contract, and the right of management to raise prices (which 
affected US non-unionized and foreign workers more than US 
union members) . This formula came to be standard for all major 
industries. The deal also presumed the purge of Communists and 
"leftists" from union structures. The result was relative labor 
peace and a rising standard of real income for US unionized 
workers for the next 25 years. 

There was one last arena of social conflict in the US, its most 
perennial : Black oppression. Black,s had gotten very little out of 
the Second World War. But they had become far more urbanized 
in the twentieth century and seemed ready to organize seriously. 
This action was headed off for a while by a seri�s of major 
"concessions." In 1 948, President Truman integrated the armed 
forces (still segregated, even during the war) and began to use the 
federal system to move against "discrimination." In 1 954, the 
Supreme Court made its historic ruling in Brown vs. Board of 
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Education, declaring segregation un.constitutional. The basic legal 
battle had now been won. Thus it was that; in the. new era of 
hegemony, the US could face the world as its dominant force with 
a united front at home: East Coast and Middle West, Labor and 
Capital, Black and White. Or more or less. 

This institutionalization of US hegemony worked marvellously 
well in the 1 950s, the Eisenhower days. The world-economy was 
steadily expanding and the US was economically flourishing. The 
standard of living of almost all strata was rising. Internal dissent 
was first crushed, then co-opted out of existence. On the world 
scene, the US construction of its alliance network and its contain­
ment of the USSR was translated into the very visible automatic 
majority on everything in the United Nations. 

There was, to be sure, a nasty war in Korea, but it was a draw 
and could be seen as the last part of the phase of constructing the 
hegemonic institutions, not really a challenge to them. Decoloni­
zation had gotten off to a splendid start in the British, Dutch, and 
US empires - the British being the largest and most important -
and to a somewhat weaker start in the French. Generally speak­
ing, despite Bandung, US "benign neglect" of the Third World 
seemed to be working. 

Nonetheless, by the 1960s, cracks began to appear in the by now 
well-oiled structures. Between European recovery in general and 
the German ''miracle" in particular on the one hand and Japan's 
striking development on the other, the major allies of the US were 
suddenly transformed from junior partners and beneficiaries to 
potential, even actual, competitors. 

' 

The death of Stalin in 1953 turned out quickly to mark the end 
of an era of Soviet "monolithism". Within a very short time there 
was the beginning of "de-Stalinization" in the USSR and "de­
satellitization" in the socialist bloc. Khrushchev's "secret report" to 
the Twentieth Party Congress was speedily diffused to the entire 
world, courtesy of the CIA, but it is not clear that these develop­
ments worked entirely in US favor. The true "Cold War" period, 
roughly 1946-55, was a period of enormous political stability and 
ideological rigidity. Now there was to be less of each, and political 
maneuvering required a great deal more subtlety and sophisti­
cation. Enter the era of Kennedy. 

The Third World, furthermore, was getting out of hand. With 

ii' 
t 
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the admission o f  a large number of Third World countries in the ·uN, the automatic US majority disappeared. By the end of the 
1960s it had become virtually an automatic US minority. True, it 
was only a matter of toothless resolutions, but it began to be 
annoying, even vitiating for the US. The Cuba of the nationalist 
victory of the 26th of July Movement came to be transformed into 
the Cuba that inspired socialist revolutions everywhere in the 
Americas. True, US ineptitude played a large part in this further 
turn of the screw, but suddenly "subversion" seemed to be located 
in the US "backyard." And in Asia, the Indochina "arrangement" 
of 1 955 came very unstuck and President Johnson escalated the 
US into full-scale involvement in a second and far less winnable 
Asian land war. 

Finally, at home, the 1960s would become the era of revolt on 
many fronts . Vietnam gave rise to a serious antiwar movement 
that started with "teach-ins" and progressed to marchers chanting 
"Ho Ho Ho Chi Minh." The social reality of continued segrega­
tion after the legal victory of 1 954 led first to Rosa Parks and the 
Montgomery bus boycott, then to Freedom Marches in Missis­
sippi, and culminated in the assassination of Martin Luther King 
and of Malcolm X and the rise of the Black Power Movement. 
And what started as mild counterculture among college students 
blended with antiwar, anti-imperialist, and antiracist sentiments 
to explode across the country from Columbia in 1968 to Kent 
State and to the almost nationwide strike because of the Cambodia 
bombings in 1 970. 

All of this was taking place just as the Kondratieff long wave 
ph�se of expansion was beginning to turn down. The fabulous 
ascent of the 1 950s, the easy new prosperity of the 1 960s, would 
become the era of financial squeeze, inflation, oil price rise, and 
serious unemployment of the 1 970s. In short, the economic 
foundations of US hegemony h<!-d been sapped by its very 
successes : the economic growth everywhere, and in particular in 
Western Europe and Japan, the rising benefits for the US 
working class, the monumental expansion of the salaried profes­
sional strata, especially (but not only) in the US. Suddenly times 
were difficult. The debate shifted from who would get what share 
of an expanding world-economy to who would bear the brunt of 
the cutbacks caused by a stagnating one. 
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Faced with this new, less rosy situation, the US presidents of the 
1970s - Nixon, Ford, Carter - tried a new strategy;. It might be 
called the search for the low posture, or how to minimize the 
losses. In the emerging West-West conflict, the US sought to 
alleviate west European and Japanese unhappiness with Amer­
ica's previous somewhat authoritarian leadership of the alliance 
by offering a new and more equal status within the framework of 
"trilateralism." 

Faced with the reality of socialist states that were scarcely any 
longer a monolithic bloc, the US decided to develop a differen­
tiated strategy, which was the Nixon-Kissinger combination of 
the spectacular re�establishment of relations with China and the 
simultaneous pursuit of detente with the Soviet Union. 

In the wake of the withdrawal of the US from Vietnam in 1973 
and the successful coup of the Portuguese Armed Forces Move­
ment in 1 974, the US decided to try a different kind of Third 
World strategy: one of a sharp reduction in the level of poljtical 
interventionism against "radical" movements: the Clark amend­
ment forbidding CIA involvement in Angola, non-intervention 
when the Shah fell in Iran, support for the Lancaster House talks 
on Zimbabwe, non-support of Somoza towards the end of his 
regime. To be sure, this attitude was in part the consequence of 
the strength of popular forces, in part the result of the so-called 
Vietnam syndrome in US public opinion. But there was afso the 
belief in US government circles that the US might benefit by 
"playing it cool" with Third World revolutionary movements. 

Finally, at home, the US moved from confrontation with the 
Black Power and the women's movements to the institution of 
"affirmative action." Instead of denouncing counter-culture, the 
Establishment tried to co-opt its practitioners via the acceptance 
of new dress codes and liberalized sex and drug mores precisely 
among the future elites - the young upwardly mobile profes­
sionals - or yuppies. The 1 970s, with Nixon chased from office 
and the Church committee exposing the CIA, seemed a far cry 
from McCarthyite anti-Communist hysteria or even the self­
assured liberal interventionism of the Kennedy days. 

All these changes of the 1970s were no doubt the result of a 
transformed geopolitics and a shaky world-economy. My point, 
however, is that the US government tried to respond by effecting 



Reagan non-revolution: limited choices of US 33 

some reduction in its arrogance quotient, playing for time, 
reducing immediate damage . ·  It was as though the leaders 
believed that, even if the US was declining in the long run, the 
long run could be a very long time. And meanwhile US life, even 
if somewhat troubling, did not have to be that bad. 

Needless to say, this is the kind of policy that can only work with 
a great deal of patience. And a weakening economy was not 
well-suited to maximize patience. Rather it rendered more acute 
internal tensions. Hence, when the Ayatollah Khomeini decided 
to· take over the US embassy and hold hostages for a whole year, 
he quickly strained US popular patience. Unable to overthrow 
Khomeini, the US voters overthrew Carter and elected Ronald 
Reagan. Reagan's appeal, and the basis of his subsequent political 
strength, was in his denunciation of the entire Nixon-Ford­
Carter stance of "adjustment to new world realities" and the 
recognition of the "limitations" of US power. Reagan argued that 
the problem lay not in objective world reality but in the subjective 
response to it of US leadership during the 1 970s. Reagan argued 
that if the US were tough (again), the world would respect the US 
(again). He wanted to be tough with the USSR, tough with US 
allies, tough with the Third World, and tough with all the liberals, 
deviants, and delinquents in the US itself. 

Or so he said. That is to say, Reagan's rhetoric was machismo 
down the line. But what was his practice? Therein lies a tale, as 
any US "conservative" can attest. Once again, let us review what 
the US government actually did in its four arenas: the West, the 
East, the South, and at home. 

The Reagan administration tried "toughness" on two major 
economic issues with its Western European allies. In the early 
1980s it tried to prevent them from entering into an agreement 
with the USSR to build a gas pipeline across Europe. The US 
argument was military and ideological. The response of its allies, 
even faithful and Tory Mrs Thatcher, was that the issue was 
strictly economic. Later on, a similar debate occurred over the 
building of a West European airbus. In both cases, the US was 
totally incapable of dissuading Western Europe from pursuing its 
direct economic interests. The same had quite clearly been the 
case with Japan in the in terminable trade talks of the two 
countries. In this arena, Mr Reagan has been a paper tiger. 
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The Reagan administration has certainly played it tough with 
the "evil empire." It has spent incredible and unprecedented 
amounts of money on the military. But what has it thereby 
accomplished militarily, or politically, that is different fo any 
important way from the status quo ante? Has the USSR changed its 
geopolitical stance on any major issue? Is it politically less power­
ful in the world-system? Unless Mr Reagan wishes to take 
immediate credit for the political emergence of Gorbachev, it is 
hard to see what he can use to demonstrate that machismo has 
made a difference. 

In the Third World to be sure Reagan can show some startling 
achievements: the US military unseated the government of Gre­
nada, where a politically unfriendly regime commanded the 
resources of a population of just over 1 00 ,000 people. The US has 
also managed to bomb Libya - once I What the US manifestly has 
not been able to do is to keep marines in Beirut, intimidate 
Khomeini, or overthrow the Sandinistas in Nicaragua. 

The last is the most interesting non-action, since it has clearly 
been extremely high on the Reagan agenda, and would have been 
the clear evidePice of "success" in this arena. If Reagan has not 
been able to invade Nicaragua, the reason seems clear enough. 
The US public seems ready to tolerate maximally the loss of a 
handful of lives in an action that is over in three days (Grenada), 
but not the loss of 200 lives in a situation of indefinite further loss 
(Beirut), and surely not the prospective loss of tens of thousands 
of lives in a far-off warfare zone (Nicaragua). Call it the Vietnam 
syndrome, or what you will, but the fact is that it has become a 
political reality so clear that even Reagan has not dared go against 
it directly. This is the simplest explanation of the inefficacious 
convolutions of the Iran-Contra fiasco. 

Well, then, surely at home Reagan has made a difference? He 
has tried to intimidate the Democrats by a distorted reading of the 
"bipartisan" foreign policy. While the Democrats in Congress win 
few medals for bravery in their foreign-policy disputes with 
Reagan, the fact is that they have dragged their feet on more 
issues than at any previous time. One cannot say intimidation has 
more than slowed down the rate of Democratic defection from 
their previous automatic Cold War reflexes. 

Mr Reagan has broken the labor-capital arrangements in a big 
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way, both by busting unions (PA TCO, during the air traffic 
· controllers' strike) and by leaning on the real wage income of the 
unionized workii:ig class (tax-cut redistribution to the wealthy). He 
has no doubt made the poor poorer. But a revolution in the 
system established by the New Deal? Scarcely. Everything is in 
place to rebound, when labor gets ready to be militant again, 
which should be soon. 

Mr Reagan has also sought to break the "affirmative action"­
style thrusts of the 1970s. He certainly has been unfriendly in 
every possible way, and neither minorities nor women will think 
of the Reagan years as a moment of advance. But how far have 
they been pushed back politically? An honest response would be: a 
lot less than they feared. As for the so-called "social agenda" -
issues like abortion, prayer, pornography - one only has to listen 
to the current screams of right-wing groups devoted to these 
issues to realize that they are screams about Reagan's betrayal 
(that is, inefficacy) on these issues. 

The lesson of the Reagan era is that machismo as a response to 
US decline is certainly not more, and probably a lot less, effective 
than the Nixon-Ford-Carter "realist" approach. Objective reality 
sets limits on policy-makers. One can defer negatives, minimize 
losses, maneuver to retain some (ifless) advantage, but one cannot 
command the waves to halt. 



3 � Japan and the future trajectory of 
the world-system : lessons from 
history? 

We are in the middle of economic and political changes in the 
world-system that are widely perceived to be important. Many 
people consider the possible impact of these changes as dis­
quieting or uncertain; some regard them as undesirable. The 
current period follows a period of US hegemony, which I date 
from 1945 to 1967. That earlier period, by contrast, was one of 
relative stability (if not tranquillity) in the world-system. 

The stability of the postwar period was based on overwhelming 
US power - economic power, political power, military power, 
cultural power. This power was unquestioned not only among its 
allies but essentially even by the USSR (which merely tried to 
carve out a largely autarkic zone whose autonomy would be 
tolerated by the United States - the essence of the so-called Yalta 
agreement). The economic strength of the United States during 
that period was constructed out of its "efficiencies" of production 
in virtually all fields. And these US efficiencies were the motor of 
an expansion of the capitalist world-economy unparalleled in its 
history, one that resulted in an upsurge in the volume of 
production everywhere in the world. As for US political power, 
we are inclined to forget today just how great it was. One simple 
item will show the contrast with the 1 980s. In the 1 950s, the 
United States was pleased that it had obtained UN endorsement 
of its military action to support the Republic of Korea but realized 
that this had been possible only because of the temporary and 
never to be repeated absence of the USSR from Security Council 
sessions. US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles therefore 
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arranged the passage of the SO"called Uniting for Peace resolution 
· that accorded some new auth_ority to the UN General Assembly in 
case of a future Soviet veto of a similar action. The assumption, of 
course, was that a future US resolution would easily pass the 
General Assembly. This was in fact true in the 1950s. Who could 
imagine this would be true in the 1 980s? Certainly not the US 
government, whose entire current attitude towards the UN is 
predicated on the assumption that the United States tends to be 
on the losing side of every major General Assembly debate. 

-US power had been significantly diminished by the 1 970s; the 
United States was forced to withdraw from Vietnam; the world­
economy was in a serious downturn, a Kondratieff B-phase. 
Industries in Western Europe and Japan were by and large fully 
competitive ;with US industries on the world market, and indeed 
in many cases the former had become more "efficient" than US 
industries. The political relations of the various major powers in 
the world presented a far more complex mosaic than previously; 
the political positions of Western Europe and Japan could no 
longer be taken for granted by the United States. This situation 
led to the creation of the Trilateral Commission. Simultaneously, 
however, the so-called socialist bloc was in disarray. Chinese and 
Soviet fo�eign policy was at odds. The USSR's relations with its 
East European allies had become difficult. Militarily, there was 
more parity in US-Soviet firepower than previously, but the 
ability of either power or both to control military conflicts outside 
the European arena had enormously diminished. 

The ideological reflection of this new situation could be found 
in two continuing political discussions that have thus far been 
indecisive. One revolved around the codification of so-called 
East-West issues in terms of reciprocal military alliances of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw 
Pact. Many argued that this confrontation was somehow out­
dated; yet everyone seemed to hesitate to change the framework 
significantly. The second was the debate about so-called North­
South relations (under the rubric of a discussion on a new 
international economic order). This debate too has thus far been 
largely rhetorical and inconclusive. 

The widespread disquiet is thus easily understandable. The 
objective basis of existing world political and economic institutions 
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is no longer there, but the institutions continue as though it we!e. � 
This situation clearly cannot go on for very long, and fears about 
some sort of collapse are not without basis. Yet no one seems 
willing to take any very serious steps to push for change, as 
though matters were too delicate to touch. In fact, of course, all 
sorts of changes are in the making or have begun, and it is not too 
difficult to outline the major directions of these prospective 
economic and political realignments based on a reading of the 
past history of the capitalist world-economy. 

Before I turn to the analysis of the near future in the light of 
the past history of the system, let me lay out three fundamental 
premises about how the capitalist world-economy works. First, it is 
an historical system; that is, it has rules and structures and fr has 
an historical development with a beginning and, eventually, an 
end. One ideological product of this system, in which we are 
living, has been the dubious epistemological tenet that there exist 
three different and empirically separable realms of human acti­
vity - the economic, the political, and the social and/or cultural -
that are in effect subsystems with autonomous logics and/or sets of 
(lctors and/or motivations. I do not believe this to be any more 
true of the capitalist world-economy as an historical system than it 
was of any previous historical system. Economy, polity, and 
society are analytic abstractions that perhaps on occasion serve 
heuristic purposes but are not to be reified, much less compart­
mentalized in any concrete discussion. In practice, the imbrication 
is total, constant, and reciprocal. 

The material - analyzed under the separate headings of the 
economic, the political, and the sociocultural frequently does 
reflect a real existential dilemma - the contradictions between the 
pursuit of interests in the multiple social times of the short run, 
the middle run, and the long run . In particular, the solutions to 
the problems caused by middle-run concerns seem to cause 
long-run problems. Therefore, the other two premises of my 
analysis have to do with the middle run and the long run. 

The middle run of any historical system is cyclical. We call it a 
system because it contains feedback mechanisms that maintain it 
within certain parameters, and hence the measured diachronic 
descriptions take the form of curves that go up and down with 
some regularity. The cyclical tension that most immediately 



Japan and future trajectory of the world-system 39 

concerns us in the analysis of ·the world-economy is the tension 
caused by the constant thrust for monopolistic position within an 
economic structure mediated by market transactions and commo­
dification. To the extent that a market is totally competitive, the 
rate of profit by definition has to be low. On the other hand, 
anyone who can achieve an even partial 'monopolistic advantage 
in any market can by that fact automatically retain more of the 
surplus flowing through the circuit of commodities. Hence a11 
participants in all markets are always seeking to promote mono­
polies for themselves and to break the monopolies of others. 

In the short run some participants in markets are always 
successful in creating some monopolies. The achievement of an 
even partial economic monopoly is always a political phenomenon 
reinforced �y sociocultural mechanisms. The available political 
mechanisms are manifold and include direct or indirect state 
measures to limit entry into a market (or to prevent other states 
from undertaking antimonopolistic measures), the direct transfer 
of resources that permit price undercutting, guarantees of vari­
ous ownership rights (e.g. patents), the socialization of some costs 
(e.g. infrastructure, research and development), the physical 
destruction of competitors, and so on. The sociocultural mech­
anisms to reinforce monopo}ies include socialization processes to 
facilitate transactions in certain channels, stratified recruitment 
patterns of personnel, ideological constraints on market behavior, 
the hidden persuaders of marketing, and so on. 

Wherever monopolies are created, there is high profit. This in 
itself creates a sector under assault by others who seek entry. Over 
time, in the middle run no monopoly can last in the capitalist world­
eco·nomy precisely because there is no overarching political struc­
ture and no singular cultural system to maintain a frozen division of 
labor. Hence the cycle we observe is the consequence of the constant 
shifting of monopolistic locations in the world-economy. There are 
three such cyclical shifts. The first is in the location of core-periphery 
links in commodity chains. We mean by corelike processes the ones 
in which partial monopolies exist; peripheral processes are ones in 
which market competition is maximal (and profit levels low). As 
particular economic processes shift from being core1ike to being 
peripheral (from being monopolistic to being competitive), there 
are frequently concomitant locational shifts. 
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The second shift is between A- and B-phases of Kondratieff 
long waves. A-phases are moments in which the overall world­
economy has a high dosage of monopolistic sectors. Conse­
quently, accumulation rates are higher and everything pushes 
towards economic expansion. B-phases are moments in which 
markets are saturated with too much competition. Consequently, 
accumulation rates are lower, and everything pushes toward 
contraction but also, of course, towards the search for the creation 
of new monopolistic sectors. The third shift, over much longer 
periods of time, is one between moments of hegemony in the 
interstate system and periods of rivalry (the so-called balance of 
power). True hegemony is the achievement by one strong state of 
a high concentration of economic monopolies, which then under­
gird other kinds of power. Maximal rivalry occurs when these 
concentrations are fairly evenly divided among a series of strong 
states. My second premise about the middle run of social time 
thus manifests itself in these cyclical patterns of shifts in mono­
polies. 

The third premise has to do with the long run -with the secular 
trends of the historical system that eventually account for its 
historical demise. The long-run problem of the capitalist world­
economy is essentially that it undermines its raison d'etre by its 
successes and that it breeds its own ever more efficacious oppo­
sition. Let us consider first how it undermines itself by its 
successes. If the unending accumulation of capital is the raison 
d'etre and the monopolistic advantages make possible high capital 
accumulation, the completion of the process of the commodifi­
cation of everything will in fact undo the ability to create 
monopolistic constraints by maximizing the ability of multiple 
actors to compete in multiple markets. It should follow then that 
capitalists, far from having pushed towards the full freedom of 
the factors of production, should have been dragging their feet 
(as has been the case historically). Nevertheless, the competitive 
antimonopolistic struggles, causing cyclically economic down­
turns, require repeated partial increases of commodification 
precisely in order to relaunch economic expansion after cyclical 
downturns. After 500 years (the period that this has been going 
on) we have begun to reach a relatively high degree of commodifi­
cation in the world-economy, a process whose configuration 
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logically approaches an asymptote. As the process approaches the 
· asymptote it becomes more and more difficult to solve middle-run 
problems; this kind of process has created the long-run so-called 

' structural crisis that involves a long period of transition in which 
historical choices are wide open. 

We should take note of a second secular trend. Concomitant 
with the secular process of commodification - resisted by or 
reluctantly but relentlessly acceded to by the principal beneficia­
ries of the system - is the secular process of the contractualization 
of political processes (sometimes referred to as bureaucratization, 
as democratization, and as the strengthening of the state struc­
tures within an ever more codified interstate system). This process 
has also been resisted by or reluctantly acceded to by the principal 
beneficiaries. of the system, but this process too has been relent­
less. And this process is also reaching an asymptote where it 
becomes more and more difficult to solve the middle-run prob­
lems that therefore create the long-run structural crisis. 

We should briefly review the politics of this contractualization 
process over the history of the capitalist world-economy. On the 
one hand, those excluded from the benefits of the partial mono­
polies have from the beginning sought increased political contrac­
tualization (the codificatioi::i of rights} as a major means of 
ensuring a diminution of the negative effects of these monopolies. 
Hence, they have tended to push for the strengthening of formal 
state structures. Although those who control old and declining 
monopolistic sectors are, of course, opposed to such further 
contractualization, those who have sought to create new monopo­
listic sectors, particularly in times of economic stagnation, have 
also sought to use state structures, which were thereby strength­
ened. This combination led almost all actors to center their 
attention on the state structures as the key political agencies in the 
modern world. 

In the nineteenth century, we finally saw a major development 
in this process - the emergence of formal, bureaucratized antisys­
temic movements, in the form originally of labor and socialist 
parties on the one hand, and nationalist movements on the other. 
In the short ru1;:t, these movements were antagonistic to the basic 
principles of the world-system and mobilized political energy 
against it, indeed with increasing success over time. In the middle 
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run, however, by the very achievement of their intermediate goal 
(accession to state power) these movements have become pa_rt.of 
the cyclical renewal of the capitalist world-economy. In the· long 
run, however, by furthering the world-wide process of contrac­
tualization and pushing it towards its asymptote, they have 
contributed to the structural crisis of the system, which includes a 
questioning by new movements of the very role the older move­
ments have played in the middle-run stabilization of the wo_rld­
system. This last phenomenon has been expressed in the rise of 
the new social movements in the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries, the repeated 
emergence of antibureaucratic movements in the socialist coun­
tries, and the emergence only recently of postnationalist move­
ments in the Third World. 

Let me therefore review where we are in this discussion. The 
present period defined narrowly (say from 1 970 to 1995) can be 
described, in the terminology of the middle-run cyclical rhythms 
of the world-system, as a Kondratieff B-phase. This B-phase or 
economic contraction of the world-economy is simultaneously the 
first part of the post-US hegemonic era. In terms of these cyclical 
rhythms, we can fairly easily foresee where we are heading. But 
the present period defined less narrowly (say from 1 9 14 to 2050) 
can be described, in the terminology of the long-run secular 
trends of the world-system, as a period of structural crisis whose 
outcome we cannot easily foresee. 

The scenario on the basis of the middle-run cyclical rhythms is 
familiar, as it should be if it is cyclical. The present Kondratieff 
downturn is a moment of acute economic competition between 
enterprises in the three strong concentrations of quasi­
monopolistic activities : the United States, Western Europe, and 
Japan. Each is trying in the very short run to export profit loss 
and unemployment to the other. The ball in this regard has been 
shuttling back and forth for the past 1 5  years and will probably 
continue to do so for the next 10 .  The game is played in terms of 
the major variables we read about in the newspapers: the zig­
zagging of energy price levels, the rates of exchange of major 
currencies, comparative inflation rates, internal reshufflings of 
tax structures, relative degrees and forms of protectionism, and 
so on. This part of the competition, however, is very short run 
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.and is  heavily political, in that one of the key objectives is the 
maintenance of state-level political stability in these economically · 
central states. The score in this regard is, in my view, fairly even 
among the big three. 

A more important short-run game than the export of unem­
ployment is the competition to control the major potential new 
zones of monopolistic production : microprocessing and all its 
potential product packaging, biogenetics, and new energy 
sources. Everyone anticipates that these economic sectors will be 
the heart of the next Kondratieff upturn, beginning somewhere 
between 1 990 and 2000 and promising to be even more spectac­
ular than that in 1945-67. Here the struggle concerns the control 
of key technology through research and development on the one 
hand and o.rganizational concentration on the other. Trans­
national enterprises pursue this game through internal de­
velopment, industrial espionage, mergers, and cartel-·like 
arrangements. The governments get into the act primarily by 
channeling vast public sums into these arrangements (Reagan's 
Star Wars package is perhaps the most ambitious of these 
attempts) and by cornering potential markets via rather tradi­
tional zone-of-interest diplomacy. 

In this race, it is my impression that Japan is inching steadily 
ahead, primarily because it is less burdened than the United 
States (and to a lesser extent than Western Europe) by the 
enormous economic drain of capital to the middle strata (via 
government social welfare programs, private enterprise's swelled 
middle-management rosters, and enormous consumption in the 
tert!ary sector) and, of course, less burdened by the politico­
military expenditures occasioned by the defense of past advan­
tages. No doubt the difference in this regard between Japan and 
the other two powers may disappear over the next 30 years, but by 
then the new advantages will have .been consolidated. Although 
the United States is still the world's strongest power and will no 
doubt remain so for some time, Japan's real competitor in the 
long run is less the United States than a revitalized Western 
Europe, which should not be underestimated despite its atmos­
phere of cultural pessimism and the slownesses caused by the 
absence of a single state structure. 

This kind of worldwide economic reshuffling of the location of 
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leading sectors should lead to a reconstruction of intersta�e 
alliances. We have seen this happen twice before, at the end of 
Dutch hegemony in the mid to.late seventeenth century and at the 
end of British hegemony in the last third of the nineteenth 
century. In each case, as now, the economic strength of the 
hegemonic power had been undermined by decreasing economic 
efficiencies and increasing social drainages as a result of taxes 
levied to sustain the politico-military costs of political hegemony 
and the consumption levels of the middle strata. In each case, 
there were two successor claimants (for the Dutch, the English 
and the French; for the British, the Americans and the Germans). 
I n  each case, the declining hegemonic power had originally been 
militarily a sea power and had begun to invest in land forces only 
as it became hegemonic. In each case, of the two successor 
claimants, one was land-based (the French following the Dutch 
era; the Germans following the British era), and one was sea­
based, or later sea/air-based (the English following the Dutch era; 
the Americans following the British era). And, in each case, the 
sea power was the winner. For one thing, its overhead was less. In 
each .case, the former hegemonic power joined forces, economi­
cally and politically, with the future hegemonic power, first as 
senior partner, then as junior partner (the Dutch with the 
English, and the British with the Americans) . It took a very long 
time until the successor hegemonic power actually became 
hegemonic and, without exception, this required a world war with 
the rival (the Franco-British wars of 1 792-18 15, the German­
American wars of 1914-1945). 

If we drew a sim pie analogy from these two past cycles of the 
swing from one hegemony to another over a long period of great 
power rivalry, we could see Japan and Western Europe as the two 
successor candidates, Japan as the sea/air-based candidate and 
Western Europe as the land-based one. We would then anticipate 
a US-Japan economic-political alliance, with the United States 
first as the senior partner, then as the junior partner. (We see the 
beginning of this in new links between US and Japanese trans­
nationals.) We could anticipate other zones of the world being 
pulled into this vortex. If China were to be brought fully into a 
US-Japan economic zone, then Western Europe would have no 
choice but to try to join forces with the USSR and Eastern Europe. 



Japan and future trajectory of the world-system 45 

The Third World would obviously be a zone of contest for the two -
new grand alliances, with the likelihood of a Middle East link to 
the Europe-USSR zone and a continued Latin America link to the 
now Pacific-based US-Japan zone. And, to be sure, in this 
scehario there might be a world war, circa 2050 - not primarily 
between the United States and the USSR -but between Japan and 
Western Europe which, by analogy,Japan should win. 

But you will say, and you should, that this scenario is absurdly 
simplistic. It only takes into account the middle-run cyclical 
rhythms and omits the long-run secular trends and therefore the 
structural crisis of our historical system, which is also occurring 
now. Even for the middle-run scenario, there is one major 
problem. Each previous shift of hegemony, and hence each 
previous alliance of the old hegemonic power and its successor 
(the Dutch and the English, the British and the Americans), was 
intra-European. A long-term alliance between the United States 
and Japan poses cultural problems of another order, and it is 
uncertain how these will be navigated. However, I do not consider 
this a fundamental obstacle to the fulfillment of expectations; 
culture has a marvelous plasticity when necessity requires it. 

The fulfillment of this middle-run hegemonic cycle is compli­
cated by the fact of structural crisis. One facet of the incredible 
expansion of the role of antisystemic movements is the rejection 
of the Europe-based universalistic ideology propagated in the 
nineteenth century. The reassertion of non-European civili­
zations is a major political reality today and will be even more so in 
the century to come. The economic rise of Japan fits in symboli­
cally with this reassertion; however, it cannot be its centerpiece 
because the very point of this civilizational reassertion is its 
multiplicity. This civilizational reassertion in its multiplicity has 
been a part of interstate relations since the conference of Ban­
dung. Its diplomatic efficacy has perhaps been limited thus far, 
bu t its strength in the popular ideology is not to be doubted. 

Even so, the crucial issue is not the decline of the West following 
its rise; it is the transformation of our current world-system into a 
different form (or forms) of historical system. Here I must first 
insist on some -general processes of transition before we can 
appreciate our own concrete dilemmas. Three things should be 
noted about structural transitions. First, when structural tran-
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sitions begin, the processes of the old historical system do -nc�t 
thereupon cease. In fact, precisely the opposite occurs: the old 
processes continue and intensify, which is exactly what is provok­
ing and intensifying the structural crisis. Capitalists will not cease 
to be capitalists, nor state managers to be state managers . In the 
next 75 years we shall have even more commodification, even 
more contractualization, and even more production, productivity, 
and technological innovation. Those who wish to stress, for 
ideological reasons, the rosy side of the picture will have many 
arguments they can use. It is very important to realize that a 
transition, a demise of an historical system, is less its breakdown 
than its fulfillment. 

Nevertheless, eventually there is breakdown in one very crucial 
area: there comes to . be a slow squeeze on the process of 
accumulation. As this becomes acute, it magnifies the normal 
intra-elite competition into continuous destructive internecine 
struggle, When this occurs (and it has not yet occurred in our 
historical system) it opens the path for more serious, less co­
optable breakdowns of political order - something the antisys­
temic movements had been prematurely predicting for 150 years. 
The cause of their inaccurate forecasts is that they always predi­
cated the moment from the actions of the underdasses, whereas 
the true cause of the breakdown of order in historical systems is 
the collapse of the spirit of the guardians of order. 

However, when, in a transition;one approaches the stage of the 
breakdown of order, and it becomes obvious that a new historical 
system or systems will come into being, the real struggle begins, 
and only then. When change (truly fundamental change) is 
unavoidable, everyone or virtually everyone embraces it, and this 
is the dangerous moment. The breakdown of order becomes 
simultaneously the breakdown of ideology. When everyone talks 
the language of change, it is hard to distinguish the sheep from 
the goats, the tenants of old privilege from their opponents, the 
heralds of more egalitarianism from the proponents of less 
egalitarianism. This phase now lies before us, and it is coinciding 
precisely with the normal cyclical process of the decline and 
renewal of hegemony within the present existing historical sys­
tem. In the next 75 years we shall see a totally confused mix of 
continuity/repetition of existing social forms and simultaneously 
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th.e adoption on all sides of chan·ge in social forms as their guiding 
principle. 

The politics of . such a situation afe by no means clear. But 
because the stakes are very high, we must try to see as clearly as we 
can. And i t  is best to start perhaps by locating the arena of true 
battle of this struggle. Let us start with where it will not be. I t  will 
not be in interstate struggles, neither East versus West, North 
versus South, nor the European cultural zone versus the non­
European cultural zone. Many people will insist that the real 
struggle is there; they do now. But these arguments are purely an 
ideological veil in which many are interested precisely because it 
diverts us from clarifying the issues in the true arenas of battle. 

In other words, East-West and North-South are arenas of 
battle of the processes we are calling the cyclical rhythms of the 
capitalist world-economy. But the arenas of battle of the struc­
tural transformation of this world-economy into something else, 
the result of the secular trends, lie elsewhere: first, within the 
broad family of movements, of all those movements that lay claim 
in some way to being antisystemic; and, second, within. the 
ideational realm of science {in the broad sense of all efforts to 
understand social reality). And the struggle in both realms is not 
about the existing historical - system but about its successor or 
successors. There are basically two possibilities for succession: a 
new historical system (or several) which, though different from 
the capitalist world-economy, is similarly inegalitarian in basic 
structure; or a new system that is largely egalitarian, that is largely 
libertarian, since it is impossible to distinguish the two. 

In terms of antisystemic movements, the difficulty for the 
egalitarian faction in this struggle is whether it can develop some 
strategy of transformation other than the nineteenth"century 
approach of seeking state power, which has failed because it has 
succeeded. The problem is that it . is not clear that any other 
strategy can be organizationally efficacious. In terms of the 
debates of science, the difficulty is whether one can truly bridge 
the false debate of the particular and the universal, of the 
idiographic and the nomothetic, with a methodology that can 
effectively describe diachronic systems that have an "arrow of 
time" (what I have been calling for the social world "historical 
systems") . Once again, as in the case of the movements, it is easy to 
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see that old strategies have failed precisely because they have 
succeeded. I t  is less certain, however, that any other strategy can 
be organizationally efficacious. 

To return to our starting point, insofar as the capitalist world­
economy pursues its ongoing cyclical rhythms, Japan is destined 
to play an increasingly central role in this system. Insofar; 
however, as the capitalist world-economy is in the midst of a 
structural transformation, this hegemonic cycle may never quite 
fulfill itself. In any case, i t  may be only marginally relevant to the 
debate - the struggle over the construction of a replacement 
system or systems. I have tried in this description of the future to 
be neither optimistic nor pessimistic. I am firmly convinced that, 
during the moments of transition from one historical system to 
another, human will has wide scope and therefore historical 
choices are real and not manipulated. The successor historical 
system or systems of 2050 or 2 1 00 will be ones We construct, but it 
is not certain which one we will choose to construct. 



4 _. European unity and its implications 
· for the interstate system 

One of the most remarkable features of the contemporary world 
is that the continent which, since 1945, has seen the least amount 
of violence (interstate or intrastate) is Europe. There has been 
some violence of course, but compared to Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America very little. And yet the two world wars of 1914-18 and 
1939-45 were fought largely on the European landmass and 
resulted in enormous physical destruction, loss of lives, and 
political upheaval there. 

If one asks why this is so, there is no doubt that to a consider­
able extent Europe has been in the shelter of the Cold War. This 
may sound paradoxical. However, the reality of "mutual deter­
rence" has meant that both the US and the USSR were frightened 
that any small outbreak of violence in Europe could escalate 
rapidly into full-scale nuclear war. They have clearly been less 
frightened that this would ha pp en if violence occurred elsewhere. 
I cite four arenas in which violence has occurred or is occurring 
without (as yet) such escalation: Iran-Iraq, Cambodia-Vietnam, 
Ethiopia-Somalia, Honduras-Nicaragua. The explanation for 
the violence in each arena is different. The degree of direct 
influence of the US and the USSR varies greatly. I wish in no way 
to suggest that these conflicts are the same, or even similar, except 
in one respect: they have gone on for some length of time without 
resulting in nuclear war. It is hard to believe this would be true in 
the very unlikely case that armed conflict were to commence 
between, for example, West Germany and Czechoslavakia. 

On the other hand, of all the regions of the world, Europe has 
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also experienced the least political change since, say, 194 7, · by 
which .time the present political arrangements seemed more or 
less to have been consolidated. To be sure, Greece, Spain, and 
Portugal have undergone some important constitutional changes. 
But, even so, it would not be hard to defend the case that Europe 
has been more politically stable than Asia, Africa, or Latin 
America. If one asks why this is so, once again a large part of the 
explanation lies in the Cold War. By 1947, it was clear on which 
side of the Cold War various governments were located. This has 
been institutionalized in NATO and the Warsaw Pact. There are 
some states outside these frameworks but, in each case, there are 
tacit understandings about the ways in which these states will 
conduct both their foreign and internal affairs. When we use the 
code word of Yalta, we are referring to this reality, whatever was 
or was not actually agreed upon at the Yalta meeting itself. 

Elsewhere, more political change has occurred. In part, this has 
been because the US and/or the USSR was not always able to block 
such changes. Vietnam represents the most stunning example of 
the limits of US power. But it would falsify analysis if we only 
considered the variable of indigenous roots of change. A second 
factor was that, for all the verbiage of their leaders, the US and 
USSR governments have shared one geopolitical assumption: in 
Europe was located the vital core of their "interests." They might 
"tolerate" changes elsewhere, however reluctantly, but they could 
not tolerate them in Europe. 

Their devotion to Europe has not been a source of unmitigated 
joy to Europeans, either west or east. But it has been a fact of life, 
with which Europeans have learned to live and from which they 
have drawn certain advanta'ges. At the same time, they have 
squirmed under the disadvantages of this -mise en tutelle, for it has 
been nothing less, but thus far we have seen no real rebellion. In a 
recent article in Le Monde, Andre Fontaine, who is always judici­
ous, wrote: 
The French disagree amongst themselves about many things, but there are some 
points, and more than is generally realized, on which they all agree. The 
management of the country's affairs in the light of the international crisis and 
the dedicated selfishness of our American ally is increasingly an element in this 
consensus. 

The "sacred egoism" of the superpowers is a heavy burden for 
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Europeans to bear. Europeans · chafe under them, demonstrate 
against them, but suffer them largely because they have no real 
choice. · I do not wish to exaggerate. Many west Europeans are 
happy to think of themselves as the allies of the US and many east 
Europeans think likewise of the USSR. But presently there is no 
real way by which to measure how large a group would remain · 
happy were all constraints to disappear. Since they will not 
disappear in any near future, perhaps we will never know. 

One last reality about Europe should not be ignored. This UNU 
conference on European security took place in May 1985 on the 
eve of the 40th anniversary of the def eat of Europe's then most 
powerful, most centrally located country, Germany. One lasting 
legacy of that defeat was the creation of two German states, each 
attached very.firmly to a different side of the Cold War. Germ.an 
reunification has been only a minor issue in post-war politics. 
Perhaps careful studies of the collective psychology of Germans in 
the two states would find that reunification was not even a high 
priority for many of them. But it is such a powerful latent 
rallying"point in this present epoch - the heyday of nationalisms -
that it will again be on the political agenda in the near future. If, 
however, once again one asks why this has not yet been the case, 
again the main explanation must be the Cold War. Neither 
superpower . would tolerate fq_r a .. mwenL..th!! <}iOiiffiility That 
"their" allr_ wffi1? 

.... 
b!��wed up by the other side's ally. And 

probably nei er wou . t ey ToTerate-eventlie'Tcrea-rnat-their 
"ally" would be the one doing the swallowing, since it would then 
become a much more powerful and intractable ally - a fear shared 
by �ost other European countries. Hence everyone throws cold 
water on any thought of German reunification, and the Germans 
thus far have had no choice but to go along as graciously as 
possible. (This is not to deny that there are not many Germans 
who themselves are opposed to reupification, f� 
implicatirui.Ll--

The relative absence of violence in Europe, combined with the 
relative political stability, makes Europe the exception rather than 
the rule of the post-1945 world. Will this continue? Since I have 
explained these phenomena as being in large part a consequence 
of the Cold War, the question is whether the Cold War will 
continue for much longer. Reading the newspapers of the last five 
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years, one has the impression that the Cold War, after having _ 

flagged somewhat in the late 1960s and 1970s, has been revita­
lized and determines more than ever the course of European 
history. And yet, of course, we know that there are a number of 
objective factors underlying this conflict which are in the process 
of changing radically. 

One is economic conjuncture. Since l 94�he capitalist world­
economy has been in one of d\�-�xe_��!Y"�-. .PJ!asej_.Pf its regular 
long cycles -���.!!� biJl[�.���L�zle �.5..<l!1..2/!!is_��-!1sive period 
in th.e hfatQtY.9.f.tl�! .. �orld-economy, in terms of absolute produc­
tion, productivity, mechanlzation;utbaJ1iza"'tioYl,'afi'd proletariani­
zation worldwide. We are wont to talk of an industrial revolution 
in the late eighteenth century. But, in fact, if ever there were a 
moment to be called an "industrial revolution," meaning by that 
making the _!Ilanufacturin_g _ sector the cenm!.L1m•ot of world 
economif-2£&.Y.�o/.J,}!,�..fil§§"!ify' thisp.os"t�1945 period�ich really 
merits the title. During it, manufacturing became so widespread . 
that it ceased to be the mark per se of economic advantage. 
Manu.fact.ur.e..has become commonplace in the world-economy. 

This extraordinary expansion was, however, _ able to sustain 
itself no longer than previous such expansions, that is, circa a 
quarter of a century. It was to be followed, as had happened so 
many times before, by a long period of relative economic stag­
nation (the so-called "crisis" of popular denomination), in the 
middle of which we find ourselves at present. Europe, both west 
and east, had flourished in the period of expansion. From the 
ruins of war a phoenix-like reconstruction and technological 
transformations toorptacae:- WeTaIK"-or"e-conomic miracles" in 
Western Europe and of very high growth rates in Eastern Europe. 
The basic reality was not all that different between the two parts 
of Europe, although the level of economic activity and well-being 
was higher in the west. No doubt other areas of the world 
experienced the advantages of economic expansion as well, but 
none (except for Japan) quite to the extent of Europe in the 1 950s 
and 1960s. This economic well-being certainly did not disturb the 
relative political tranquillity of which I have been speaking. 

There was a second structural feature to this first postwar 
period. Within the framework of an expanding capitalist world­
economy, the role of US economic enterprise was at first over-
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whelming. In 1950, the US could outproduce all other zones of 
the world-economy in all dom?ins. And,  on this basis', American 
enterprises were able not merely to dominate world trade but to 
expand individually in size and space (� transnationally) to 
an extraordinary degree. Of course, when oneproa:uces so very 
well, one is sometimes caught short by a lack of customers.....;:rhe 
US had to :�ea���;.1!�!���.zSgE:�.S.filr.�·Jfili .. :2=��1i.�fi}_1 .. 1lrope 
(and Ja�);:.Tlits was so for pui:e�...ecPll.O.lll!(;.r.easons; but it was 
also for pol!!l£�l.!.,.t;.�W�gain the Cold War. Thus it was, 
however, that by 1970, when the world-economy had already 
entered its ll:DhA§�,0g�gu,at;iQ.ui.,.,tli.�.,.gj;f;;i.!tl��ii:pJW,ded. basic 
productiv�J�_l!_�!_�����.e_E��,

.
��.�!51.1.,.,�!� ways 

caught upt0.iii0,1n soms...�-P9-§tiiQ:']i�.Y9.JJ9,,1..I!�����ili1res. 
The overl\Thelmiu� advantage of 1950 had become 
much sli��_!E.Yl..970. 

These 'twoiliaiige-;= the shift of the world-economy from an A­
to a B -J.ili.<!,se, aJ!Q_ the s.hift from a situation in which the US was 
economically a giant amidst Lilliputians to one in which she was 
one strong power among several - were part of the same process, 
the no�ntro}lx_Qf!!!Q!l.2.Roli�..Y�g,�.�.E.£Ei!.�}ism. 

The fact that such a relative economic decline of the US in the 
world-economy was in some sense normal did notffia'k;"it less a 
shock for the world-system. America's role in the world�system 
from 1945 t.o..!i!J:�a L�§.1.�i�� ... ��� t�!1�����ic i;ower. 
Its unquest10ned eco�-n.�� c�:e_�tu1ve ad.vantage m arr· fields, 
plus its exceptionirmi 1tary powe;;-anowed it almost always to 
obtain its will in the poiltiCaia'rena; To ��.�?�?.!.1!� R_��?'.� able 
to carve out what might be calleW2.�..2.!!.:Jn!�t;,.�· And 
some nationarrrtieratton movements in the peripheral areas were 
able to pursue tfleir paihsdespite fierce US opposition - most 
notably, in China and Vietnam. Yet, by and large, US word was 
fiat in this period. . 

With the ending of the expansionary phase, and the frittering 
of the US monopolistic advantages (especially vis-ll-vis Western 
Europe and Japan), this ceased to be true. The automatic US 
majority in the United Nations was transformed virtually into the 
opposite, an automatic anti-US majority. US ability to contain 
national liberatio�"OVementsrtoonsidered unfriendly was sev­
erely undermined. Iran provides the most spectacular example. 
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And, less obviously, but perhaps more importantly, US political 
leverage in Western Europe declined considerably. No .doubt 
Reagan foreign policy was designed to reverse this political 
downturn, but it has at most only slowed the process.  From the 
standpoint of the US, the halcyon days of the - 1950s and early 
1960s are gone, never to return. 

There is a fourth factor of structural change, a change in the 
ideological structures, the mentalities, of the world-system. At a 
purely ideological level, the Cold War was the culmination of a 
nineteenth-century intellectual battle between "liberalism" and 
"Marxism." The real history of these two ideologies is rich and 
complicated. What is to be noted is that one correlate of the early 
Cold War was the c..Q'.�!:..�!!����!L9f.��Sh ideology into a particular, 
relatively simplified, form whic,h_.Y!�cf.9.&J!l,.g!is= (in the sense that 
intellectual variance was not well-tolerated politically), rigid (in 
the sense that intellectual activity was largely confirming rather 
than reorganizing activity), and consequently brittle . 

That which is brittle is bound to crack. There were two big 
cracks,;,hich.�reiilr�;rZ�<l��-�h othei,"ai!a�wiiicn·caii''fiesymbolized 
by two Clates:T9"'51J'anCfT968.1\r5trwasllie"'fear of the XXth Party �-�c;i,i...,;..,.,-AC,� • • Congress of the CPSU. Khrushchev's report had a maJOr impact, 
not so much because of what it said, but because it was S.&id..fil all. 
This self-criticismi. however limited, not of an individual, but of ���;:frij���i�·�ihJa-���iR¥,!·���!£·��������;:::r��1� 
legitimated s��Jll.- The corrosive effects of such skepticism 
on the internal social structures of the USSR, on the relations 
between the USSR and other socialist states (China, Eastern 
Europe), on the functioning of the world Communist movement 
have been great and are far from exhausted today. One half of 
world verity had been opened tq_T��.:,s-ai:i_i��tion. 

The other half could not be too far behind. What,.J 968 
represented was the institutionalization of a deep skepticism 
about the liberal consensus that had previously dominated all the 
cultural, intellectual, and political institutions of the Western 
world and, indeed, of large parts of the periphery. There too 
what was important was less what was said than that it was said. 
What had been self-evident became debatable, and the group who 
had the right to enter the debate was no longer restricted to a 

l 
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small number of specialists. Debate had become open to informed 
"amateurs." 

In ali .these arena� -- econo-inic, political, ideological - it would 
be a mistake to exaggerate the structural changes of the last 15 
years. But it would be a mistake as well to underestimate them. 
For it is in the nature of these structural changes that they will 
continue, and will have greater import as the years go by. 
Eventually they should shake the relative stability of the European 
scene, the phenomenon with which we began this analysis. In each 
of the three arenas, an element has been set in movement whose 
outcome is uncertain. 

Economic reorganE.'!!.!9.:1 �oing on in the world·economy. 
The 1970s ana.t.J:i�19B� • .m the period in which considerable 
reshuffling - o(.�!gn..Ql..-t;.&WJ.Q�.�iY.i!la.-of sectoral profit­
ability, of world economic structures - is occurring. The real 
question, however, is where this reshuffling is going to come out 
in the 1990s and beyond. We may anticipate that it is likely that 
the world-economy will enter into !. �e,:w _!Eil>j1!1-.§�0!!,'!!Y_J2.hase, 
perhaps not quite as spectac'Ular as the last but quite real nonethe­
less. We may anticipate that informatics, biotechnology, and new 
energy forms will serve as the leading industry sectors. But who 
will be able to gain .m.QY.QP.Q,lifilic. ed.g;e� th�t-will guarantee the 
direction of flows of surplus? This is not at all certain, but dearly it 
must be of concern to Europe that she might come,..A_Q.QQ!..§.�g 
in the race. We see this in the current maneuvring concerning the 
SDI . 

There is a reorganization underway - also in the interstate 
system. The principal political structures of the Cold War still 
starid - the two military alliances. But important elements have 
changed. China is no longer a Soviet ally. The political leverage of 
Western Europe and Japan vis-a-vis the US has increased enor­
mously. And the actual military strength ofa number of countries 
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America is more significant than it once 
was. Inste_ed 0£ a q;:isp.....hipola.i:iza.tioia,-the.r>@..is-a.Mfl!l�B@r-''With 
many --Iili!��l.1.. .• Q,th�.This means that a 
re.sJ!uffil.l}K..Qf .'!Yiances is a political possibility, which it was not 
before. Were th�re to be a reshuffling, it is not clear who would 
end up where. What is clear is that there is no advantage in being 
the last to move. And this must be of concern to Europe. 



56 Geopolitics and geoculture 

Finally, if the crystalline versions of the two nineteenth-century 
ideologies have been cracked, they have not been shattered. 
Several ideological developments are possible. Both ideological 
systems could take advantage of the new flexibility forced upon 
them and reproduce themselves in more sophisticated forms. Or, 
only one of the systems might do this. Or, neither would do it, and 
then we would have one of two main possibilities: a long period of 
confusion and the erratic emergence of new mysticisms; or a 
more rational Aufhebung of the ideological superstructure. 
Europe, which gained an ideological monopoly on world thought 
four centuries or so ago, is under severe and efficacious attack 
from the multiple civilizational renewals elsewhere. Once again, 
Europe's concern is no doubt whether it will put itself in a purely 
reactive position (and hence, ultimately, a marginal position) or 
whether Europe can participate actively in the new processes of 
intellectual analysis. 

What are the chances, therefore, that Europe will take signifi­
cant initiatives in the process of economic, political, and ideologi­
cal reorganization of the world-system, initiatives in the next 25 
years or so? The most spectacular initiative would be a move in 
the direction 2f European unity, one that would heal the division 
of Europe whicnrs�-a-flrn:ffameritariegacy of the Second World 
War. Is this in the realm of the possible, or mere kaffeeklatsch 
fantasy? 

It is easy to see the factors which make this seem remote, indeed 
fantastic. There are two fundamentals. The first is that there are 
genuine, deep-seated ideological and political differences 
between Western and Eastern Europe. If one has doubts about 
this, one has only to look at how people and governments thought 
about, talked about, and reacted to the rise and fall of Solidarnosc 
between 1980 and 1982. By post- 1945 standards, the struggle 
between Solidarnosc and the Polish government was a relatively 
civil and muted one - in terms of violence and ideological 
screeching. Yet the issues were clearly drawn and strongly felt, 
and that throughout Europe. These differences will not disap­
pear suddenly. The ability of the US and the USSR, as the official 
champions of the contending ideologies, to utilize calls to ideo­
logical basics as tactical weapons in controlling their allies has 
repeatedly been shown to be real and efficacious. That is to say, 
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both these countries have power beyond the strictly economic, 
·military, and ·political realms. There are still many people in other 
countries who act in terms of these internalized ideologies, and 
accept the legitimacy of the ongoing ideological leaderships the 
US and the USSR give. In hard ideological terms, unity between 
Western and Eastern Europe seems to imply that one or the other 
or both yield. ... ��tim!1>..J.de.Qk1gk�ps;l,�lilclon"Botnsfdes this 
breeds very strong resistance. 

There iSasecoi'itl"fifnoamental difficulty about European unity. 
I have stressed previously certain economic parallels (seen from a 
world perspective) of European economic developments in the 
1950s and 1960s, but we should be careful not to overstate these 
similarities. At the moment, the unification of Europe into some 
common ec9nomic structure would pose the same problem, 
multiplied several times, of the incorporation first of Greece, now 
of Spain � l£rt�����Jr��Alfle"political 
stability o;(.the EEC yery str�dJ.Il ...... tllW...p.J:.�}t is not clear it 
could survive an attempt to widen membership further, especially 
as long as the world-eCQl!Q!UX..�fil.eiE.�j11J!.�"§�gnaJ;.lon phase. 

Frankly, the two factors - the id�Q!Q� .. rift and the �£2,!!Qmic 
disparJ.!!e�.,:;:;...�. e.n.?.w.;:h for most analysts to dismiss further 
discussion of European unity as politically irrelevant. I wish, 
however, to pursue the subject at least one step further, speculat­
ing on what kinds of developments might alter the situation 
sufficiently that the present barriers to unity would weigh less in 
the picture. I think the initial shock would probably have to come 
from outside. 

Suppose, first, that US-Japanese relations changed suddenly 
from their present carefully articulated minuet of fierce but 
gentlemanly econq.1nt!:-,<;..<i!.W.RSJ}.ti2��.};�.rnbined with the political 
low posture of the Japanese, to one in which there was open, 
dynamic economic collaboration, .to the exclusion of Western 
Europe. This would involve interlocking directorates of US and 
Japanese transnational corporations, and relatively coordinated 
investment processes. This no doubt would be politically danger­
ous and fly in the face of deep cultural resistances. But look at 
some of the economic advantages of such an economic flight 
forward. From a situation in which the countries with the two 
leading R & D loci for the leading industries of the 1990s are 
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cutting each other's throats, and therefore their eventual profits, 
the two combined coulci quickly gain that kind of unquestioned 
transitory monopoly on the world market that would make pos­
sible a quite extraordinary capital accumulation. It would give the 
Japanese instantly an economic lead they might otherwise have to 
struggle hard for with less certain, more partial results. It would, 
however, give American corporations a cushion that would 
guarantee a long period of lucrative activity, with the side bonus 
for the ordinary American of making economic decline much 
slower and less perceptible . Certainly, US corporations (and 
corporate executives) might feel they were accepting an eventual 
formally junior role, but this could be hidden for quite a while. 
Such executives have already learned how to accept their greying 
hair by combining it with slim bodies and a little dolce vita. This 
lesson could be applied to new world economic alliances. Fur­
thermore, such a scenario is not pure invention. The arrange­
ments between Toyota and General Motors, for example, are the 
first steps in this direction. 

Of course, such an alliance between transnationals would have 
very clear political consequences. One would be over relations 
between the US and Japanese states. The latter would probably 
have to play a bigger military role than it does now. It would be 
reluctant to do so, first because of the internal political tensions 
this might stimulate and, secondly because this is expensive and, 
in the short run, economically damaging. It is exactly for this 
reason, however, that the US government would be pressing it to 
play (and pay) its "fair share," since this would then relieve the US 
burden, with consequent world economic and internal political 
advantage. 

The second political consequence might be to shift the internal 
political balance within the US establishment. There has been a 
long-standing debate apout geopolitical strategy in the US 
between Europe-firsters and advocates of a Pacific Rim strategy. 
This is a complicated picture of strange internal alliances and 
motivations. The key fact, however, is that the US establishment -
industrial, financial, and political - has, for the most part and for 
obvious reasons, been Europe-firsters. This has been, therefore, 
US strategy, and we have already spoken of its consequences for 
Europe. A genuine intermesh of American and Japanese trans-
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nationals could alter the US internal political balance and make 
possible, for t?e firs� time, the triump� �f a  Pacifi� ;rum �trategy. 

Finally, . Chnia might have to precipitate dec1S1ons m matters 
about which she has wanted to move slowly. China's geopolitical 
strategy since 1949 - whoever has been in power - has been very 
long run. The main emphasis has been on pursuing an internal 
structural transformation within relative isolation until the econo­
mic base would become strong enough for China to play the 
world role that seems appropriate to her. But a Japanese­
Arnerican flight forward could upset the calculations of such a 
prudent strategy. Both the te�pt�tions of joii:iing such a .winning 
alliance early and the economtc nsks of holdmg back might lead 
to the decision that an early commitment might optimize China's 
ability to rise within the new alliance, and vis-ll-vis its partners, 
with relative rapidity. 

Suppose then - we are only speculating. I remind you - the 
US-Japan-China triumvirate (of say 1 995 or 2000) were to 
reason, with some plausibility, that the optimal policy to pursue in 
the interstate system vis-ll-vis the peripheral zones of the world -
the "South" - was not the repressive one of opposition to their 
national liberation movements, bllt a selective cooperation with 
such movements in power in the stronger Southern semiperi­
pheral states, or even just with some of them. This would have to 
involve some redistribution of world surpluses, but given that I 
am postulating a significant increase in the accumulation of 
capital, there Would be plenty of profit to spread around. One 
does not even have to assume that this policy would succeed 
everywhere in defusing political explosions. A partial and limited 
success might be seen as sufficient justification for such a policy. 

Now look at such a picture for Europe's standpoint. 
Threatened by economic retrogression vis-ii-vis a new multi-state, 
multi-national network which would seem to have "harnessed" 
the market potential of China and, perhaps increasingly, of some 
large, important, politically solid (because nationalist) zones of the 
South, western Europe might conceivably come to feel as does the 
USSR that it was "surrounded" by a potentially hostile world . And 
Eastern Europe-might feel in danger of becoming the backwater 
of a declining world zone. Attitudes could conceivably drastically 
change in western Europe, eastern Europe, and the USSR. 
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Let me postulate one last possibility. For quite different 
reasons, it is conceivable that both the· US and the USSR c�uld see 
a steep increase in internal _dig>rd'#:- Again we do .not need to 
exaggerate. I am not postulating civil wars, or even overthrows of 
governments. I am merely suggesting the existence of social 
unrest sufficient for the two governments to be forced to concen­
trate considerable energy and money in resolving these internal 
situations. 

The course of such unrest in the US is quite clear. In fact, in 
some sense, the social unrest has already begun. T4e two c;entral 
stimulants of such US urtrest are the "Third World within" and 
the v1ct1ms of ecortomic reorganization. The existence, 
repression, and rebellion of the "Third World within" is an old 
story in US history. There is one difference today. The present 
main groups involved (Blacks and Hispanic-spe!).kers) represent 
for the first time a really large demographic mass, concentrated in 
the major urban centers, more politically sophisticated than ever 
before, and somewhat linked emotionally (and even politically) to 
a worldwide network of liberation movements. 

/ The US already haQ.iL�.i2!S.2ill.�i9.n.hJ�.J.9.POs which was �:1 defused only by sol!:!'..�.P..2..Uti.c.�Lc;.o���i.ans...a.Dd-.considerable 
.r�: _ _  econqi;nic-Jrans..f<ns. Economic decline, however, makes further 

transfers unlikely. And it even makes political concessions more 
difficult. This is because the decline, while no doubt 
disproportionately hurting the minorities, also hurts important 
segments of t2;,�!!ip)£JV,m.QJ:ity_,,._ The latter also demand state 
action on their behalf and, increasingly, see state action i n  favor of 
minorities as competitive with their own demands. We could 
conceivably, therefore, see in the US both "left-wing" and "right­
wing" strong social movements, each fighting the establishment 
and each other. 

The position in the USSR is, of course, quite different. Politi­
cally, the great problem is the heavy hand of a complicated set of 
bureaucratic structures (state plus party) which is resistant to 
streamlining and processual chartge. Furthermore, this is not 
merely a matter of mentalities but of economic interest. The 
inefficiencies of this structure are 'te�arded by excessive privi­
leges. No doubt various leaders at the top of the structure are 
aware of these problems and, supported by certain cadres, want to 
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reform the situation. But will they be able to do so? The world 
�conomic situation also places .constraints on the USSR in rerms of 
how much s1�us 1s at flieWaisDOsilToreaiiocite:""furthermore, 

���.��� .. ���""AQ-
the Cold War (especially in its current renewed intensity) places 
enormous economic constraints, as well as constraints of human 

..,._ ems --�··-, 
energy, on the · R. · · " - , 

Two further elements complicate the picture. �atiQualism 
within the USSR has been remarkably ,l'l.dl�ived over the 
past 60 years. In..._J;.ba�s.e.. ... tlte...SD�s.�.has worked 
relati��:ur�ll StiU..L�-���� not negligible . The 
currents of "Muslim" nationalism are very strong in the world 
today and diffusion across the frontiers cannot be discounted. 
Western-zone and Caucasian nationalism may well be fed by 
strains comiIJg from Eastern Europe. And finally there is the 
sleeper of ��he one nationalism thus far most 
suppressed in the USSR. · 

This is compounded by the absence of genuine workplace 
trade-union rights which, in the advanced industrial structures of 
the USSR, cannot but mean that they are a hotbed of latent 
protest. If, in the interest of str�amlining these structures, some 
pressure is placed on the extensive featherbedding which is today 
one of the chief rewards of the Soviet industrial work,ing class, the 
situation could breed still more discontent and consequently 
unrest. And this unrest could then take the form either of 
trade-unionism or �l.U}g��i§.w., either of which could be 
explosive. 

In any case, I am not trying here to examine in detail the 
internal structures of either of the superpowers. I merely want to 
suggest some reasons why extensive social unrest is possible. And 
the significance of this for our purposes is that such unrest would 
normally force the governments to turn inward, and therefore to 
some exten� �'!?t.ft2!p_ �';!!:2£!;: I realize it is more complicated 
than this. First of all, one classic solution for internal social unrest 
is ex�rnal. �gg?:�s�ivi�L§econdly, in  the ;ofbOth'tlielJSand 
the USSR, espec1a1lY- ilie latter, ne��il�!�rnal situations [ 
could permit developments on their frontiers whkhco;Jfd"stim­
ulate still furtlieITri'ieriial · social · unr"esf: NOiietnere.Ss: Europe 
mightaccfuireffiorea"Utoii'"offiotis'1spaZe." . / 

What I have done is try to develop a series of circumstances that 
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are not too implausible and which -might create conditions in 
which steps towa,rds European unity, ·west and East, might seem 
one viable political opt�qn. - Consider, given the circumstances I 
have been outlining, how the situation might look from the point 
of view respectively of �w Em;;,ope, the .[Q._vi�� l.Jnwn; and 
Eas�.� 

For Wester_!! ,,��� t�.�d�'!..ntages in some kind of economic 
arrangement among these three zones would be seve�al. They 
could see it as stre�?e�infct��r -�1�ition in the world-economy 
in important ways. t wou . . irect y enlarge their market at a 
moment when our presumed J apah'eS'e:_rrs··ieiiiji'Otary monopo­
listic advantage was excluding them from much of the world. 
Indirectly, if Western Europe were to get the political support of 
the USSR, it might then ha�J;k.<JL�q���s in getting 
access to sow�. ma,r�J!!l���.S�S�l'.!mm�.»'Ji£h..tb,� I 'lE anese­
US combiu�� .. �hlllg .. ,J.Q ... &xdwl.e. .them. And politically, 
Western Europe mighLss�.-t_!li11 •. !'!-.S.-�E!.s:.�E .. )n "recuperating" 
Eastern Europe in culturalterffi5,81iiCe.the-�al "liberali-
zation" o��!ti}l!���onsidered to 
be R�.!2fl��.. - - . . 

The Soviet point of view would be quite different from that of 
Western Europe. The USSR might also see, however, various 
kinds of advantage in the arrangement. First, l�g the ties of 
Western Europe an� the u.��eq i{,NaT.P were not disbanded) 
has long been a maJOr ofijective of Soviet foreign policy, and they 
might see this as one inevitable side-effeci o,f '.!.�JY, economic 
arrangements with Western Eur22e. Secondly, the USSR wants 
some guaranteed"' acce��t o;,er the next 20-30 years, to 
various kinds of advanced techn9logx,_ and such an arrangement 
would offer such a guarantee. Third, the USSR might feel that 
one way to cowa.ln internal unre�� be both to improve the 
imme.QJ.�.�ic situation and to abtain.the.poJitical umbrella 
of a link.w.i.tl;i Western E,!.!.r�e,_ tqe_rebl undermining some of the 
"radicalisJ;µ� .. Pf.the..o.p.p.as.itio.u. F ourtii, the tJB'Sf{ m1g1itentertain 
the �ope that this _wou��].!elg t1l_e l.?���l?!..°�£.ec�!.2,f political 
parties �}'.!!1..E�!h!t1£..tR�r '. , ' ·  : _· · . 

As Tor Eastern Europe, such an arrangement might be almost 
all gain. It would per����J!..i.g;'. to th�est which would 
not be interprefoa::� ..... ::,Op,p,g§.�,:.J;��Union. They 
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would draw many of the same economic advantages as the Soviets. 
it would c"ontam their own int��na"fu��se:Tastern 
Europe Mu.wJiiltaJ!liliu!�M.tJD"��JJ!.U2.e��rnch a 
dev�-

Finally, the one advantage all parties to such an arrangement 
might see in common would be that it co·uld prnvide _an elegant 
"solution" to the division of Germany, permitting a sort of 
inform.&,reJJnifo;atiWJ.,tb;J.t,..from the point of view of neighbors, 
west and east, would seem non-threatening. 

All this has been an exerci����.�\.!!�on. I have 
not yet indicated whether and for whom this is good or bad. From 
the perspectivS2f..�QI]g.;:§..X.�� .. &..�.�le,.....l�,.g,u_.e. enor­
mous negati�.tQ,,.t;bt.,���.el@pm@ia.t,,,GQm.poos� perhaps 
by thre™��es. . . . 

The l}egative is that, if everything I have described were to · 

occur, this woul<i .. breit!li$..f,9.!l��,ab},e..1re,.w..li£e...int�e existing 
capitalist W£>fMi�J.R};'. br.f!!a�Qilitits where they 
do not now exist and by recreating a rel.ativelY...S:l.�n. �alance of 
forces in t�ein. Of course, for some this would not be 
a negative:'"'.HUi:ioriiie�' one must realize that, in, the reworked 
system I have been picturing, a large portion of the world's 
population would still be outrageo�,x.�ited,...p,erb.aps,,.m.ore 
thaQ.Q'�· 

Nevertheless, I offer my three positives. First, such a reorgani­
zation of the interstate �stem would reduce tlieTikeTih�od of 
nuclear �..r....!?�:Oi:9"eating-a� better ... Siaii'e"'oU-0.�ces and, 
paradoxically, by dethronin Euro e fr�� as the key 
arei;ia of the Cold ar. Europe's stability has since 1945 always 
been under the sword of Damocles. This 1:1light cease to be so. 

The second great advantage is in the realm ofJ2��.!ggy. What I 
have described as possible ����!!x...,�sµi:d. Remember, I 
am not positing any change in th� dominant ideology of any 
significant actor in this situation. Coming in the wake of all the 
skepticism that already exists about the traditional 9-ominant 
ideolo_gies, . t�is "the a tr� _of the abs�rd'� mig�!,.� •• �lwJ':1ating'/ blow m forcmg.l,.��J11l3'lf!!�.uzkg,�h!�P..?--...�n my � 
view, is desperately neede� the dethronement not only of ) 
nineteenth-centur sociar iCleoTocie'SbU'forBi'�oni��:'.':N'�;ionian 

. · .... ����h� r" physical sciepce.,as well. 1 
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The third great advantage is that such an intellectual revolution 
might make 'possible . a ge.xwi!!�-!...�'::��uat!o.!1 .,?}'.,_1,�e ·world's 
antisysten;Uc movement�. of their strategic · options �i;> that they 
might get �ofthe''lilstonccui-ae::5�tri� have found 
themselves!§��ji�perio'a, which is that 
the ����!.t.��J?.x�mm�Iy not a 
suf ficien�fQ..Qdit!i;mJ9..,R,�tm!t�he._e��e.!i.��gm.i�s�Ri.talist world­
econo:rt;!.}!.,,to .. e.,�W,�,t.,.w�:r,[�.,,. • .11;...will take time, energy, and 
thought..!Q..r��J�J).;!!!-Q�ll!�,nta� st!".e!$J· The p�stulated shifts in 
the interstate system might provide the time and, �_jg.tellec­
tual dethroning, thsj�mfai::...t.QJlr.gaoizatiow.tL.rethinking. And 
all this together might make possible the genuine . fundamental 
change these movements have been seekiiig-;thus Far�with only 
partial success. 1 

1 
1 
t 
11 
c 
a 
f 
f 
ll 

( 

'l 
u 

I 
c 



5 � 1968, revolution in the 
world-sys_t�m 

Theses and queries 

Thesis 1 ;  1968 was a revolution in and of the world-system 

The revolution of 1968 was a revolution; it was a single revolu­
tion. It was marked by demonstrations, disorder, and violence in 
many parts of the world over a period of at least three years. Its 
origins, consequences, and lessons cannot be analyzed correctly by 
appealing to the particular_ circumstances of the local mani­
festations of this global phenomenon, however much the local 
factors conditioned the details of the political and social struggles 
in each locality. 

As an event, 1968 has long since ended. However, it was one of 
the great, formative events in the history of our modern world­
system, the kind we call watershed events. This means that the 
cultural-ideological realities of that world-system have been defi­
nitively changed by the event, itself the crystalliza�ion of certain. .. 

kmg::.existing structural trends within the operation of the system. 

Origins 

Thesis 2: The primaryjEJJ1e.J,,!.Qf.1JJi.§ •• :I!!i!§,JJg�J;.�mony in the 
world-system (and Soviet <J-ffJJfies�/J,g,J,,b�ny) 

In 1968, the world was still in the midst of what has come to be 
called in France the "thirty glorious" years - the period of 
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incredible expansion of the capitalist world-economy following 
the end of the Second World War. Or, rather, 1968immediately 
followed the first signifipmt evidence of the beginning of a long 
world-economic stagnation, that is, the serious difficulties of the 
US dollar in 1967 (difficulties that have never since ceased). 

The period 1945-:67 had�Jis;.ffi�����gemony 
of the United States in the world-system; whose' bedrock was the 
incredible superiority in productive efficiency of the United States 
in all fields in the aftermath of the Second World War. The 
United States translated this economic advantage into a world­
wide political and cultural domination by undertaking four main 
policy initiatives in the post-1945 period. It co�structed around 
itself an "alliance �W,::,, ... wJ..t;b...,W� .. �e-(and Japan) 
characterized as t��p..o£..tho��ee World," a1!.i!nvested 
in the economic reconstruction of these are(ls (the Marshall Plan, 
etc.). The United S�So'ilgiit�oth to ensure the role of 
Western Europe and Japan as ma"or economic cust er$ and to 
guarantee th�.!l!t�!.!!�!J>..£!!.ti�alJta 1 ity and international politi­
cal clientship. 

Secondly, the United States entered into a stylized Cold War 
relationship with the USS� based on �Ud� SSR a 
small but ime_�!lt zone_ of political domination (Eastern 
Europe). This so-calleCl Yalfa��bled both coun­
tries to �sent their relationship as an unlimited ideological 
confrontation, with t�e �mportant proviso that no changes in the 
East-West line were to occur and no actual military confronta­
tions were to ensue, especially in Europe. 

Thirdly, the United States sought to achieve a gradual, relatively 
bloodless'decolonization of Asia and Africa, on the assumption that 
this co�b'eaqaiigea vfo 'SO-called moderate leadership. This was 
made all the more urgent by the victory of the Chinese Communist 
Party in China, a vic�ory (be it noted) that was achieved _?espit� the 
counsels of the USSR. Moderation was defined as the absence of 
signifiCanflcieorDgieal links of this leadership with the USSR and 
world Communism and, even more, the willingness of the decolo­
nized s�ates to �ipate in �he existufg�of!ii"tei'national 

/f economI_L�:C:.��i:�ments."Tliis �roce��fd"'ec?lomzat10n �nd�� the '7 control of,m
.
9peE�:����a�ette�"irnMtnd Judmous 

,L use C?.�������.<!Jl.§..milll�iY.1.Qic�"' 
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Fourthly, the US Ieadership· sought to create a united front at 
home by ' ·  · ·· · internal class conflict, through economic 
concessions to th,e skille , · umontze , working class on the one 
hand, an'Cl--thf6orfrr'"¢n1tro'ftg US labor in the worldwide anti­
communist crusade on the otfiernaiiG.lfaI$6SOi:igl'ft to dampen 
potential ra� conflict by eJiminating blatant discrimination in the 
political arena (end o'f"S'e'gregation in the armed forces, constitu­
tional invalidation of segregation in all arenas, Voting Rights Act). 
The United States encouraged its principal allies to work in 
parallel ways towar�nity. 

The result of all these policy initiatives by the United States was 
a system ofliegemonic control that operated quite smoothly in the 
1950s. It made possible the comimrtrrg-expansioi:l of the world­
economy, w' si nifi · nt income�fiiS!Or'"mtticlle" strata 
throughout the world. It made poss1 e t  e c ction of the 
United N�k of illternational agencies, which at that 
time reftectecl't1ie pohbcarwillOi'"ffie Omted States and ensured a 
comparatively'Sta""B're worlapDlitical arena. It contributed to the 
"decolonization" of large parts of what came to · be called the 
Third World with surprising rapidity. And i t  ensured that, in the 
West, generally, the 1 950s was a period of relative political 
quietude. 

Nonetheless, by the 1960s, this pattern of successful "hege­
mony" had begun to fray, in part because of its very success. The 
economic reconstruction of the US's stn:?_�lies bec.ame so great 
that they began to reassert some �C0!,1_2.!!JiC (and even some 
political) autonomy. This was one, 'al6eit notthe""only, meaning of 
Gaµllism,'for example. The death of Stalin marked the end of a 
"monolithic" Soviet bloc. It was followed, as we know, by a (still 
ongoing) process of de-Stalinization and de-satellitization, the two 
major turning-points o'i"Wfi.iCli"Were the R��rl:'�fi{hrushchev to 
the XXth Party Congress in 1956 and the....fil�?Jit;t split in 
1960. The smoothness of the decolonization of the Third World 
was disturbed by two long and draining aiifi-colonial wars in 
Algeria and Vietnam (to which should be associated the long 
Cuban struggle). Finally, the political "conces�ions" of the 1950s 
to "minority groups" in the Unitect-$rates (amt'elsewhere in the 
Wes tern world) accentuated expectations that were not in fact 
being met, either ..0. the political or the eco�-m-efllt6, and 
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hence in actual practice stimulated rather than constrained fur-
ther political mobilization. · 

The 1960s began with the tandem of Kennedy and Khrush­
chev, who in effect promised to do things better. Between them, 
they succeeded in lifting the heavy ideological lids that had so 
successfully held down the world in the 1950s without, however, 
bringing about any fundamental reforms of the existing system. 
When they were removed from power, and replaced by the 
tandem Johnson-Brezhnev, the hopes of the early 1960s disap­
peared. However, the renewed ideological pressures that the 
powers attempted to reapply were now being placed on what was 
a more disabused world public opinion. This was the pre­
revolutionary tinderbox in whicM.RJ.?Osition to US hegemony, in 
all its multiple expressions, woumxprocre'iriT9'6'8'� the US, in 
France, in Czechoslovakia, in Mexico, and elsewhere. 

Thesis 3 :  The secondary, but ultimately more passionate, protest of 1968 
was �C!.�!J:SJ_J{!,,�:;.gJ.<l_kf.L . .Mlti,cysit.mic movements 

The nineteenth century saw the birth of two major varieties of 
antisystemic movem�nts - the s�n�l

. 
m�vements. 

The former emphasized the oppress10n of the proletanat by the 
bourgeoisie. The second emphasized the oppression �rdog 
peoples (an�pin2rities.�-�dQminant groups. Both kirids of 
movements sought to achieve, in some broad se�.�"eq"Y,!lity." In 
fact, both kinds of movements used the three terms of the French 
revolutionary slogan of "liberty, equality, and fraternity" virtually 
interchangeably. 

Both kinds of movements took concrete organizational form in 
one country after another, eventually almost everywhere, in the 
second half of the nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth 
century. Both kinds of movements came to emphasize the impor­
tance of obtaining state power as the indispensable intermediate 
achievement �d�1�ir ultimate objectives. The social 
movement, however, had an important worldwide split in the 
early twentieth century concerning the road to state power 
(parliame�D'S!:��jQ.�JJ�Q.XQt}:J!!�gies). 

By 1945, there existed three clear and separate networks of 
such movements on the world scene: the Third International 
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Communist parties; the Secorid International social-democratic 
parties; and the various nationalist (or national liberation) move­
ments. The period 1945-68 was a period of remarkable political 
achievement for these three networks of movements. Third 
International parties came to power, by one means or another, in 
a series of countries more or less contiguous to the USSR (Eastern 
Europe, China, North Korea). Second International parties (I use 
the term loosely, including in this category the Democratic Party 
in the United States as Roosevelt reshaped it) came to power (or at 
least achieved drait de cite, that is, the right of alternance) in the 
Western world (Western Europe, North America, Australasia). 
Nationalist or national liberation movements came to power in 
rnost formerty ccilQPizeaa:reas:in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, 
the Caribbean and, in somewhat different forms, in long­
independent Latin America. 

The important point for the analysis of the revolution of 1968 
was that the new movements which emerged then were led largely 
by young people who had gro.w� .up , in a world where . the 
traditional antisystemic movements in their countries were· riot in 
an early pha�tion but had already achieved their 
intermedi��}.;\pwer, Hence these "old" movements 
could be judged not only on their promises but on th��r _eractices 
once in power. They were so judged and, tda cons1aeranle 
degree, they were found wanting. · ·  . .  

They were found wanting on two main grounds. First, in their 
efficacy in combating the existing capitalist world-system and its 
current institutional incarnation, US hegemony. Secondly, in the 
quality of life they had created in the "intermediate" state 
structures they presumably controlled. Thus it was that, in the 
words of one famous 1968 aphorism, they were no longer to be 
considered "part of the solution." Rathe�.Q.a<!l�e-J'-1part 
of the problem." 

Tile a� of the US SDS against "liberals," of the saixante­
huitards against the PCF (not to speak of the s·ocialists), of the 
German SDS against the SPD was all the more passionate because 
of their �nse of fu�!��EJ.�l .  This was the real implica­
tion of that other 1968 aphorism :  "Never trust anyone over the 
age of 30." It was less generational at the level of individuals than 
generational at the level of antisystemic organizations. I take it as 

.._._____ . -· .. ·-·--
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no accident that the major outbreak in the Soviet bloc. was in 
Czechoslovakia, a country with a particularly long and strong 
Third International tradition. The leaders of the Prague Spring 
fought their struggle in the name of "humawst Communism," 
that is, against the beY.ayal.thato-.S�atinistn represented. I take it 
also as no accident that the major outbreak in the Third WQrld 
was in Mexico, the country that had the oldest national liberation , 
movement continuously in power, or that particularly important 
outbreaks occurred in Dakar and in Calcutta, two cities with very 
long nationalist traditions. 

Not only was the revolution of 1 968 directed, even if only 
secondarily, against the "old left�" , throughout the world, but 
these "old lefts" responded, as we know, in coin. The "old lefts" 
were first of all astonished at finding themselves under attack 
from the left (who us, who have such impeccable credentials?), 
and then deeply enraged at the adventurism that the "new lefts" 
represented in their eyes. As the "old lefts" responded with 
increasing impatience and hostility to the spreading "anarchism" 
of the "new lefts," the latter began to place greater and greater 
emphasis on the ideological centrality of their struggle with the 
"old lefts," This took the form 12f.t1!.,�,);l].tiy�u; "M.a9isms" that 
developed in the early 1970s in arr parts of the world, including, 
of course, in�tMM. 

Thesis 4: Counterculture was part of revolutionary euphoria, but was not 
politically central to 1968 

What we came to call in the late 1 960s "counterculture" was a very 
visible component of the various movements that participated in 
the revolution of 1968. We generally mean by counter-culture 
behavior in daily life (sexuality, drugs, dress) and in the arts that is 
,!:lnconventional, non-bou.rgeoisL.1!fill Diony� There was an 
enormous escalation in the quantity of such behavior directly 
associated with activism in the "movement." The Woodstock 
festival in the United States represented a kind of symbolic 
highpoint of such movement-related counterculture. 

But, of course, a counterculture was not a particularly new 
phenomenon. There had been for two centuries a "Bohemia" 
associated with youth and the arts. The relaxation of puritanical 
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sexual mores had been a steady linear development throughout 
the twentieth century worldwide. Furthermore, "revolutions" had 
often previously �een the occasion of countercultural affirmation. 
Here, however, two models of previous revolutions should be 
noted. In those revolutions that had been planned, organized, 
and involved long military struggle, r&nolntionary puri.9.nism 
usually became an important element of discipline (as in the 
history of the Chinese Communist Party). Where, however, 
revolutionary circumstances included a large meas.11.n:.af 5,�­
eous activity (as was the case in the Russian Revolution of 1917 or 

· the tnumph of ' Castro in Cuba), the spontaneity incl�ved a 
breakdown in social constraints and hence was associate , at least 
initially;With c�u���_ple, "free love" in post-
1917 Russia). 'The revolution of 1968 had, of course, a particu­
larly strong c��-�Jif. .. �mplanqed spontaneity and therefore, 
as the thesis says, ��"\ll'.�.,..IP-��r! .. QfJhe revolutionary 
euRhw:ia. 

· 

Nonetheless, as we all learned in the 1970s, it is very easy to 

J dissociate cou
. 
ntercu1ture from political (revolutionary) activity. 

Indeed, it is_ easy to turn countercultural trends into very profit­
able co�su�pti�te..<illf,�!2� yippies 
to yug£1es):wtlile, therefor:e, the counterculture of the new left 
was salient to most of these forces themselves, as it was to their 
enemies, in the final analysis it was a ;nin�.e!e.!11ent in the picture. 
It may be one of -t.h.e..m.n�!!..ep.c;._e§....Qf:...l9.fi8 that Dionysiac life 
styles spread fur� ..... h .. is not. one pf.its legacies. It is to the 
political legacies that we must now turn. 

Legacies 

Legacies of watershed events are always complex phenomena. For { 
one thing, they are always-..a�. For another, they are . 
always the object of a struggle by various heirs to claim the legacy, 
that is, the legitimacy of a tradition. Please note that there already 
exists a tradition of 1968. Traditions are rapidly created, and the 
"tradition" of the Revolution of 1968 was already functioning by 
the early 1970s.. And in 1988 there are many celebrations, many 
books, and many attempts at recuperation as well. This should 
neither surprise us nor dismay us. World-historic events have lives 
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of their own and they resist any kind of simple capture. 1968 is no 
different. Having thus warned you against myseJf, I sha"ll none- � 
theless put before you what I think are.J.h.�..t�2..£.ri.n�ipal legacies 
of 1 968. · --....... ,,....,.......,. 

Thesis 5: Revolutionary movements representing"minority" or underdog 
strata need no longer, and no longer do, take second place to revolutionary 
movements representing presumed " majority" gnrups 

1968 was the ideological tomb of the concept of the "leading role" 
of the industrial proletariat. This leading role had long been -
challenged, but never before so massively and so efficaciously. For 
in 1968 it was being challenged on the grounds that the industrial 
proletariat was and would always structurally remain just one 
component among others of the world's working clas;:------

The h1sioricaffilllcl�t,.f·b'oth varieties of "old left" movements 
(the socialist and the nationalist) was that they represented the 
interests of the "primary" oppressed - either the "working ·c1ass" 
of a given country or the "nation" whose national expression was 
unfulfilled. These movements took the view that the complaints 
of "other" groups who saw themselves as being treated unequally 
- the unfulfilled nationalities for socialist movements, �he working 
class for nationalist movements, women for both kinds of move­
ments, and any other group that could lay claim to social or 
political oppression - were at best secondary and at worst diver­
sionary. The "old left" groups tended to argue that their own 
achievement of stat_�:J�-9 .. ':'�t;.�.,,,�.�� to ��"� ,_,�!._E"ime obj�tiveand the 
prior achievement:-:.ltter which (they argrredf--tfl.e secondary 
oppressions would disappear of themselves or at least they could 
be resolved by appropriate political action in the "post­
revolutionary" era. 

Needless to say, not everyone agreed with such reasoning. And 
the socialist and nationalist movements of the world often quar­
reled fiercely with each other over precisely this issue of priority 
of struggle. But none of the "old left" movements ever ceded 
theoretical ground on this issue of wateg!s...JJ,tio.ci.tes in the 
struggle for equality, although many individual movements made 
tactical and temporary concessions on such issues in the interests 
of creating or reinforcing particular political alliances. 
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.As long as the "old left'.' movements were in their pre­
revollitionary, mobilizing phases, the �rgument about what would 
or would not happen after their achievement of state power 
remained hypothetical. But once they were� ·A>ta�Sl', the 
practical consequences could be assessed on the basis of some 
evidence. By 1968, many such assessments had been made, and 
the opponents of the multiple "other" inequalities could argue, 
with some plausibility, that the achievement of power by "old left" 
groups had not in f �ct ended these "other" inequalities, or at least 
had not sufficiently changed the multiple group hierarchies that 
had previously existed. · 

At the same time, a century of struggle had begun to make clear 
two sociological realities that had great bearing on this debate. 
The first V{as that, contrary to prior theorizing, the trend of � 
capitalist development was not to transform almost all the world's l_, 
laboring strata into urban, male, adult, sala�d..fac.toi.y�,. ?) 
the i�!XJ?!!.,2.�!h��:nr�gl.e.ta:cial!.'..'.-.a�s.smceived. The 
reality of capitalism was far more occupationally complex than 
that. This ideaJ;tr..R.e "PI?letarian" had represented a minority of 
the world's laboring str.'!!2...in }8§,�filo�But-it-h.ad then been 
thought this was mere� t,ransit!oQfil:...B�lllch-t�type 
"proletarians" ��Ti,�� .. '!.Jli.�io..!2�!ld it was now clear 
that this particular occupational profile would probably remah� 
minority in 2050. Hence, to organize a movement around �is 7 
group was to give priority - permanent and illegitimate priority - \..... 

l
to

b
th� cl'li.tEL�� ... ���!�.:t�2��--�0..�!.,. varieties of the world's/) 

a ormg strata. 
Analogously, it had becomt, clear that "nationalities" were not 

just there in some form that cotiTlr-"-oe-ot!j'eet!i1t1�lineated. . 
Nationalities were rather the product of a complex process oR. 
oligaing social-creation, combining the achievement of conscious-
ness (by themselves and by others) and sociojuridical labeling. It 
followed that for every nation there could and would be sub­
nations in what threatened to be an unending cascade. It followed 
that each transformation of some •iminority" into a "majority" 
created new "minorities." There could be no cut-off of this 
process, and hence no "automatic" resolution of the issue by the 
achievement of state power. _ 

If the "proletariat" and the "oppressed nations" were not 



r ·  ,. 

74 Geopolitics and geoculture 
destined to transform themselves into uncontested majorities, but , 
would forever remain one kind of "min�rity" .alongside other . 
kinds of "minorities," their claim · to strategic priority in the 
antisystemic struggle would thereby be ·grievously undermined. 
1968 accomplished precisely this undermining. Or, rather, the 
revolution of 1968 crystallized the recognition of these realities in 
the worldwide political action of antisystemic movements. 

After 1968, none of the "other" groups in the struggle - neither " 
women nor racial "minorities" nor sexual "minorities" nor the 
handicapped nor the "ecologists" (those who refused the accept­
ance, unquestioningly, of the imperatives of increased global 
production) - would ever again accept the legitimacy of "waiting" 
JJJillIL.some otfi�Devolliuon.�:tti"id-·smce-1968, the "old left" 
movements have themselves become increasingly embarrassed 
about making, have indeed hesitated to continue to make, such 
demands for the "postponement" of claims until some presumed 
post-revolutionary epoch. It is easy enough to verify this change 
in atmosphere. A simple quantitative content analysis of the 
world's left press, comparing say 1985 and 1955, would indicate a 
dramatic increase of the space accorded to these "other" concerns 
that had once been considered "secondary." 

Of course, there is more. The very language of our analyses has 
changed, has consciously and explicitly been changed. We worry 
about racism and sexism even in arenas once thought "harmless" 
(appellations, humor, etc.). And the structure of our organi­
zational life has also changed. Whereas prior to 1968 it was 
generally considered a desideratum to unify all existing antisys­
temic movements into one movement, at least into one movement 
in each country, this form of unity is no longer an unquestion�d 
desideratum. A multiplicity of organizations, each representing a 
different group or a different tonality, loosely linked in some kind 
of alliance, is now seen, at least by many, as a good in itself. What 
was a pis alter is now proclaimed as a "rclinbqw coa]itioi;i!!..{-a· US 
coinage that has spread) . 

The triumph of the Revolution of 1968 has been a triple 
triumph in terms of rad��· st':p_llm, !;l.nd analogous eviJ�: One 
result is tfiaftneiegarsituations (state policies) have changed. A 
second result is that the situations within the antisystemic move­
ments have changed. A third result is that mentalities have 
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changed. There is no need tb be Polyannish about this. The 
'groups .who Were oppressed _may still complain, with great legit­
imacy, that the changes that have occurred are inadequate, that 
the realities of sexism and racism and other forms of oppressive 
inequality are still very much with us. Furthermore, it is no doubt 
true that there has beert "backlash" in all arenas, on all these 
issues. But it is pointless also not to recognize that the Revolution 
of 1968 marked, for all these inequalities, a historic turning-point. 

Even if the states (or some of them) regress radically, the 
antisystemic movements will never be able to do so (or, if they do, 
they will thereby lose their legitimacy). This does not mean that 
there is ho longer a debate about priorities among antisystemic 
movements. It means that the debate has become a debate about 
fundamental. strategy, and that the "old left" movements (or 
tendencies) ate no longer ref using to enter into such a debate. 

Thesis 6: The debate on the fundamenta,lstrategy of social transformation 
has been reopened among the antisystemic movements, and will be the key 
political debate of the coming twenty years 

There exist today, in a broad sense, six varieties of antisystemic 
movements. (a) In the Western countries, there are "old left" 
movements in the form of the trade-unions and segments of the 
traditional left parties - labor and social-democratic parties, to 
which one might perhaps add the Communist parties, although, 
except for Italy, these are weak and growing weaker. (b) In the 
same Wes tern countries, there is a wide variety of new social 
moyemertts - of women, "minorities," Greens, etc. (c) In the 
socialist bloc, there are the traditional Communist parties in 
power, among whom a strain of persistent antisystemic virus has 
never been extinguished, which gives rise to renewed (and 
"feverish") activity from time to time. The Gorbachev phenom­
enon, insofar as it appeals to "Leninism" against "Stalinism," can 
be taken as evidence of this. (d) In this same socialist bloc, a 
network is emerging of extra-party organizations, quite disparate 
in nature, which seem increasingly to be taking on some of the 
flavor of Western new social movements. They have, however, the 
distinctive feature of an emphasis on the thc;;mes of human rigl;its 
and an�reaucracr; {e1 In the Third World, there are seg"iiieiits 
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of those traditional national liberation movements still in ppwer 
(as, for example, in Algeria, Nicaragua, and Mozambique) or 
heirs to such movements no longer in power (although "heri­
tages" such as Nasserism in the Arab world tend to fritter). Of 
course, in countries with unfulfilled revolutions (such as South 
Africa or El Salvador), the movements, still necessarily in their 
mobilizing phase of struggle, have the strength and the character­
istics of their predecessors in other states, when they were in that 

r phase. (f) And, finally, in these same Third World countries, there 
..?---> are new movements that reject some of the "universalist" themes / of previous movements (seen as "Western" themes) and put L forward "indigenist" forms of protest, of ten in religious clothing. 

It seems clear that all six varieties of movements · are far from 
uniformly antisystemic, But all six varieties have some significant 
antisx_s��ic-�c::_�tage'. �.?_rr.!..�..,_�9.�11.��isystemic resonance, 
and �ome �:���}," �n.t:.�X�!��fl.:1-l£.P.9.t�n.�1!12!iii1h�r�ore, of cours�, 
the six vaneties oi movements are not entirely hm1ted geographi-
cally to the various zones as I have indicated. One can find some 
trans-zone diffusion, but the geographical segregation of varieties 
holds true, broadly speaking, for the moment. 

There are, I believe1 three principal observations to make about 
the relation of these six varieties of (potentially, partially, histori­
cally) antisystemic movements to each other. First, at the time of 
the Revolution of 1968, the six varieties tended to be quite hostile 
to each other. · This was particularly true of the relation of the 
"old" to the "new" variety in each zone, as we have already noted. 
But it was generally true more widely. That is, any one of the six 
varieties tended to be critical of, even hostile toward, all five other 
varieties. This initial, multifaced mutual hostility has tended to 
diminish greatly in the subsequent two decades. Today, one might 
speak of the six varieties of movements showing a hesitant (and 
still suspicious) tolerance towards each other, which is, of course, 
far short of being politically allied with each other. 

Secondly, the six varieties of movements have begun tentatively 
to debate with each other about the strategy of social transforma­
tion. One principal issue is, of course, the desirability of seeking 
state power, the issue that has fundamentally divided the three 
"old" from the three "new" varieties of movements. Another, and 
derived, issue concerns the structure of organizational life. These 
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are, to be sure, issues that had been widely debated in the 
· 1850-80 period and, at that time, more or less resolved. They 
have now been reopened, and are being discussed again, now, 
however, in the light of the "real-existing" experience of state 
power. 

Thirdly, when and if this debate on global strategy will be 
resolved, even if the resolution takes the form of merging the six 
varieties of movements into one grand worldwide family, it does 
not follow that there will be a unified antisystemic strategy. It has 
long been the case, and will continue ever more to be so, that these 
movements have been strongly penetrated by persons, groups, and 
strata whose essential hope is not the achievement of an egalitarian, 
democratic world but the maintenance of an inegalitarian, 
undemocratic one, even if one necessarily different in structure 
from our existing capitalist world-economy (currently in its long 
structural crisis). That is to say, at the end of the debate among the 
movements, we shall most probably see a struggle within the 
possibly single family of movements between the proponents of an 
egalitarian, democratic world and their opponents. 

Lessons 

What lessons are we to draw from the Revolution of 1968 and its 
aftermath? What lessons indeed are we to draw from more than a 
century of worldwide, organized antisystemic activity? Here I 
think the format of theses is not reasonable. I prefer to lay out the 
issues in the form of queries. These are queries, I hasten to add, 
th�t cannot find their answers in colloquia alone, or in the privacy 
of intellectual discussion. These are queries that can be answered 
fully only in the praxis of the multiple movements. But this praxis 
of course includes, as one part of it, the analyses and debates in 
public and in private, especially those conducted in a context of 
political commitment. 

Query 1 :  Is it possible to achieve sign.:ifican1political chg_nge v:jthout 
takings��--· ' ..... ..__, 

I suppose the answer to this depends first of all on how one 
defines "significant." But the question is a real one nonetheless. If 
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the Marxists won the political debate with the Anarchists in. the 
nineteenth century, and the political nationalists won. their pat al-

/lei debate with the cultural nationalists, the explanation . was the 
...::{ .. · compeliing force of one assertion that they made: those with 

existing privilege will never cede it willingly, and will use their 
control of state violence to prevent significant change. It followed 
that ousting the privileged frorru._ta,te..�wa&r.tfte.-prerequisite 
to significant c��,!!ge. . 

ilseems quite clear that even today, in some countries (say, 
South Africa), there are governments representing privileged 
minorities that are resolutely unwilling to cede their privilege. In 
these countries it seems very implausible to suggest that any 
significant political change could occur in the absence of vigorous, 
and almost inevitably violent, political activity. South Africa is no 
doubt a quintessential instance of a state in which the majority of 
its citizens have never had droit de cite and have therefore never 
felt that the government was "theirs" in any sense whatsoever. . 

But today there is a large number of states in which the majority 
of the population believe that, in some sense, the government is 
"theirs ." Most "post-revolutionary" regimes by and large enjoy 
this fundam�grncrtr.Th!s-is no doubt true 
of the irS�ina, and of Algeria. :Bii'ffi' of Algeria, is it not 
also true of India? And is this not true of Sweden, where fifty 
years of Social-Democratic regimes have "integrated" the working 
class into political life? And what about France, or Germany? One 
could go on. Each national case has its specificity. But it is surely 
clear that there is a very large number of states in which popular 
support for the state is widespread, and where, therefore, a 
struggle for the primary accession to state power has little 
resonance. It is probably not very useful to suggest therefore that 
some of these state structures are "post-revolutionary," implying 
that the others are "pre-revplutionary." Most of them are in the 
same boat in tqms gf Jkgre� of_)lQ.pµl�pport-(�pular 
cynicism). ',IQ repeat, this is not true in states such as South Africa, 

Wn'ere1i.CC'ession to state power by the majority still remains the 
primary political issue. But such s�ates today are a minority. 

Indeed, is �rime issue in many states, and perhaps most 
especially in those that are self-consciously "post-revolutionary," 
the question of�cQ.i�y_L�g_!!_l!:_.�g_p..!!QJJJ_y_!P.:�_'.:��i!.�?5.�ty" over the 

�-,,,-�-
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stat,e.?Js this not the heart of the internal political debate not only 
i� · the ·"socialist countries" but also . in Latin America, and 
Southern Europe, and Southeast Asia, and Black Africa? "More 
democracy is more socialism," says Mr Gorbachev. But, if so, what 
is the function of an antisystemic movement in the USSR? 

Query 2: Are there forms of social power worth conquering other than 
"political"p�-� . -· 

Obviously, there are other forms of social power - economic, 
cultural (Gramsci's "hegemony"), power over self (individual and 
"group" autonomy) . And, obviously, individuals, groups, and 
organizations constantly seek such kinds of power. But how does 
the effort to. attain this articulate with the political activity of 
antisystemic movements? In what sense will the achievement of 
more economic power, or more cultural power, or more power 
over self in fact contribute to a fundamental transformation of the 
world-system? �--�.� .. �.;.. .. �, ....... .._ ..... �--------�· 

We"'"are her;"before a question that has beset antisystemic 
movements since their outset. Is fundamental transformation the 
consequence of an accretion .9f improvements that, bit by bit and 
over time, create irreversible change? . Or are sµch incr�mental 
achievements very largely a self-deception that in fact demobilize 
and hence preserve the realities of existing inequities? This is, of 
course, the "reformism-revolution" debate once again, which is 
larger than the constricted version of this debate symbolized by 
Eduard Bernstein versus Lenin. 

T�at is to say, is there a meaningful strategy that can be 
constructed that involves the variegated pursuit of multiple forms 
of power? For this is what is suggested, at least implicitly, by a lot 
of the arguments of the new social movements that emerged in 
the wake of 1968. 

Query 3: Should antisystemic movements take the form of or_ganizations? 

The creati,Qn othw:eauc.r:atiG-G.i:.ga:wz�strµment
-�f).:-:> 

social tran�rmation �s-i;he• gteat socilli'i'>gi'Cat invention of 
· nineteenth-century...p��"Was-·ffiuch debate about 
whether such organizations should be.�ass-h�<:tsed Ot.J;�_.$d, 
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legal o_r underground, one-issue or multi-issue, whether th�y 
�nourd demana1'intlted or total comlllitmetrrof their . members. 

"'------·---"-� . ..-----· ... ·""- . ' But, for over a century, there has been little doubt that organi-
zations of some kind were indispensable. 

The fact that Michels demonstrated a very long time ago that 
these organizations took on a life of their own that interfered 
quite directly with their ostensible raisons d'etre did not seem to 
dampen very much the enthusiasm to create still more organi­
zations. Even the spontaneous movements of 1968 became trans­
formed into many such organizations. This no doubt had 
consequences that made many of t.he post-1968 generation very 
uncomfortable, as may be seen in the acerbic debates between 
Fundis and Realos in the German Green movement. 

The tension between the political efficacy that organizations 
represent and the ideological and political dangers they incarnate 
is perhaps 1,mresolvable. It is possibly something with which we 
simply must live. It seems to me, however, that this is a question 
that has to be dealt with directly and debated thoroughly, lest we 
simply drift into two pointless factions of the "sectarians" and the 
"dropouts." The numbers of individuals throughout the world 
who are "ex-activists" and who are now "unaffiliated" but who 
wish in some way to be politically active has, I believe, grown very 
sharply in the wake of the post-1968 letdown. I do not think we 
should think of this as the "depoliticization" of the disillusioned, 
though some of it is that. It is rather the fear that organizational 
activity is only seemingly efficacious. But, if so, what can replace it, 
if anything? 

Query 4: Is there any political basis on which antisystemic movements, West 
and East, North (both West and East) and South, can in reality join hands? 

The fact that there are six varieties of antisystemic movements, an 
"old" and a "new" variety in each of the three different zones, 
seems to me no passing accident. It reflects a deep difference of 
political realities in the three zones. Do there exist any unifying 
political concerns that could give rise to a common worldwide 
strategy? Is there any evidence that, even if this wasn't true in the 
period following 1945, it is beginning to be true in the 1980s, and 
might be even more true in the twenty-first century? 



1968, revolution in the world-system 81  

. . Here we  need more than pieties and wishful thinking. There 
has · nev.er existed heretofore international (that is; interzonal) 
solidarity i>f any significance. And this fact has given rise to much 
bitterness. Three things seem to me important. First, the imme­
diate · day-to-day concerns of the populations of the three zones 
are today in many ways strikingly different. The movements that 
exist in these three zones reflect their differences. Secondly, many 
of the short-run objectives of movements in the three zones 
would, if achieved, have the effect of improving the situation for 
some persons in that zone at the expense of other persons in other Z 
zones. Third.!Y.t_.!}2_ desirable transforll2.�Y.9.D-.. Q.f:'.-·the capitalist .) 
world-econow is pos�ible i�ai'aence of trans-zonal political 
cooperation by a�is�.!!!k.,.J1.W.Xeil'l6H!t:s. 

This trans-.zonal coo eration would 1w;�>ttr-rn::-botir-sttategic 
and tactical.-l,tmig-ht be east!'X . 'll.J\l.�t easy) to establish the 
bases of tactiCirC�n. But strategic? It is probable that 
strategic collaboration can only be on the basis of a profound 
radicalization of the objectives. For the great impediment to 
trans-zonal strategic collaboration is the incredible socio-economic 
polarizatiolf'i)f the ex1shngWoi1a-system. But i s  there an  objective 
(and not merely a voluntaristic) basis for such a radicalization? 

Query 5: What does the slogan, " liberty, equality, fraternity" really mean? 

The slogan of the French Revolution is familiar enough to us all. 
It seems to  refer to  three different phenomena, each located in 
the three realms into which we are accustomed to divide our social-7 
ana�yses: liberty in the political arena, equality ln.-the...-0eenomic Z.? 
arena, .anilraternity intne so<jQ:.cultm:a.l .... a·rena. And we have �· 
become accustomed as welt1odebating their relative importance, / 
particularly between liberty and equality. 1 

The antinomy of liberty and eqµality seems to me absurd. f1_ 
don't really understand myself how one can. be "free" if there is 
inequality, since those who have more always have options that 
are not available to those who have less, and therefore the latter 
are less free. And, similarly, I don't really understand how there ) 
can be equality .without liberty since, in the absence of liberty, ) 
some have more political power than others, and hence it follows · 

that there is inequality. I am not suggesting a verbal game here 
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l / but a rejection of the distinction. Liberty-equality is a single_ t:-:?concept. {__ Can then fraternity be "f olc;led into" this single concept of 

liberty-equality? I do not think so. I note first that fraternity, given 
our recent consciousness about sexist language, should now be 
banned as a term. Perhaps we can talk of comradeship. This 
brings us, however, to the heart of the issues raised by sexism and 
racism. What is their opposite? For a long time the lefts of the 
world preached one form or another of universalism, that is, of 
total "integration." The consciousness of the Revolution of 1968 
has led to the assertion by those who most directly suffered from 
racism and sexism of the political, cultural, and psychological 
merits of building their own, that is separate, organizational, and 
cultural structures. At a world level, this is sometimes called the 
"civilizational project." 

It is correct to assert that the tensions between universalism and 
particularism are the product of the capitalist world-economy and 
are impossible to resolve within its framework. But that gives us 
insufficient guide for future goals or present tactics.  It seems to 
me that the movements after 1968 have handled this issue the 
easy way, by swinging back and forth on a pendulum in their 
emphases. This leaves the issue intact as a permanent confusion 
and a permanent irritant. If we are to think of a trans-zonal 
strategy of transformation, it will have to include a fairly clear 

Gerspective on how to reconcile · the thrust for homogeneity 
implied in the very concept of a trans-zonal strategy) and the 
hrust for heterogeneity (implied in the concept of liberty­
quality). 

Query 6: Is there a meaningful way in which we can have plenty (or even 
enough) without productivism? 

The search for the conquest of nature and the Saint-Simonian 
moral emphasis on productive labor have long been ideological 
pillars not only of the capitalist world-economy but also of its 
antisystemic movements. To be sure, many have worried about 
excessive growth, and waste, and resource depletion. But, as with 
other such rejections of dominant values, how far can we, should 
we, draw the implications of the critiques? 

Once again, it is easy to say that jobs versus ecology is a dilemma 
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produced by the current system and inherent in it. But once 
again, this tells us little about long-term objectives or short-term 
tactics. And once . again, this is an issue that has profoundly 
divided the antisystemic movements within zones, anci even more 
across the zones. 

Concluding note 

One of the principal implicit complaints of the Revolution of 1968 
was· that the enormous social effort of antisystemic movements 
over the prior one hundred years had yielded so little global 
benefit. In effect, the revolutionarie.s were saying, we are not 
really farther along than our grandparents were, in terms of 
transforming the world. 

The critidsm was a harsh one, no doubt a salutary one, but also 
an unfair one. The conditions of the world-systemic revolution of 
1968 were entirely different from those of the world-systemic 
revolution of 1 848. From 1 848 to 1968, it is hard to see, 
retrospectively, how the antisystemic movements could have acted 
other than they did. Their strategy was probably the only one 
realistically available to them, and their failures may have been 
inscribed in the structural constraints within which they neces­
sarily worked. Their efforts and their devotion were prodigious. 
And the dangers they averted, the reforms they imposed prob­
ably offset the misdeeds they committed and the degree to which 
their mode of struggle reinforced the very system against which 
they were struggling. 

W�at is important, however, is not to be a Monday mornin�· 
quarterback of the world's antisystemic movements. The real 
importance of the R�voh.�tion of 1968 is less its �ritique .of the past . 
than the questions 1t ���ed abol;!,L� .. fumEe. Even 1f the past 
strategy of the "old left" movement,s had been the best possible 
strategy for the time, the question still remained whether it was a 
useful strategy as of 1968. Here the case of the new movements 
was a far stronger one. 

The new movements however have not offered a fully coherent 
alternative strategy. A coherent alternative strategy is still today to 
be worked out. It will possibly take ten to twenty more years to do 
so. This is not a cause for discouragement; it is rather the occasion 
for hard collective intellectual and political work. 



6 ..,. Marx, Marxism:.. Leninism, and 
socialist experiences in the modern 
world-system 

Marx and his ideas are flourishing, stand up better today than 
those of any other nineteenth-century analyst, and promise to 
remain central to social life in the world-system in the twenty-first 
century. Marxism-Leninism as a strategy and an ideology has . 
played out its historic role and has become marginal to the 
ongoing political economy of the world-system. Socialist experi­
ences in the modern world-system, if we can call them that, are in 
great disarray and may or may not survive in any form that will be 
recognizable as "socialist." 

I propose to analyze Marxism-Leninism as an historical 
phenomenon of the modern world-system from its origins to 
today, in terms of responses to six questions: ( 1 )  why Leninism? 
(2) why a Leninist revolution in Russia first? (3) why Stalinism? 
(4) why a Soviet empire? (5) why de-Stalinization? (6) why 
perestroika and glasnost? 

(1) Leninism or Bolshevism is conventionally said to have come 
into organizational existence in 1902 with Lenin's counter-draft to 
the text of Plekhanov for the Second Congress (the so-called 
Unification Congress) of the All-Russian Social-Democratic Labor 
Party that was held in the summer of 1903. As we know, the 
Congress resulted in a split of the party, Lenin proved himself an 
excellent political in-fighter and he emerged with control of a 
party that assumed (somewhat dubiously) the appellation of 
Bolsheviks. 

Today it is commonplace to simplify the history of world 
socialist movements as the story of an historic split between two 
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tendencies, one symbolized by Eduard Bernstein and one by 
Lenin, consecrated in organizational form after 192 1 by the 
existence of two Internationals, the Second and the Third. This is 
equally simplified as the division between reform and revolution. 
One can always attack the simplism of simplifications, but for the 
first half of the twentieth century, this classic formulation seems to 
me essentially correct. 

The key arguments of the "revisionists" derived from a 
straightforward and rather economistic understanding of the 
evolution of the world-system. They saw a process of inevitable 
technological advance bringing into existence an ever-larger 
industrial working class. They presumed it would have the 
political consequence of the inevitable extension of political rights 
(especially suffrage), presumably under the joint pressure of 
capitalist rationality and working-class struggle. They reasoned 
that, over the course of time, the industrial working class would 
dominate numerically the political arena, and thus they could 
quite simply vote themselves into power. Once that occurred, they 
could legislate an end to capitalism and the establishment of a 
socialist society. It followed from this reasoning that the optimal 
political tactic was to organizej politically and socially, as large a 
part of the working class (as well as their sympathizers) into a mass 
party. 

The reasoning was clear and, to many, persuasive. The scen­
ario, in reality, turned out to be only partially true. There was 
continued technological advance, and the size of the industrial 
working class did increase. Universal suffrage did become a 
reali�y. However, it was not true that the industrial working class 
came to represent a large majority of the voting population .  Nor 
was it true that all workers voted for the socialist party. Second 
International parties did come to power in a whole series of 
countries. They did not however le.gislate an end to capitalism. 
They legislated, rather, the so-called welfare state. 

Why was Lenin resistant to this reasoning? It was because he 
intruded other variables into the scenario. The first and most 
important variable upon which he insisted was the strength with 
which the capitalist strata would resist their liquidation. He 
presumed they would use their existing control of the state 
apparatuses to struggle by any means (fair or foul) to preserve 



86 Geopolitics and geoculture 

their position. He thus thought that the concept that they could be 
voted out of power was totally chimerical. He insisted, therefore, 
that the only way the working class would come to power was by 
revolution, that is, by insurrection. He saw such struggles .as 
politico-military and therefore insisted, quite plausibly, that an 
essential ingredient of success was a highly disciplined organi­
zation. His views on party structure followed quite logically. Since 
the bourgeoisie would use any means to stay in control, and since 
a politico-military struggle required a disciplined organization, 
the party should be composed of dedicated and more or kss 
full-time cadres, and should operate, at least partially, under­
ground. In this way, he reasoned, when the moment was ripe, the 
party could seize power and install a so-called dictatorship of the 
proletariat. However, his vision of what would happen once they 
came to power was not too different from that of the revisionists. 
The new governmertt would legislate the end of capitalism and 
the establishment of a socialist society. 

This reasoning also was clear, and also was persuasive to many. 
In point of fact, this scenario too in reality turned out to be only 
partially true. Insurrections were successful in only a few coun­
tries. Indeed, the Russian case itself can be thus described only 
partially. In fact, the case that most approximated Lenin's scen­
ario would turn out to be that of China, where indeed a 
disciplined cadre party did organize a long politico-military 
struggle and did eventually seize power, installing a dictatorship 
of the proletariat. It is true that, wherever Third International 
parties came to power (by whatever means), they did legislate 
more or less the end of capitalism (in the narrow sense of the 
abolition of private property in most productive enterprises). 
Whether they established socialist societies has been a matter of 
controversy for some 70 years now, and never more so than in the 
last few years. 

Lenin had an unspecified premise in his reasoning. He was 
/ struggling in Russia, and Russia was not Germany, a forticrri not 
7 Great Britain. That is to say, Russia was a country in which the 
1 technology was "backward" with reference to that of Western 
I Europe and North America. Furthermore, Russia was a country 
1 which, except for the briefest of periods, did not even have a 

parliamentary system, much less the expectation that it would 
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move to universal suffrage within a reasonable length of time. In 
any case, thefr were.very few industrial workers even if there had 
been universal suffrage. The great majority of the population 
were rural workers and peasants. Hence, the revisionist scenario 
seemed totally irrelevant to the Russian situation, and one must 
admit that Lenin was essentially correct in that assessment. It 
seemed to him, therdore, that the only viable alternative was his 
own program. Whether this was correct or not is difficult . in 
hindsight to assess, since everywhere the socialist movement 
moved in one or the other direction, either towards revisionism or 
towards Leninism (often but not always Marxism-Leninism). 

(2) It is well known that the Russian Revolution of 1 9 1 7  was a 
surprise in the sense that virtually everyone in the world socialist 
movement eJS:pected that the "first" socialist state would be Ger­
many. This expectation was that of the Bolsheviks as well, even 
Lenin. Why no one, as of say 1 900, believed that Great Britain, 
Marx's own candidate, would be the first socialist state is a 
question worth pursuing, but I cannot do it here. It does 
demonstrate, however, that in the reasoning of both revisionists 
and Leninists there were other hidden premises. 

As we know, Lenin had a hard time persuading his colleagues 
to try to seize power in October 1 9 1 7 .  And, in any case, everyone 
seemed to feel that the aberration 'of Russia preceding Germany 
would soon be corrected. Indeed, of course, many argued that the 
new Soviet state could not survive unless something occurred 
rapidly in Germany. We know this expectation was never fulfilled, 
and after about five years was finally abandoned. 

Still, why did the expectation go awry? E.H. Carr, in trying to 
place the Russian Revolution in historical perspective, argues: 
The same ambivalence which ran through Russian 19th century history marked 
the Bolshevik revolution. In one aspect it was a culmination of the westernizing 
process, in another a revolt against Europeai;i: penetration. 1 

In 1 914, Russia was a European country, a great military power, 
and a country with a significant industrial sector. But, as an 
industrial country, it was clearly the weakest of the European 
states. In 1 9 14, Russia was simultaneously a non-European (or 

1 Edward Hallett Carr, The Soviet Impact on the Western World. New York: Macmillan, 1947, 
p. 105. 
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non�Western) country, as well as primarily an agricultural coun­
try. But, as an agricultural country, it was clearly the strongest of 
the non-Western states. Hence_, in our current language, Russia 
was either the weakest power in the core or the strongest in the 
periphery. It was, of course, both and was virtually the exemplar 
of what we today call a semiperipheral country. 

I would argue that a Leninist strategy could succeed only in a 
semiperipheral country. Therefore, retrospectively, it is not at all 
surprising that the first socialist "revolution" occurred in Russia. 
It was probably the only place in which it was truly possible in that 
epoch. This was clear for three main reasons. Firstly, such an 
insurrection was not possible within core zones of the capitalist 
world-economy because the working class had too many options 
that seemed more attractive to them in the short run without their 
taking the enormous risks of insurrectionary activity. This has 
become clear beyond doubt in the years since 1917 .  It may not 
have seemed so obvious then. 

Secondly, we have come to understan� that the mobilization of 
mass support for an insurrectionary movement is not likely on the 
basis of class appeals exclusively. There must be added to the class 
appeals a strong dose �ationalist tentiment, what subsequently 
we have called anti-imperiaT1sm. But, in the core zones, a sense of 
nationalist acruev�Ilr'W<fS·-fOrmost of the countries behind 
them. Only in Germany and Italy could this, possibly have been a 
major factor and, of course, these were as a consequence the two 
main loci of fascist movements in the interwar years. 

Finally, a successful insurrection requires some significant 
�ecto7 of �r� humar:, 

i�;:�str��u�:��d an 
mtelhg�Ilt�.1� .. ()f]QJ.iie.:::s.we-<i'filf· consnousness. Most peripheral 
zones did not yet have this in 19 17, but Russia did. Thus, 
Marxism-Leninism emerge��ff.i;;a.,cJQ,v.ti�� for anti­
systemic �ctivity in the semip�n the �Jl!ling of the 
twentieth cenfii'ry;--as-its·sub'S'equent historynasaemonstrated. 

(3) Why ·snrttffiSm?"Agairrit�.ious��The 
revolution was the work of a-.ca.dr..�, by definition � �mall 
group. It  started from the perspective thafitS task was pohucally 
very difficult since it presumed the relentless opposition of the 
local and the world bourgeoisie to its efforts. And, indeed, this 
presumption was confirmed by the experience of the Soviet 
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Union, not only in the first few years after 1917  but subsequently. 

As a result of civil war and foreign intervention, Russia was a 
war-devastated cquntry whose �conomic strength was not all that_ �  
great in the first place. ]]!§t_h£1.ding the state together was a / 
monumental task, espec@l� __ fil.ru::e.Russla-was--arf'.ein-pir�an.d,,.not a 
nation-state�The rapid trend towards a one-party state, towards a 
mercantilist policy of "socialism in one country," and towards the 
conversion of the Third International into a worldwide support 
system for the beleaguered "first socialist state" are certainly not 
surprising outcomes of the situation. 

What is the big question-mark, if one retraces Soviet history 
today, is whether the Bolsheviks would not have been better 
served by a ?iff��e11..�.��!!i_�_u.�� ... .S?wa��-s . the pe:���ry: Clea:ly, 
forced collecgy1zattQ!L2L<!.§..a..�011.c;a1.necmmnm.a a turmng-pomt, 
creating a::sftuation which still has repercussions tad� But was it 
inevitable, or ev�n ros�.Ma.r.xis.t culture had cert;Jnly-Ilf-­
preparedc:s0c:ialists anywhere to develop a politically intelligent 
stance towards the peasantry. T�e_r._jY.�r..e.�in__the .. fanu�_!ts and 
inf amo��se..of.Mar.� ... .:'..a.sad....Q[p,g_t��'?-���1"enin, one might 
have tli:ought, could have . done better. He was, after all, the 
author of an excellent analysis of the development of rural social 
relations in late Tsarist Russia. He had at least studied the 
peasantry, un.lik��t he was tooc;�ght�pTii"'ih.eili:a1ripci�,.. 
lative polftfcs of a profesSional revolutionary to translate his 
somewhat academic study into lessons for political tactics. Did 
even Lenin really believe in NEP? 

The fact is that Russia was a semiperipheral CQUJltry·;--and its..._ 
leac;Iership (and here there is a continuit}:'_}!:�!!LY�g-�W.!W�- to Z 
Stalin) defined its wotld.econQID.!f..E!:iQ,D.t-X.ilUhexa.picl·-industrial- l. 
ization of the counJr_y.�.Lenit:i.s..slog-an�that.:.'...Communism equals { soviets plus electricity" continued to hang in big banners in 7 
Moscow until a very few years ago. The whole leadership believed 
in the "socialist a���1l'.l}t1:t:iw::<:>$:-eapit:R]:f" and would boast, up to 
the 1980s, ahouctheir great success in pursuing this objective. If 
steel factories are-the be-all and end-all of socialist planning, then 
there cannot be too much sympathy for the plight of a peasantry 
that was being . confiscated and proletarianized. An occasional 
tactic�l retreat, yes; a_�f...�.£.g>�-?!Qg_�,!l�0��------"-It JS easy to be · a  Bukhanmte today. It is less clear that · 
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Bukharin's moderate policies were politically feasible. In any case, 
they did not prevail .  I believe the fundamental reasop. . they did 
not prevail is that the majority of politically active elements in the 
1920s were not really persuaded that the Soviet state could truly 
survive if they pursued his policies. But, of course, the forced 
collectivization created conditions which led directly (if not per­
haps inevitably) to the terror and the purges. 

Stalinism was further abetted by geopolitics. In the 1933-41 
period, it was clearly the case that both Germany and the Western 
trio (US, UK, France) were maneuvering to see if there were some 
way they could destroy the Soviet state. Stalin's argument that his 
policies were defensive against an external and powerful enemy, 
and were the only possible way to defend the Soviet state, may not 
have been correct, but they persuaded many and in an important 
sense gave Stalinism some popular legitimacy. The period of the 
Great Patriotic War of course reinforced this legitimacy mightily. 

Furthermore, there was a second external support we should 
not forget. We all presume too blithely that there was a shift in US 
policy towards the USSR from the accommodation of Roosevelt to 
the Cold War hostility of Truman and his successors. I disagree. It 
seems to me US policy was a continuous one, behind the change in 
rhetoric. The US wanted a Stalinist USSR with a mini-empire, 
provided it remained essentially within the 1945--48 borders. 

, ./·'Stalinism served the US as ideological justification of and cement 
� for its hegemony in the world-system. Stalinism was a moderating, J not an exacerbating, influence on worldwide antisystemic forces. 
(..,.., ...... Stalinism guaranteed order in a third of the world, and the USSR 

could, in that sense, be thought of as playing the role of a 
"subimperialist" power for the US. From a US point of view, 
everything about the USSR has been going downhill since the 
death of Stalin. Witness the current deep embarrassment that the 
Gorbachev phenomenon is causing the US. 

( 4) Why did the USSR create an "empire" after 1945? Let us 
look carefully at what they did. There is no question that the 
USSR and the occupying Red Army brought to power Commu­
nist parties in six states where they could not have made it 
otherwise, either by elections or by insurrection. The six are, of 
course, Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
and the German Democratic Republic. 
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I think the explanation of these actions is simple and even 

'mundane. Ffrst, the USSR feared a possible US military action 
against . it and a resurrection of Germany, and wished to 
strengthen its military position. This was in fact a total misreading 
of US strategy, but it was nonetheless believed. Secondly, the 
USSR wished (and economically needed) war reparations, and felt 
that the only way they could be sure to get them was by takir�_g___ 
them. And thirdly, the USSR actually feared the potential 2 
strength (and therefore independence) of indigenous Communist { 
movements, and wished to ensure that the east European parties / 
would be satellite parties. 

Of course, this mode of installing. �ommunist parties in pow� 
was bound to uproot whatever leg1t1macy they had as of 1945. 
The only pos..sible (and temporary) exception was Czechoslovakia, 
where the Co.mmunist party had some genuine local strength. 
The purges of 1948-49 were indeed anti-nationalist, not anti­
bourgeois-nationalist, but anti-Communist-nationalist. With the 
purges, the fig leaf was off, and it was only a matter of tirhe that 
nationalist (and therefore anti-Soviet) sentiment would resurface 
in politically efficacious form. 

. � By contrast, the USSR and the Red Army had nothing to do 
with the coming to power of Communist guerilla movements in 
Yugoslavia, Albania, and China. And it is, therefore, no accident 
that all three Communist governments had rather spectacular 
open breaks with the USSR in the postwar period. None of the 
three were ever satellites, and could not be said to have been part 
of a Soviet "empire." For a short while, they were allies, but no 
more. Stalin understood that from the beginning. That is why he 
advised the Chinese CP to come to terms with the Kuomintang, 
advice that was ignored. That is why he scotched the beginnings 
of a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation that Dimitrov was trying to 
promote. And that is, of course, tpe reason why Soviet troops 
withdrew from Northern Iran in 1946 and the USSR scuttled the �reek Communist in

_
s1:1rrection in 194 7. Stalin wa.s not me

. 
rely ndt: ?' 

m favor of; but positively opposed to, the commg to power of Z 
indigenous, nationally legitimate Communist parties . 7 

To be sure, the "empire" has turned out to be burden as well as 
benefit, but not a burden of which the USSR could so easily divest 
itself. After 1968 and the invasion of Czechoslovakia, we have 
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come to talk of a Brezhnev doctrine, meaning the immutability_ of 
satellite status. Should we not rather call it the Brezhnev-Johnson 
do.�trine? Did not Lyndon Johnson give Brezhnev the necessary 

/ assurances? And if so, why? The answer seems to me dear. The 
VJ US wanted the USSR to continue to assume (for both good and ill) ( the burden of empire, and certainly did not wish to take the risks 

of disorder and the economic costs of assistance of successful 
/ de-satellitization. Johnson delayed the inevitable for 20 years. 
f George Bush is squirming today before the difficulties caused by a 

de-satellitization at last in process. 
(5) Why de-Stalinization? It seems a crazy question today. Who 

likes Stalinism? Obviously, everyone would want to change it. We 
have to remind ourselves that, as recently as the mid-1980s, there 
were many analysts outside and within the socialist countries that 
thought this was an impossible idea. There were even people who 
argued that Khrushchev's speech and the Sino-Soviet split were 
mere tricks or illusions. In 1953, Isaac Deutscher began to write in 
the weeks after Stalin's death a book forecasting "a break with the 
Stalin era." As he tells us in the Foreword: "My friends, among 
them eminent students of Soviet affairs, shook their heads 
skeptically."2 The heart of Deutscher's prognosis lay in one 
sentence: "The economic progress made during the Stalin era has 
at last brought within the reach of the people a measure of 
well-being which should make possible an orderly winding up of 
Stalinism and a gradual democratic evolution."3 

Deutscher should get enormous credit for the basic vision, but 
he turned out to be only partially right. What Deutscher had 
predicted came into practice as Khrushchevism, and Khrushchev-

,,,_ism was a failure. Khrushchev was a failure not because he had an fl( excitable temperament, but because he was still wedded to and / believed profoundly in the developmentalism that had always {been the b

.

asis of Sovi� e�o.J!Q..mic_policy. We .will bury

. 

you by the 
yea;;zouo;·ne tolaAmencans. It seems farcICal now. It did not, 
however, seem farcical then, and we should analyze why. The 
remark was made during the p�cre-cfi5leexpansion of 
the capitalist world-economy that ran from circa 1945-67. Every-

·-. -·- �·-··.-··��-----.. ------·�-----.......... .,......_,,..___,_-.. ___ , __ �--rr-

2 Isaac Deutscher, Russia, What Next? New York: Oxford University Press, 1953, p.v . 
8 Ibid., p. 221.  
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one was "developing" then, but some were doing better than� 
others. ·The growth rates in the Comecon countries were remar

. 
k- . 

able, and projected forward the USSR might have "caught up" 
with the US, if not by 2000, then a decade or two later. 

These growth rates, furthermore, were not only high in com­
parison to the countries in the core, but looked particularly good 
when matched against countries in the Third World. Of course, 
Japan also had remarkable growth rates, but in the 1950s few 1' 
noticed this. Soviet developmentalism theJ)!f.oJ:e-WftS·nonYfereJ.ya( 
source of pride to the -Comillurust. parties in power but a beacon ) 
for the national liberation movements of the Third World. In the { 
1950s, belief in the Soviet Union as a model of economic ) 
development was widespread, albeit, of course, never universal. 
And the explanation given for this success, particularly but no.1-2 
exclusively in the Third World, was the efficacy of Leninism. I say ) 
Leninism rather than Marxism-Leninism because, partly out of \ 
expediency partly out of cultural resistance, many Third World 
movements preferred to import the Leninism (particularly the 
party structures and the state planning) without importing th 
Marxism (particularly the concept of an internal class struggle 
and the Europocentrism). · 

Khrushchev was not innovating in being a developmentalist; he 
was, in fact, continuing the legacy of Stalin and Lenin. His 
innovation came in seeking to represent the interes�of th�adres 
of the Soviet system who wanted two things : assurances.against 
terrorism, a..g..djncreased consnm@:F-i&Rr.•His ria.Ivete iiith;end was 
to think that one could control the proces�.2.f.t<.?9§�!l!ngJhe.,,r.cips 
wit1!out reforming the 'oasic-·polifiCaCstructure. Kl�ushchevism 
represented-�·cfmr�rrtal-nntlerestirrratiunoT��t;_,!gciological 
transformation of the USsRas�lt�!,.tlli§.1.'.�6i!Ii:Qg::Ql'.ib.einnc.tion- · 

ing of the m_<?9.:C:E�. worl<f.:systerg: .. Kh.rruhc:hevism represented in a 
way a belief "in Soviet rhet.oric, a sin of._�.h.iS.!L�!,ali_�.§...ne:ver 
really guilty.-·-. ··· · ·

·
···"·�-·····-··�� ·�=·-�.-..... �,,,��-----· . .  

The-s-enior cadres who wanted what Khrushchev had to offe� 
were appalled once they .saw tha_t they might be letting a genie out (. 
of the bottle. Brezhnev1sm represented the attempt to put the ) 
genie back in - always as we know, a futile attempt. The two 
elements that Khrushchev did not · take into account were the 
degree of urbanization and ti;A_�sformation of the labor.force of 

. ..�� -·--�-·-· .. ---------·---�--_.� ... 
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the USSR, and the cyclical rhythms of the capitalist world­
economy. 

When he opened the possibilities in the USSR (and hence in the 
Comecon countries as well) of some political liberalization and 
some consumerism, Khrushchev vastly underestimated the 
demand. It has long been a truism of sociological analysis that it is 
easier for a state to be totally repressive than to offer a small but 
inadequate amount of space for political and cultural pluralism. 
Opening a small space whets the appetite without satisfying it, and 
emboldens the demand for more. How much space is needed 
before political calm returns is difficult to estimate, but it is clear 
Khrushchev offered too little. The Brezhnev solution was ob­
viously to move in reverse direction without, however, installing a 
directly life-threatening terror that would have cast the senior 
cadres back into fear. Such a reverse policy can work for a while, 
and did so under Brezhnev, both in the USSR and in Eastern 
Europe. /� But the even greater error of Khrushchev was to be unaware of 

/ how the capitalist world-economy really works. The impressive 
f growth rates were based primarily on an inefficient base of 
L exte��.� •. S:r2 .. 'Y.,t!1 .����-�ig,�-la��� For a while, and as 

long· as the wor1a-economy was expanding, this could result in a 
growth of GNP, even of GNP per capita. But the inefficiency of 
the methods meant that they reached a cap, and the increase in 
standard of living always lagged behind the increase in the core 

/ zones in the same period, if not behind that of most peripheral 7L zones. Sooner or later, the socialist economies could not meet the 
expectations of improvement of an ever-larger stratum of persons 

j who were sufficiently well-informed to be aware of the discrepan-
\ cies. Of course, this was less severe in more efficient economies 

like the GDR and Czechoslovakia, but even there it was but a 
matter of timec:fo! _ th���-_ .. is:Lhe.-i�-ie-B-t-.sw:.pras to meet 
pglitically_r���mand. 

/"1 When the downturn"irt the world-economy came, the economic 

)/, processes in the socialist countries wer

.

e not all that different from 
that of the Third World. In the 1970s, some countries benefited 
from oil rent, and the USSR was among them. Western financial 
institutions pressed loans upon all these countries in order to 
maintain world effective demand, and not a few socialist countries 
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became . among the largest per'_,,gJ?.ite,..JklLt.w:§.... to suffer in the 
1980s from a ra���l!-!.)EEtPiU.�x..!9.,!��ce the debt, much less to 
rep_a}'..J.�jf_�g_:f�P�t.��-� tl%_mcr�d!���nd 
social cost that Romania has mcurred). And socialist countries, no 
less than Tllli:CrWona-arcrnrries;' found themselves in great 
difficulty trying to sell their products on the world market, to be 
"competitive" in the current jargon. Hence, the socialist countries 
no less than the Third World countries suffered from inflationary 
pressures and a declining standard of living. Like most of the 
Third World countries, the socialist countries began to seek 
refuge in (were pressed to seek refuge in) a liberalization of their 
markets. And, like most Third World countries, the increased 
opening to the market by the socialist countries has at best only 
slightly alleviated their economic difficulties. 

(6) We can regard perestroika and glasnost as a conjunctural 
response to ��.S:��_!al di}�lk.-ansi.indeed I have just in effect 
described it in this way. But it is more than that. In the guise of a 
return to Leninism, it is an attempt by the elites t�q_qpjn.the 
wake of the collaps�£9.llid� .. .Q.L{M,�1�J.�;L.�nini�w.. as . an--, 
ideology �...§!fit.�y:...l!L.Qi!,._Erocess, the USSR is at last !_. 
decolonizing (not only within the soCla'iisfcamp but also within its ) 
own fro'iifiers). · 

Everyone speaks of Gorbachev's dilemmas: the dilemma of a 
perestroika that isn't w2rlsing.-�t;-t.fie dilemma of a glasnost that 
has not yet gone farenough to satisfy most people but has gone 
far enough to resultjv .£..QpsiflJ!J.i!l>k.in.temal..t.i:u·.mtJil·;�amt,'' finally, 
the dile�'!.Qf a c1���loi;iii..a.t.4m..octroyee a la de Gaulle, without the 
favorable world economic climate from which de Gaulle bene­
fited. All this is true, but in my view secondary. Gorbachev's main 
dilemma is that he hasn't got an alternative ideology and strategy 
to substitute for the defunct Marxism-Leninism. He is to be sure 
an excellent tactician. He is indeed liquidating the Cold War 
singlehandedly, and thereby doing more to guara:i;itee world and 
Soviet evolution in a positive direction than any other contem­
porary leader. But, fo the._end. what has ha_eE_ened to the socialist 
prfil.ect? ----····---·---.. -··-·-·· 

I believe that we must reassess the socialist experiences conduc­
ted undertneaegis of Marxism-,!..enirnsm, seemg tliem primarily 
as an historiCallY.,,,c_ompre��-�-��1?!�.--��:_�:_��-�-�n��p§ggJilenon in 
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the historical development of the modern world-system. It is J).Ot 
that they have failed. The term "failure" assumes that there were 
plausible historical alternatives. I belieye_th€lre-Were no such 
plausible alternatives to the social-demru;r.acy...that emerged in the 
Western world7-Hie' '-1vfarxism�L�ninism that took hold in the 
USSR and China at least, and to the national liberation move­
ments that came to power in the Third World. Thi.s whole process 
can be said to cover a period of a century or so between the 1870s 
when these movements were in reality born, up to 1968, which I 
take as the symbolic turning-point in the history of these move­
ments.4 

The three kinds of movements represented, in fact, mereJy Lthree variants of a single strategy: the seizure of state power by'� VJ party claiming to incarnate the popular will, and using state S power to "develop" the country. This strategy has proved 
L? unworkable, but it was not possible to appreciate this in 1870 or 

even in 1945. The movements should not be faulted for being � products of the historical limitations of their times. But we are ( now living in a different climate. Rene Dumont has said: Finis les 
'/lendemains qui chantent. 5 I do not believe myself however that ( utopianism is at an end. Quite the contrary. Perhaps it is only now 
I that we can invent utopian utopias. 6 · 

/ The construction of socialism in this world, if it is to occur, is 
-- still before us - as an option, but scarcely as a cert4in�:rhe 

so-called real existing sociali���iences can g�!!ch us much by 
negative example anC-a-Jifile bJ..JlOSjtiye ..example, lt is well to 

_ .. ____ �-� ,...-.-�----·· �.-.... -... ..--- -
4 See my "1968, Revolution in the World-System: Theses and Queries," reprinted here as 

chapter 5. 
5 Paris: Seuil, 1983. 
6 I have previously discussed the relation between Marxisms and utopias in my "Marxisms 

as Utopias: Evolving Ideologies," American journal of Sociology, XCI, 6, May 1986, 
1295-308. In that article, I argued: 

"Utopias are always ideological. Here Engels (and Marx) was right, provided one 
remembers that they were wrong in the implicit utopia involved in believing that 
there could ever be an end to history, a world in which ideologies no longer 
existed. If we are to make progress, it seems to me we have not only to accept 
contradiction as the key to explain social reality but also to accept its enduring 
inescapability, a presumption alien to orthodox Marxism. Contradiction is the 
human condition. Our utopia has to be sought not in eliminating all contradic­
tion but in eradicating the vulgar, brutal, unnecessary consequences of material 
inequality. This latter seems to me intrinsically a quite achievable objective" 
(p.1307). 
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remember that in the end Marxism-Leninism functioned in 
�eality more as an ideol�y__gf..n�_!taLde.Y.cl.op.men:L; than as an 
ideology of softabst construction_:_�e.!i9.!l�l.£!�Y.-��!}t is how­
ever esse�� anlllusorycoilcept within the framework of a 
capitalist world-eronomy.1 It willlleve-r-be achlevea�···even in a 
partial way, bymoSfCoufiffies. The reason that Marxism­
Leninism is becoming defunct today as an ideology is because all 
developmentalist ideologies are becoming defunct. 

Marxism, however, dig not..s.tar.Lo.ut.as .. aR-kle0logrof·national 
development, aru:Lis...D.9J..QQ.91nes!_,!�-J?,e -1!E-�.�r��?2d �nly in this 
constrictive fashion. There are other possible readings of Marx. 
And in th�ecaCJeSffierecan Oe';"proba51y will be, much 
further thinking and praxis that may permit us to arrive at a new 
ideological oonsensus, a new scientific epistemology, a new 
historiography that will incorporate Marx's fundamental insights 
and values and;=m:a::-.Ma.r-x.ist-w��na.�m ... t<Li._new 
Aufhebung that may permit the construction of a more democratic, 
more e.�ll�orlo-:-�---��-·-·····--·�---··-·-"·--"-·-·-·--·-··---·�-·--'""·· 

��...-.-.��-..... -

7 I argue this in some detail in "Development: Lodestar or Illusion?" E'°nomic and Political 
Weekly, XXIII, 39. Sept. 24, 1988, 2017-23. 



7 .,,. The Brandt report 

The Brandt Report is a classic document, the kind that future 
archaeologists of knowledge will read to understand the mentality 
of the modern world. It is in a sense a quintessential testament to 
Kantian or Enlightenment liberalism. It touches all the bases, not 
once but over and over. It talks of moral imperatives, worldwide 
moral values, and a global civilization. It asserts the objectives of 
equity and justice. I t  insists on the moral obligation to survive and 
wants to bring the world from chaos to order. It asks that we aim 
at a global community based on contract rather than status, on 
consensus rather than compulsion. It exhorts us to aim at a global 
community, or at least a global responsibility. It reminds us that 
for development to be meaningful, the focus has to be not on 
machines or institutions but on people. 

And throughout the Report, like a litany, comes the refrain that 
justice and mutual self-interest are, if not identical, at least not 
contradictory. It argues that what is good or necessary for the 
poor and very poor nations is good for the better-off areas as well. 
It admits that the "restructuring" for which it calls will create 
minor pains but insists it must be done because it will prevent or 
remedy greater pains. 

Nor does the Report merely remain at this level of generality. It 
is an extraordinary review of virtually every specific issue related 
to global development that has been analyzed and debated over 
the past 30 years. No question of any importance has been 
evaded. On each issue, almost without exception, the Commission 
comes down on the side of reform, on the side of global liberalism 
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if you will, albeit always in the prudent, rational tones of a patient, 
persistent advocate. In the welter of .specific recommendations, 
one is often hard�pressed to know from this sober document what 
are the real priorities. At a few points however the Commission 
allows itself absolute modifiers, and in these the theme is the 
same. On page 43, the Commission says: "The South needs, above 
all, finance." And on page 237; it says: "The most urgent need is for 
the programme of large-scale transfer of funds to be stepped up 
substantially from year to year during the final two decades of this 
century." And, in its Emergency Programme for 1980-85, the 
first item on the list is "a large-scale transfer of resources to 
developing countries," although it adds that such a global transfer 
forms an interlocking program with three other items - an 
international energy strategy, a global food program, and a start 
on some major reforms in the international economic system - the 
four items being of equal importance. 

Who is th.e audience for a report like this? It is claimed that the 
Report is addressed to everyone, North and South, the West of 
the North and the East of the North. But it is clearly not so. The 
Soviet Union is adjured from time to time to realize that it too 
must be involved in this process of "restructuring" - as one of the 
great protagonists in the control of armaments the Commission 
sees as essential, as a part of the North in North-South negotia­
tions. But these repeated pleas, as well as occasional assertions 
about the important role China must play, have a perfunctory air 
about them. The fact is that none of the major thrusts of the 
report depend on Soviet collaboration ; the most they require is 
the_absence of intensive, active hostility - a posture the USSR has 
already adopted in the discussions concerning the so-called new 
international economic order. 

Nor is the audience the South. To be sure, every once in a 
while, when the report has called for some specific policy on the 
part of countries in the North, the Commission adds that the 
South must do something or other; or else they reassert the right 
of the South to find original paths to or definitions of develop­
ment. But these passages read like apologies, to fend off know­
nothing critiques in the North about the South not pulling its 
weight, or angry protests in the South about the paternalism of 
the liberals of the North. 
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The report is clearly addressed to public opinion in the N�rth 
(and, to be more specific, in the West of the North). Indeed the 
Commission says so in explaining to the leaders of the South why 
they too must be liberal: 

Leaders in the South shoulder the bulk of responsibilities. They should also be 
aware how important it is that public opinion in the North is convinced that 
measures of international reform which need· support will really affect the living 
conditions of their people as a whole. (p. 1 7). 

Of what is this Commission trying to persuade public opinion in 
the North? They tell us their problem at the outset: "Many people 
in government, and elsewhere, may consider this to be the worst 
possible moment for advocating radical changes" (p.12). But, says 
the Commission, on the contrary, prolonged recession is the very 
moment for "bold initiatives." In any case, the Commission 
reassures us: 

Our proposals are not revolutionary; some are perhaps a little ahead of current 
thinking, others have been on the table for many years. We envisage them as 
part of a process of negotiated reform and restructuring. And we hope that the 
understanding of their interrelationships will strengthen the will for change. 
(p.66). 

The Commission is right. Their proposals are not in any way 
revolutionary. They are determinedly reformist in nature. Quite 
aside from the question of whether reformism is an appropriate 
or plausible remedy to the many social dilemmas the Commission 
describes so clearly, there is the question as to whether this is a 
moment when reformist measures will in fact be adopted. Does 
the Commission itself believe their proposed reforms are practical 
politics? They say they believe it, but permit me to be skeptical. 

In a striking self-image, the Commission asserts : "It is not 
enough . . .  to sit around tables talking like characters in Chekhov 
plays about insoluble problems" (p.47). Yet, speaking about 
population projections, the Commission remarks: "It is easy to 
feel a sense of hopelessness at these prospects" (p. 106). And, 
speaking of the history of North-South discussions, the Commis-
sion is sober: "We were conscious . . .  that many negotiations on 
these issues had ended in stalemate . . .  There is no alternative to 
dialogue itself and to further negotiation" (p.264). Finally, most 
wistfully of all, the Commission avers : "Both North and South 
have an interest in the preservation of hope" (p.77). 
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Are we in such a bad way "then, that we must assert as our 
objective not the achievement of the good society or the transfor­
mation of the world but merely the preservation of hope? So it 
seems, or so it seems at least to this intelligent, sophisticated, and 
informed group incarnating world liberalism. 

I believe that the next 20 years of Nor th-South negotiations are 
not going to be more significant or efficacious than the last 20 
years, and I believe the evidence for this lies in the very structure 
of the Report as I have analyzed it. An appeal of the liberals 
among the powerful to their compeers to make reforms in the 
interest of equity, justice, and heading off worse has never had 
any significant effect in the past several hundred years except in 
the wake of direct and violent rumblings by the oppressed, and it 
will have no. more effect now. Furthermore, I believe the Com­
mission members must know this too. 

Nor do I believe that if all the multiple reforms that the 
Commission advoc�tes were in fact carried out the process of 
world polarization and ecological and human disaster that has 
been the increasing reality of the capitalist world-economy over its 
history would in fact slow down. I suspect, in fact, it would 
increase still further. 

Let us look at one of the Commission's casual and orthodox 
generalizations which is, I believe, profoundly wrong. The Com­
mission says of industrialization that Latin America, Asia, and 
Africa are today following in the footsteps of Europe and North 
America, "a development which is already beginning to change 
the pattern of comparative advantage in the world-economy" 
(p. � 72). The Commission further argues that this industrial­
ization "involves a profound transformation of society" and that 
the "transition from the country to the city and the adoption of 
new lifestyles and attitudes have far-reaching consequences" 
(p. 1 73) - consequences which we ar.e led to infer are beneficial. 

In fact, �he . involvement of various parts of the world as 
peripheral zones of the capitalist world-economy has not been 
historically beneficial to their populations, and the fact that some 
of these zones are being restructured today to become "newly­
industrializing ·countries" is no more beneficial and has not 
changed the pattern of comparative advantage in the world­
economy. All that has happened is that, in the normal cycle of 
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events, productive activities that once were high-profit, high­
wage, and high-technology, like textiles, later steel, later electron­
ics, as they lose this quality, are shuffled off to peripheral zones of 
the world-economy, while today's core zones are seeking to 
develop the leading industries of the next era - biotechnology, 
microprocessors, advanced forms of energy production. Far from 
reducing unequal exchange, this "new international division of 
labor" will increase it. And it is very doubtful indeed whether it 
can be said that the quality of life of the 18-23-year-old girls who 
staff the factories of the newly industrializing countries is better 
than that of their mothers 30 years ago. 

For a report that was written by a Commission largely com­
posed of political figures , politics is strangely absent from it. 
Nowhere is there a hint that the world is going through a 
reshuffling of alliances in the North which, until it is completed 
and stabilized, doubtless renders politically impossible the real­
ization of the reforms advocated by the Commission, even were 
they all desirable. And, since this reshuffling is not adumbrated, 
obviously the Commission could not treat its implications for the 
North-South division oflabor. 

Nor does there figure in this report in any way the existence of 
vast social movements - socialist and/or nationalist in character -
that have been the motor force of much that has happened in the 
past 30 years and whose role is bound to increase. One would 
think from the Report that the "negotiations" are and will be 
exclusively between states. This seems very poor political progno­
sis to me. 

The Commission seems to know this but wishes it were not so . 
Speaking of the "search for increased self-reliance and economic 
independence," the Commission asserts : "This thrust does not 
imply that the South wants to dissociate or 'delink' itself from the 
North" (p. 134) . No doubt this is true for some in the South, but 
surely not for many others. The Commission must obviously have 
been talking to different persons from the South than I, but I 
have heard a lot of demand lately precisely for "delinking." 

This is perhaps why this Report is more than an exercise in 
Chekhovian futility. It is a message to the West that the ideology 
of "delinking" - an ideology that is profoundly antisystemic - has 
in fact been gaining ground over the ideology of "development." 
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The Commission's "programme for survival" may be that of the 
' survival of the system. But Chekhov was describing a social 
situation that was in fact resolved (or if not resolved, then 
profoundly affected) by first disintegration and then revolution . 
The only program for survival is the creation of a socialist world 
order, and "negotiations" between Nor.th and South will only have 
a marginal effect upon achieving such a world order. 



8 ..,.. Typology of crises in the world­
system 

Crisis in the world-system 

The theme "typology of crises" suggests a multiplicity of crises. 
The argument of this paper, however, is that, in spatio-temporal 
terms, there is only a single "crisis" which, in structural terms, 
manifests itself in three different spheres of social action. 

One must start, of course, by indicating what one means by 
"crisis." It is an overused term, appropriated regularly for every 
downturn in any cyclical curve on any scale. It is also a term with 
negative connotations .  A crisis tends to mean something that OJ?.e 
wishes to "overcome" as rapidly as possible, lest dire consequences 
(often unspecified) result. 

This is not, however, what I shall mean by "crisis." I shall use 
"crisis" to ref er to a rare circumstance, the circumstance in which lan historical system has evolved to thqioint where gi.�cumulative · 

effect of its internal contradictions make it impossible for the 
system to "resolve" its dilemmas by "adjustments" in its ongoing 
institutional patterns. A crisisJs.a--sil:l:Htt-ion--irrwhich the demise of 
the existing-:-hl51.ori��;!��� is.�er��_i� an_<!Jtl!J�h-tlwrefore pre-

��
n!�;�:���;:�;���;a-�f �*��:?.:i��L������:-�t1at kind 

Let merev1ew Diyassuinpflons�iie'f"e, so that we may be very 
clear what we are discussing. There are six assumptions hidden in 
that brief description of a crisis. 
( 1 ) The meatti!!Kf.l!L!!.!!!�.!lf social analysis is aEJij�lQrical system, 

an ongoing .. P.!:C?��_s� .. r;>f .. a_:_fLQ£rn[iITv'i,§.�§'i.i��2.L!.�!>!?r .. �rganized 
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along some _ fundamental principl�-�.�Y.?_h<!!_i� . .§.OII!�!.�mes 
- called a "m9de : of pL_od1,1.ct.J.9Il'I=1'.hl.§.J'.E!itr_, ... thehistorical 
system, exists,Jn..r.eaLs.pace .. and .. ,time.::ibkb.,__a_re • ..part of its 
definition_ aod .m.u,.a.Q��cifi�-�:...'!'E�!��� .. hgwever, is not 
necessarily the same at all points in time. That_i�.�.S¥Stem may 
"expand" (or "contr�t:J ... -Tu.��Pe<!k .• 9.Lf.J.rt:_<;t}yi.�iQ!L.Qf labor" 
implies the e�i�ten1;;�&[.a.s.eLo.LltrJ!C::!lJ..r.�.9 . .. m:.Q.9.!J£ti.9.I! pro­
cesses that are)Q.qJ.tedJ -som.e..politicaLframework and have 
some cultural �xpressiou;-�rlthough-··these··de.,-not.hay�_ tp_ be 

· simple ones:-�-
_ 

(2) Every historical s� has a life - a beginning, a develop­
ment, and (�ally) aneilcCwhile the length of this life has 
of course varied, many of the larger-scale systems that have 
existed (the "world-systems") have had lives of 400-500 years 
or more. The structures that underlie such historical systems 
constitute thelo.ug:ue.duree.o�l:aiufeI.:.w�l'fiiQ.t!i'is-ronffeie-aiviee, 
there are crlical proce!����!-�J:i��!!��-�-�!.C:...!.��-conjonclUres:�·­
Distinguishmg betw�n-cenjrmet:uml-and-struetural processes, 
that is, betweeR;t-h:e-·E�lie�hnythms-.a:ad..�the..secular,.ttends of 
a particiifar��illstoilcal '"Bystem:'�is-�f"trn-cial··�element in the 
analysis..-

(3) Contradictions exist within all historical systems. Contradic-
ti9ns do not ref er to conflicts which, of course, also exist. 
Contradictions ref eLlQ..§!rJJs;.t.JJxal..pr.ess.ureub_;atJQr.c.e groups 
to move mtWo--=oppesit-e·-aii:�ctions�at. .. the..samLJ,im.e. Since 
groups are normally reasQJ!a.b.le..and.sdf.inte.i:ested and not 
schizophrenic, the reaSQ.l}_ they move in opposite directions at 
.the same time is that theirlmmedlateiiiterests 'conflict '!i�h __.( 
their long-rnn..inter�:::;rfr."&�:1:0:::-r-e:s01ve::ttl€>s�:ifllmediate.. ( 
problems occasioned by the cyclical rhythms, they engage in ) 
behavior that in...tuxn.'�G."i€.ates--S:eeliffi.Ftte"fiai.:-fil:a�.:Unoernuiie . \.> 
the viability of.th�--histeriG-al-sy.st�m •. ·---

( 4) Since contradictions are unavoidable, it follows that every 
historical system will eventually undermine its own ability to __ 

survive. That is why we can speak of the inevitable demise of (� 
historical systems. However, from the standpoint of individ- .( 
ual life (:ycles, this process is a slow one, and there is only a ( 
limited degree to which groups can qukken the pace of this / 
inevitable demise by any sort of voluntaristic "great leap) 

,, 
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;1 forward." This is not to say that organized opposition has no � function within· an historical system. It is rather to say . that 
organized opposition is i.tself the product of the system; 
endogenous to it, and therefore part of the same secular 
development of the system's structures. · 

( 5) When the·Eent·r-aclie·tion-s-ma-Gh-a.rer.t.ainJevel of intensity, one 
can say that the historical system enters into "crisis." That is to 
say, it becomes relatively clear that the continuing develop­
ment of the system along the lines it has been going (and 
indeed will continue to develop) will not be viable for much 

)anger. Demise is in view. T-he-acljttst-m€m.ts..th_<!_t continue to be 
/ hiade to resolve the.J;Q!lti.Iwi�fficulties have begun [ s

.
o to tr-ansfgpr:i !he structure that it begins�integrat� 

(somewhat analogous!i.I9]iO��raules-a�tually 
falls apatt. \V.J:ierf it Climbs over a certain speed level). This 

I period of crisis can aTsoliecalled a period of tran""Sruon. In an 
'·11 historical system that has existed for 500 years or more, such a 

· transition may be of a lengili�ntury or more. 
(6) While denlisE'iScerta1�since contradictions are certain, what 

comes after the transition is historically open. There is no 
inevitable secular line of human history, which guarantees 
that every successive phase be progress over every previous 
phase. Quite the contrary. We know many clear instances 
where successor systems were morally on a par with predeces­
sor systems, and some where there was outright regression. 
On the other hand, we also know of instances where there was 
progress. Pr2g;es�_js very J:!Ossible; it is merely nQ!.!n.evitable. < Whereas, within the ongoing structural processes of an 
historical s

.
ystem, the

.
re is little role for voluntaristic "sp

.

eeding 
up" of the contradictions, at the moment of crisis or transfor­
mation, the role of politico-moral choice expands considerably. 
It is on these occasions that it can be truly said that "man 

,. ' makes his own history . . .  " ·  . 

G��-1h�.��-si:lk4S.S.umptio.us,J-a-m'"8CTmewhat reluctant to accept 
the question, "world crisis or .world transformation"? CrJ.sis � I 
have defined it necess,atl!y_�I!LtI;ansformation... The question 
rather is, our world -crisls'·is-wotld-rrarrsformatiun-into what? And 
will the successor historical system (or systems) be worse, the 
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same, 'or better? That is, our historical choice i s  a real one, which is 
·�hatjti�tifies 'this-project on "new social thoq.ght." 

My discussion heretofore has been somewhat abstract. I have 
been discussing how any historical system works. But we are not 
living in any historical system. We are living in a very specific one, 

the modern world-system or the capitalist world-economy.' Let me 
therefore rest!!.te.....m.�..six....asslim.pti@ns.-in··=terms of the specific 
parameters 9f-tH-iS-paFt:ieulaF-hist-(J.rical system. 

( 1) The ma.tenLw.o.tld::s.y.�m.i§.,�.�S�it�!�-�!..�,o��-ec<?.nomy. 
That is a description of it;Lfm:md$mct1J.Lt;..Jtnd_jts mode of 
production, the:,two not heing . .s.epaml;?l�:)t is a wo,rld-e.conomy in 
that the boundaries of-i.t-s-seeial--divisinnlif-ral5of are large and 
cover multipkJt..l!ll.�nas...(hence.,...a.!.'..w.arkr�) .. �<!.udjt does not 
have a singJ� .. -µnifying:-.politicaL.struc.ture. .. (henet: . .+LQt-a"·'',\world- _ 

empire") . It does however have a political superstructure . That ( 
supers

. 
tructure-is·""the··m�rwork"'Of;,.s,!sovereigrrstates·;·l.!·m

.

· ·embe'rs of \ 
and defined by an "interstate system" whose social and political � reality and importance is far greater than its extraordinarily thin · I' 
organizational apparatus might suggest. 

This world-economy is capitalist in that it is based on the 
operation of � "law_ fJLalu.e.:.'....w:h.kb.Jnv.olY.es ... the...distribution of 
rewards to �b.u.gble..prioriql . .tO..the..en.dless..acc.1,Wl ulation of 
capital. Thi§ does n_�h�L�V.�I:Y..P.ne.operates on the basis of 
the law of value, simply that the institutional mechanisms of the 7 
world-economy are designe.d.to..xewa.ro-a·ad·-pmJ.ish materially on '? 
the basis of adhei::.ence�ot..no.t..t.u.thes.e.p.tiru:.i.pl� 1 

The capitalist world-t3<*m0my�-h-as--d�v-eloped certain systematic 
cul�ural pressures designed,..to...fm:.thei:...its-0p€ration. Those pres­
sures that seek to disciplineY;nd.f.h'J]-Eel t.Q.�wor�JQn:.e. are those 
we have come to call racism and sexism. Those pressures that seek 
to di�me-anclcli�.Cffi:fW<l.'f!�;rr§[�r :'middle" strata are 
those we have come to call rationality or univei-saffsiil'or""'sd:ence." 

This ca,eit�l!��!��.§.Ci._�TI.:E!>Tfllf!!!s"f�!s'tm'ital"systerii"'of 
this variety that .has ever existed, but it is the lirst one of its kind 
that ha� survi�f2r '!!:!1...Iens,��.��!:J:��refor.!'::itj§..the first 
one which has,allo:w:ed.the..ca_p! sfaLmillk .. .Qf..11tQQJJf.'.!!Q!lJ;Q., unfold 
itself fully.:aruiresJ1�!��2.!�!!!�§II���s , The reason why previous 
world-economies did not survive has to do "With-the-inherent 
frailty of ..this.....m:ganizati.onal form in the face of coexisting 

�-------...... ............... -........ '---·"""--..... ,-............. -................. lo..._ ·-.. �--.. -.,1 
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world-empires. The reason why this particular instance survived,. 
consolidated itself, and then ultimately absorbed and destroyed 
all its coexisting world-empires is a complex story that is not 
relevant to our presentation here. 

; (2) The modern world-system came into existence in the 
/ sixteenth century, primarily in Europe. By a series of processes 
1�,ihternal to itself, this world-system expanded continually but not / continuously until, by the middle or end of the nineteenth 
/ century, it was able to incorporate into its social division of labor { all the geographic zones on the earth. It thereby created an ) historically original situation. For the first time in the history of (__humanity, only one historical system l!_?W existed on earth. This, 

as we shall see, is onFOftlie-s�YiiaTcauses of its later "crisis." 
This capitalist worl1fec���y is still today in existence and still 

today includes in its social division of labor all the geographic 
zones of the earth. Furthermore, there are no states today that are 
not part of the interstate system, which remains the political 
superstructure of the capitalist world-economy. The cultural 
pressures of which we spoke still permeate the social realities of all 
areas of the globe. 

( 3) The contradictions of this system are multiple and complex. 
Still there are two broad contradictions-that stand.out, one in the 
economic ��.e-at.lGl-o.ne..in.the-pali.tical sphere. 

In the economic sphere, the basic contradiction lies in the 
curious doll51e--rnte .. of · tbe· "ci.Cciiiiiufaior ··or capital. On the one 
hand, the areumularor· or··e:ap1faris .. Tii' · competition with every 
other accumulator·of -capirn:I; ·:i:mtThe't�f11te·-perpetually seeks to 

/ expand the.·-gap · in· ·his·�uwll' ·�nt�fp'ftses�'befmeff;tfi's"'"costs of {-, production'.'. . .and .. ��sal@s····prfoe.-in·tlre=market." This drives him to 
// engage in so.H-:r�ducing.behavior (including a constan� desire to 

<- reduce the costs of labor) and in _p,r:lc;;�-J;:ai�ing�b8havior (including / using political ·and qu�si�politicaLmechanisms to constrain the 
� market in.-IDonopolistiG-direetions--which-favor him) . The true 

· capitalist must be a cutthroat capitalist, and both workers and 
other accumulators of capital are his natural opponents. 

t.. On the other h��c:!!,.��.��g?gg.i):!!!�tio��K.2..�!E�.2� depends 
) on certain politico-cultural guarantees for the operation of such 
( competitive behavior that push the individual entrepreneur in the (__ direction of creatir�K����.�E.$ffective �«:�.�-� (including increas-
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iµg the· gL��al_�-���!':.2�.��E��-�ki!1$ st!_�t� and ,cooperative 
action with �comp.e.tit!ve�!!_Teneurs to reduce disruption of 
economic act.LW2li.e.tb�r...b,ecause of worker unrest or of inter­
state "non-�.QI.19.Ulk�:.ti,,'lalcy). 

(4) · This is a...cont.Gu.lic;:t.i9.U! . .,Ih.t;_ <!,f�l1JJ111.I�.!9!. . . QL£eE.��al must 
both lower--the,��Q�t. Qf )�P.<?E..�:Pd. .. in�;ease it; he must struggle ____ _ 

against other acrn1m!l1JJQ1], of s�Iih.ii�L�i!]�,�§§e�!.�t€5Et!L�h.�.1.!!:. In � 
fact, the conti:adic.tion...l£.ill:k�it.s.df...Q..ut iJ;L�Qrn,Lterms. In the ") 
short ru�, ��e ,�£C!l��!��?�:�?.! 5�.e,�tal_ is �!1�th��at. In the middl.

e ( 
ruri he is "tOf>p0r..atJ..v.�,.:.!,."..Anil,....rn:::t:fie:long.,iQ:Jj;;: .. :tli.s:·system is '•i 
undermined:·- It is undermined because a crucial feature of a ( capitalist system is that the factors of PX:�.�!.�!S!j.9.!L .. "'.:.1�.n-�. labor, ') capital - ar:.e._Q.D�partial}y,."frt:e" to fl.ow at will on a hypothetical \, _

, ..... ,._.. ....... ,.,..� ...... 
...._. ___ .. _ ......... � ...... ��.-·.._ .............. ___ ,� pure markek_'Ih.c;;.. .. ��Spt}Gts· are not mere survivals or 

anachrOnfsms; ths-y--a,F@--m@Gha-nisms.-<=>f.-r.educing.xeal costs and 
increasing--real--saJ€s-p.FiG€s,.-anc:Lhence...o.f. . .widening.Jhe...margjn of I 
profi� .. 

In order to solve s�o.r.t::r.u.n..e.conomic..contr.actkm.s. the accumu­
lators of capital, acting.,!;J,s..a . .class., .. tencLt.o..m.olle..in.the direction of 
their middle-run��QQpt;:.r.'at.i:ve�,heha�ru:.J1qmrticular, they spor­
adically accede to some redistribution ofsurplY.s-value to working 
strata in order tO...E:.c;E��.te -9�9. .. ��� . .R�rui�fective _demand, thus ( permit�g_.r�!.1ewed exp_<il!fil..2!!.:..!�!! s��ves the middle:run·prob- \ 
lem. However, o�er the .long run, it mea�s a

. 
"freeing" of the ) 

factors of production, which means-a--reau€·BQR-m..lo.ug-run profit -
margins. - ... · 

This is not the only contradiction, although it is itself an 
enormous one. There are political consequences to the middle­
run solutions to short-run stagnations. The economic transforma­
tions they bring about push toward�roupin.g-together of 
oppressed 2trnta_.as--w.elt-as--th@--iaeF@ased-�¥isibilit-r�of-.sur.plas 
extractio.n...{pr.ecise1y--v-ia-the-�freein.g�!-ef-f.aGtor..s..o.£-p:i:oduction). 
Hence, as time goes on, oppressed strata are more and more able 
to rebel, and more and more ready to do so. By the nineteenth 
century, the level of possibility and will had reached the point that 
we began to see th.e..eme.i:geru;e.o£antis.y.stemic movements in theftC 
two classical forms (the-st>eialis1'·movements--and··-t.fl.@ .. nationalist -·:17 
movement;s.)----- -

This politica� d��1�2!.!!ent, th!.��J�1c1£� . .!h�.lQgk:...oLthe-s¥stem -
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endless accumulation of capital - in two ways. First, it strength- . 
ened the hands of !!!���!�.��or�ng strata in the constant battle 
over the division ·of surplus-value, and therefore threatened 
long-run pro�:§"�filiis:·secon<liY,,..inorder tocounter the 
working· sftata politieally, the. accunwJators...G>f�a.pital have been 
forced to turn over an ever-greater share of surplus-value to their 
agents �.!!9�_nd�.s .... ifi.e::Cad'rei.�J;:'.!5ildd..1e!::Stratz, thereby also 
threaten.ing.long:�r.un�prnfit margins. 

(5) Beginning with the First World War and the Russian 
Revolution, and greatly accelerating after 1945, the economic 
secular trend l'J.Jfulil'.tJlrrmudification (as opposed to partial 
commodification) plus-t:he-ex:haustimrofi:xtetrrat>arenas in which 
to expand and ther�r7cl,£�Jheciy6:'aiq>@r-€eflt.age Ofcommo­
dification OJL!ll.� on�Jm.ud .... aucL.th.e�political .. .secular trend to a 
double squeez.r; Q!l Io.ng:.:r.un Jn:Qfu .. !!@!:gins (as opposed to short­
run ones) on the other hand have combined to create the situation 
we can call "crisis" .QfJ;h�.i::apitalis.Lwtkbecon.om..y....In some ways 
this is less visible economically than it is politically and culturally. 
The worldwide "family" of antisystemic movements has grown 
ever stronger, ever bolder, ever more diverse, ever more difficult 

_,./'.l:o contain. Opposition is pervasive and persistent. To be sure, it 
' takes different forms in China and the US, in Iran and in El 
) Salvador. I am not suggesting any crude homogenization of the 

multiplicity of forms of dissent - the national liberation move-/ ments, the proletarian insurgencies, the civilizational "renais­
sances" and defiances, the countercultures, the renewing of 
religiosities. But the sense of "�ill!!,9,.{l,,g.,tht;.�nders of the 
world's status quo retfeCt.S''fheir dismay at this flowering of 
tendencies which seem on the point of getting out of control. 

The only thing the accumulators of capital can really do is more 
( of the same. They can treat these rebellions as part of the 
7 short-run problems to which there are middle-run solutions, 

solutions of "rno.ptat.k>H.,.��-·A>nel;"'ti'r•t!l'le,..mi<ild.le�.IWJ, this continues 
) to work, even wq,rk.,,.�er,y�welL.,Reflect upon the temper of the 
? worl;fTiiTfi(t°p-;;=iod circa 1 968-70, and the temper some short 

fifteen years later.)J:\ut thi.s....::Cooptatio.ti-� .. is . .a..p:rncess that, in the 
long run, attacks_l?.Q.�b ,.�th�,,.-�&QUQ.mic...anii .. the .. poli-tical under­
pinnings 0L-the .. .sy.st@m·q�·�a-.��pssi.t;i0a .. Jong held by ultra­
conservatives, .. who • .ar€- OOFFOC.f;.,i.n·.the·k-f>re.ttlictions, but incorrect 



Typology of crises 1 1 1  

in. believing there are real middle-run alternatives for the ·ruling 
strata) .�c"---�-----�-:- · . · 

. , (6) It ��that we ·sa�:te.Ji:0.n.g_iILthe "transition," 'the 
period of inevitable decline and "ey�ial demise." of.fu.e capitalist 
world"economy. But wh!::r.e...w..e..are..h�ing.2-We�y be heading 
towards a "socialist world order." Certainly this is the direction in 
which a large part of the "family" of worldwide antisystemic 
movements claim we ought to move. Indeed, most of them assert 
we are in fact moving, and moving inevitably, in that direction. I 
beg lo differ about the sense of inevitability. 

There is a contradiction built into the mode of operation of the 
antisystemic movements themselves . And there is a contradiction 
built into the mode of operation qf the_:w.odd.'.s_J:e.fle.ctive struc­
tures, the "sciences."��.l.'Y.O contradi�tlgps belie the easy 
optimism of the Enlightenment. They create the reality of our 
historical choice. It is thrrnn�1.W22:cl�ijY_a-.ciie.s,:::;..tb.e...c:ris1s of 
the movelllenTs aiirtThecrisfs of the sciences - that ought to be the 

�=-�----------primary concem.-.0Lthose-W..£lO...w.ish...tQ..ttansfQJJ-.xn�..._.._...i.tl�1e-w�u-rI:d. The 
basic "crisis," that of the capitalist world-economy, is relatively 
straightforward and simple. That system will co.me to au end. But 
what comes next is a function..oLhow..we·'l'escrl-.e-rht:l:fl'sis of the 
movements and tfte.eris,is-ofthe··sciences-:-A:ml here we have a real 
voice in the matter. 

Crisis in the movements 

The "crisis of the movements" is not a mere matter ofcyclical ups 
and \:Jowns: Of course, there have always been "moments" or 
"periods'1 of relative defeat as well as relative victory for the 
movements. This is normal. The "crisil?_gfJhe.IIJ.Q.v.eme.nts:..is the 
crisis brou��t �bou_��L�!l�!" .. Y!gQD�§.L�...t;tb�.�Jll�def�ats. 
And the cns1s 1 structural, not moral. That 1s, it is to be explamed 
primarily, not by "be.!rix.Yl>rn'!Wf�!:r�ures." 

The movements, when they began to organize ·m the nineteenth 
century, were faced with a very elementary problem: what path of 
politicala ttion promised to be efficacious? It seemed clear to both 
sociali� an!Lnationalist...mo�em.euta. .. tb_<U. the most available locus 
of real political power lay �§���g.�1!sg2i�!J}Wental 
structures of the ��l!,�j2���Um •. �!.�9r at least this seemed 
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clear to the majority of the activists. If this were true, then it. 
followed logically that the most likely way in which the system 
could be transformed would be. by the obtaining in one way or 
another control of state power. As Kwame Nkrumah was to put it 
in the ��,-w':Seel.s..; }'.e. 6xst.....t��at::ltqg_� . . . " This 
political strategy, the primacy of the acquisition of state power, 
became the accepted and practiced strategy of virtually all the 
major antisystemic movements and remained so up to very 
recently. It is still, even today, the accepted strategy of the 
majority of the movements. 

This strategy had its opponents in the nineteenth century. 
There were some, especially in the early years of the movements, 
who preached a deep suspicion of state power, even in the 
prospective h;mds of the people. They w "anarchists" or, 
in another ve·rsio�s!,tt,W!J.J!iUillv.aliM��Q.IJPOsin group, 
however, lostout in the internal antisysteniic movements' debate 
because they could not demonstrate that there was in fact any 
practical way of transforming the world as long as the apparatuses 

16f "legitimate force" lay in the hands of the defenders of the status � quo. The choice, said those who advoca.1&9 the state-oriented 

S strategy, was betwee.Q..Qht.!li.oing..Ata.�d being suppres-
1' se�. !his w�.lULt�Ui.ng��fgl!T.!:.l:!?,, . .'!����er�ua�_:�_:�:_ majority of L_ ..iu;l.IY1sts. . · · ---...._,, 

Once that debate was resolved and, as a practical matter it was 
resolved by the late nineteenth century, the only remaining strate­
gic question w

_
as the path

_ 
to the�3uisj�i21!2.�e }J;>wer, ove� the 

/' degree to which am!.e'?l1nsurrect1on was an es
. 
se®ariiiQ

. 
mgred1ent. 

c The argument is fam0u���iiii,;::;ma..::J>�volution," 7 between the Sec911cJ.4:.Rsl .I�irsl.!U�iil.WJJ!J�J?Sjween constitu-
/ tional decoloniz,ation and protr�c���,gl!_e.!.ill_�a struggle. 
� A rapid survey of twentieth-century political history will make 

clear that, especially since 1945, ,the antisystemic movements have 
been remarkably successful i�iev�h_si,t,.l)ind.e..t:n th-century 
objective o.f,fil,eJ<;,. RQ�· In the We§jgn industrialized countries, 
the Social-Democratic parties have acquired the "right" to govern 
50 per cent of the time, more or less. This "right" has meant that 
they could enact basic legislative changes known generically as the 
"welfare state" which can be shown to have benefited working 
strata in those countries in various specific ways. 

I 



Typology of crises 1 1 3 

In a second band of countries running largely from eastern 
Europe to eastern Asia, movements derived from Third Interna­
tional origins have coine to powe-i:..and...c.t.e.al.e�t�es." 
This has meant that they have nationalized means of productTOil"' 
and engaged in a �.f..Watixclµapic(htdus.tx4ilization. 
They have also extende.d.liQci&l .b�di.tUQ, the citizenry. 

In  a third band of countries, largely in South and Southeast 
Asia, the Middle East, Africa, Latin America, and the Caribbean -
sometimes called the "Three Continents" or the "South" - nation­
alist and nati©.Iml liberatipn. .ID.QED_leqtl,.h�ve come to power in 
many, indeed in most of them. These movements have achieved 
political independence where it had been lacking, quite often 
some "nationalization" of basic resources, some "development" of 
infrastructure, and some collective political leverage on the world 
scene. Certainly the "life chances" of the stratum defined by being 
urban and having some education, at least that stratum, can be 
said to have benefited from these changes. 

Thus, at one level, one could say the movements have been 
magnificently successful. Furthermore, the pattern is continuing 
such that even more such "successes" are in prospect in other 
states. Yet it is no secret that there is great discontent throughou� 
the world with (a) the Sq.c;;ial-.!?,�ip�3:�U!!.£2�!:!• (b) the Commu­
nists in power,-"(tj-th'�'""'llationalists in power. I am talking about 
discontent, not as expressed by conservative forces, but as 
ex�ressed �ithin.the br?ad !ank�of su_eEor!ers of and militants in 
ant1system1c movements. 

The basic cOrnptalntis threefold. The first complaint is that 
wh�tever the list of achievements of antisystemic movements in 
power, there are large segments of the population who have been 
in some sense "left out" of the benefits these achievements have 
bestowed. Those "left out" are often those defined as socially 
more "marginal" than the presu�.c.o.re..of..th,g.-}'lolit:ical support� 
of antisystemic movements: ethnj.!inationaL.mmo.cities, migrant 
populations, wom.en,�a�.:.A.t:Ji.[§t...i.t;s.�w.!!l.kt:..�lfilled that 
this phenomenon was.!.fl!l..RQL'!.!X·.A§.,�.w,�JJJ,.o.n.,.m.anr-be·gan to 
wonder if it were not "structural," and therefore the consequence ..,: _ . 

of the basic .�!@!&il:Qf:.them�mems:"""'�k.....,..,,,,.,.,,.,.....,...........__ r::-OA 
The second compla�m.QY.£.ments have been "coop­

ted," that is, that t���!'!r.t_JJ.Q.Jo11g�_p!�yinga- "revolutionary" 
. ...... r:·-.. ............ � .

....
.... �.-..,.._ ____ '"""-"-... �.._.,.,... 
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role, even if they once were. The evidence presented is that the' 
movements in power have toned down, often diminatedj their 
real solidarity with movements not in power. At first, it . could be 

/' argued that this phenomenon represented momentary tactical 
/ prudence. As ti�_'Ye!!t.9.n..ma�ggaa�t-&-weneltt-t'....whether this 
I "tactical retreat" -�'!�.ItOt�th€Jlttesssa-Freetndttion of the assump­

tion of st<!t_e_:iio:-\ier.within an-interstate system. 
,.,..· The third complaint is that the movements in power, although 

ruling in the name of the working class or of the people, engaged 
in behavior that might be considered repressive or exploitative oq. 
behalf of a smaller group who shared that power. At first, it could' 
be argued that the repression was directed at "counterrevol-

/ utionary" forces. As time went on, many began to wonder if the 
'- "repressiveness" was not itself the result of the "cooptation," in 

7 turn the result of many persons having been "left out" of the 
revolutionary process from the outset. 

The consequence of the cumulation of complaints has been 
threefold. In the first place, in each of the three main arenas of 
the world-system, new II1m1exnent.s-lu1::ve-aris'ett'Whtrs"e' main target 
has become the "old movements in power." In the Western 
countries, these new social movements have taken the form of a 
panoply of organizations not under a single organizational struc-

·-mre:-mifimiry-·mi5veinenIS;·wcinien'Smove�ar move­
ments,_ .. fir.e�:11:;..;ario--·ec6Togy-�"moveme;ts:""·�liaT'f>reference 
movements, etc. In the socialist zone; these new movements have / also taken diverse forms : "reform" movements inside the Com-

<..:..... �---... ... . .. r � ) munist parties (the CulturaTRevolution, humanist Communism, 
..... ) even de-Stalinization - and now perestroika) and movements 
"' outside the party (most notably Solidarnosc, but also "peace" 

movements). And in the Three Continents, these new movements 
have often taken the form of religious renewal movements. · 

What all these "'"fieW'"''""ifioveffieii'fs'h��JiiJ;�.o�..wi.th each 
other is their deep sus-p.i.Gion.�0£:.tli.e:EQJd:; .... m.o.�nts that have 

1 achieved powe,r •.. th�.!L.§.��t,...the,..molle.Ulents in power are 
7 bureaucraliic...aut? .. z�.:Y.�U!i:;9J�x.J,ru: . .,g::t;0,ups,,wh.<iJs@.oGu.I<Km objec­

J tives ai:e...hard_tQ. .d.i§!i:ngµislt.ftQJ.!LID��.of.Jhe.Aet:wers of the 
> status quo_in the w�E!.9:$_ystem. 

The seooiicr'C'onsequence is, t,h�re�o!:�d�E�!.:�fusion every­
where, as the "old" lefts are uriOer attack from the multiple 

1 .  

I .  
l · 

/ ,  
/· 
I 
I 
I 
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"l).ew�ts This has. led tA.a.mixtw:e,;...worldwide, of sudden 
outbursts of ''revolutionary enthusiasm" (for example Iran in the 
period iminediately before and after the fall of the Shah or 
Poland from 1 980 to 1982) and longer periods of relative 
demobilization, a demobilization that can be sensed among mili­
tants of both the older and the newer movements . 

The relative dernobilizations are a negative consequence. There 
is howeve!:..a third, a m��e posi��.:.,;���wce. The "confusion" 
has broken 1lie iaeologicafCTust to some extent and has led (or is 
leading) to some rethinking of fundamen�al strategy. It is not a 
question of what shouTcrnave'oeeirl'lrntt: .... �s--�0r even the 
1 950s), but what ought to be done in the 1 990s and thereafter. 
The question that has been opened, or rather reopened, is � 
whether the jrrimary path to the social transformation of the world 3 C 
is via the .a_cq,,uisitio.n Qf.state.p.gw.ex bx !Jll: • ..IDPvements separately 
in each state. 

The problem, of course, is that it is by no means obvious that 
any clear alternative exists, as debates within such diverse loci as 
Solidarnosc, the German Greens, and the Iranian revolutionary 
groups indicate. These movements, as so many others, have 
included some who rejected state power as an objective and others 
who have come, however reluctantly, to embrace it. The question 
remains, therefore, wide open. There i.§...llQ,!;.�� alternative 
collective strateg.¥...l-am�m-tWd..y..ai;.g.u.iQ.!if-,thatit is on our agenda. 

Crisis in the sciences 

The crisis in the sciences is not as different from the crisis in the 
movements as one might initially

. 
think. It has long been acceptedc:_ 

that the rise of_w.od.ei:n.. .. sdenc:e..anc.Lth�Lthe modern "?_ world-system have Qi�_iual;e_an...d..clasclr....lmked phenom- } 
ena. Science as we have known it is the prime intellectual / 

expression of "mii'ctern�
.
·" !tSeems to fiave �� ndamen- !/fJ'i 

tal premises. 1"liClifst is that everyiliiitg"'m the real world is v 
knowable. That is to ��? .. !!!e:r:y_t;._rg�LW�.!!.?��non is con­
sidered amena.ble . .  to.�uJ .. �e.,pJ�Jl.?-tion that would call upon gener-
alized state�nwf-processes. Noris' anyemprriCaI phenomenon 
so occult or mystical that the generalizations one needs to invoke 
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for the explanation could not eventually be discovered, even if not 
presently known. · · · 

The second premise is that the wider the generalization the 
-·--. .Petter, and tha�-�!timateljc"':aICreIEiaiiL�neraltzations can be' 

}ta tea-· iii "'forms· oL universaLlaws""-. .ap.plyin�tl:i.G-ut.-i:egard to 
:;,. .. ··· · 'space-time;····whic-h·.-.. .in�a.,,peculiar_s.en�.e .. .is .,.s.e,en as a "neutral" 

container for empirical reality rather than as a part of this 
empirical reality. 

V The third premise is that the only way on.�.-�_a_n really "know" the · 
real world J!.Jl�.-�2!�E��c:r .. 1;1;n£L th.�l.9.!l.Y,O,�h�r.J.9iillJl!...El1rported 
knowledge is subjective, unverifiable, and irrelevant. It follows 
from·this ·that ·the · only W':1Y:t:>n,��·.c1!Q::c;Q;rJ_�_t;;iQ!l� �Y.:::�!!!Pulate" the 
real world ,-, arid it is .furtheJ"·assumed--that· the-·workris, in fact, 
ma,nip}Jlable - is via sci_ence. 

Each -�fthe.se'preinises has been contested, and the battle to 
make these premises hegemonic was long and fierce, but it is 
unquestionably the case that the battle was basically won by the 
mid-nineteenth century. One of the last ramparts of resistance to 
fall was the application of these premises to that narrow part of 
the real world that involved human beings most directly ";:_!he 

7l ���
i��i�Psf<>ii��;pph<t��s��fJi��i!M�t��mi; t��:���;���� 

cite. Indeed, it is only then that most of our conceptual termin­
� ology, including the very names of the so-called disciplines, was 

born. 
There are two things to be noted about the emergence of what I 

call _the. histo�� socja���i����-�---T-!?$X .F.�I�.'..i.u-1�_ge part the 
contmum.g ��pre,�.��-?!! Qf.!!i.� .z'4.�g_lqg1��l.t�Y9lµ!�9.Q�iled by the 
French�R,�yg.!.uJiQ9JL�.,!!)Y.9rlQ::4i��r!f�LP.��1.1:.()_T,S..non. They also 

I' shared the fundamental ambiguity of the French Revolution as a , . 
phenomenon that was.a- natu:ral .developm.c;!nLwithln the frame-
work of the capi.tg,U�Lwodd.::�cpu.mny�_.but.als.9Jb.e l!Jcus of the first 
serious antisys!�_Ill�_.!.1.1.2.Y.�!G�!!U.!.1Jh� .. .hiH9fY�.P.L modern capi-
�fum. . · 

T'h.(;°�French Revolution was the moment in the historical 
development of the capitalist world-economy when the for­

,.,mulations in the ideological arena finally were changed to express 
') a by then long-existing..Lf!!!!!Y-.. O.f--tapita-lism·as-a"mud'e"'of produc­
f_tion. Jbe�..ne.w-·�ideology took account of the fact that, in the 
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c::lpitalist world-economy, the political superstructure was not 
only a sodal constructjQQ1h.1he.so¥€}l::eign.,<;tates..and..t;b.� interstate_;-7 
system) bu

. 
t a soCla,IC"onsttu,c_t..tb.�tW!!.�SQ!!§.@.nt!y,�i!!g amended-� 

and reconstru�Q,;-The_...t.�r.minology in which this . reality was 
clothed was that of�'.the sovereignty of the people" which was a 
way of legitimizing,Jhe flu1�:0.ppost�cC1cuhe..solidity of 
political structures. To deal with this fluidity, we were bequeathed 
the antinoillyof society/srate, and with-itthe snpposed mteraction __ 

and/or confli<l 5etween socierprm:t'stater.�h��h .was to constitute Z 
the· largest f.ocus..a£..tllis-scientific.a,ctiYltY._9f. �ge historical social ('.., 
sciences. > 

As to �cal ambiguity of the French Revolution, we can 
say that on the one hand it was a moment in which one part of the 
French upper strata/bourgeoisie sought...t.u_.u_p.dat€- and recon­
struct the French state to enable it_��Y.Q!)._!heir behalf a more 
efficacious role in,�w.orld.,ec;guomy. On the other hand, it 
marked the uprising of French direct produc<;rs against the 
significant life-deprivatiQ!!L!.h!!! Th�.m�llcation of capitalist 
processes had been i�osin� on them. 

Thi��:c>Aec NJ..'fu, the continuing struggle for the 
control over the definition of the task and domain pf the historical 
social sciences in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. On the 
one hand tlfe-·historicaI"sooaiScieITT:es"represeniecfan..!l_Eg,�ng of 
the ideological superstruct,,yre 9J_1h.e....capi.talisL.;w;OJ:ld.,.econom y, 
offering one that would be a more efficacious mechanism of 
legitimating that historical system, less for the mass of the world's 
population than for its cad:rs.� .. \llb.J.l�e....,along with the th. · 

"'<'---·--stra�um of large-scale accumulators of capital, its principal bene-
ficiaries. On the other hand, the historical social sciences offered 
the antisystemic movements the..language with .wblch they could 
clarify (expose) --���Qrkin��L���j_sto���i..���ne its 
contradii;tions;:..and ..therefcri:e�!Ypo.int its vulnerabilities. This is 
for example what Marx and Engels were saying when they 
insisted-that what they were writl.ng and doing should be called 
"scientifo; socialism." 

The movements, we have said, had to make a strategic decision 
about cha11.g_e, and the {)ptiE>R·-t�hme-was-oo-invest in the 
acquisition_ofSlare::poweF.--Similatly:.....tho.s..eJili.tm:kal social scien-
tists who �eir: !IJ1eas-c<'>nttibuting to the ���.nsforma-

. - .. .. . .  ·- . -. · ·· --------· --·-···--�)1;_4.J-(I:,���'" 
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tion of the_ wo_:!_d ha<!_!Q..!!illfil;_a..s.trat:egic choice as to where they 
would invest their scientific energies. The fundaiuental decision . 
was that they would present a model for the analysis of social 
reality that was strikingly different from that presented by 
bourgeois or Establishment historical social .scientists - one 

/ which, they argued, would more correctly or adequately explain · 

? this reality, and one that was far more useful in counseling us 
--;::;� about how to ,a>eed up the s�l�-�r�!1sf2�ation of the world. 
--. One such modCl;noooiiliftlie- most i mportant one, w�s Marxism. 

1 u-sr as Jtare·power a§.JLp_olitif'atsffafe"gy wasemrrlently plaus­
ible, so was the elaboration of a "counterrnodel" as an intellectual 
strategy not only reasonable but efficacious. It did..J;.ontribute to 
political mobilization, and it did contribute to the formulation of 
intelligent tactics in the struggle:--·----. 

Yet, just as the Targelfsuccessful acquisition of state power by 
the movements was not unambiguous in its consequences, so was 
the largely successful elaboration of a countermodel. The coun.,. 
termodel was so plausible and so powerful that it has even crept 
inside the elaboration of Establishment social . science. In many 
ways, the world of historical social sciences has been converted to 
Marxism, even as it denies this and tries to hide it by utilizing 

.. ,non-Marxist terminology to express Marxist ideas. And this ,/ "creeping Marxization" has profoundly changed the politics of /( the world-syste���J�st as did the coming to 
-state power of so many ant1sysfem1c movements. 

Th� other side of this coin, however, is that Marxism has as a 
_., result often served as much as aj�-�_!i_!ic<!_tj_Q,I]_for. the status quo as a 

mea.ns .. foF its u112.�:r_l}];.i,1,J-i_?.�.:: .. ?:n�---�-�rt��!�1.:.trJ?�werful one at 
hat since, in theory, it.,cla1m:LtQ .. .Q�)!ll .. .'.;.aP!i§J'.fil..eII!ic" jQ.eology. 

Why has this happened? It has happened because of the intellec­
tual strategy that was adopted. Concentrating on the elaboration 
of a countermodel involved two subordinate decisions: accepting 
the premises of modern science, and accepting the broad outlines 
of the dominant historiography, the presumed recounting of 
"what had really happened." 

But th�remises of modern science and the dominant historio­
graphy wer�.:E_O moreneut:i"aifl'ian-tlre-mudeJ:S:""""And the chickens 
have come home-to -foosrm-me-pust=t94"!r-pt1iod, as both 
Establishment social science and Marxist social science found it• 

l ' 
i .  r 
! 
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increasingly difficult to explai�_real JY.Otld, that is, to account 
'for the' actualtraject�storical transition 'in which we 
had begun to live. One sees ·this f�Uy pres"e'ii.ted today as a 
"crisis of Mar��m" J��-� .. �.at is much too narrow. It is rather �-�":::> 
"crisis of tlfe h0istQ!:�a�.��cial ��!��!;.�:.'.31.N treyoudLh:n:cr"'cris1s of� 
science'�- t" 

The premises are in question not merely among the historical 
social scientists but among the physical scientists, the presumed 
high priests of the religion of modern science. We are being told 
that the search for eternal laws and symmetry has failed and that 
what we really find ar�.-"ey_glyJQg_.��r!isl� .. -� .. .:'..�metry­
breakin�s.s.eS.:...\\fe...ar.e..bcio,g�.told.��-�-�ilij,li_ff!S"the '<=; 
mechanism.that brings order out_ of �-�s,'' jg��i!?.@r aiidnot t .. 
reversibility . .  �re being told that the "daring wager with the e;; 
dominant Aristotelian traait1on gra"d"iiallf0ecoinesa'Clo'i�inatic 
assertion . .  �ii'We ar� . .heing..tOld.that .. '.:ir.r.e;v.er.s.ibiJiq..:,_th,e,.arrow of 
time, impli�_s randomness." And, we are being told, this leads us 
back to t'fie central ontological problem, the relation betwee� 
Being and Becoming, with the conclusion that_"Being a�d < 
Beco�.QPI!��-<i one to the. other; they express / 
two ·relateg aspects ofrea].ty."1  

· 

But, if this is all true, then we have to cast out t�e basic 
methodology that has informed most of historical social science, 
including most of Marxist social science, insofar as it has sought 
eternal laws, symmetry, reversibility and, therefore, the certainty 
of the future. We may have to let back in that part of the 
Aristotelian tradition constituted by the search for final causes. 
We may even have to aqmit that there is knowledge other than� 
a

.

nd prior to scientific knowle��· Of course, science as we know it 

. 

was an inventiQ�f .our modern world, deriving lines of argu­
ment immanent in a certain ..... Westerlt!-phll<:>seJphical tradition. 
Insofar as the crisis of the world-system is reflected in the 
"civilizational project," the world is rediscovering its wealth oL' 
alternative formulations of kl!Qwledge. 

This is equality true of historiography. We have long bee __ _ 

warned against "ethnocentri£'._j}istory:···We-ha·ve--9een told many · c:: 

times that nineteenth-century history wa� the rulers as < 
1 Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers, Order Out of Chaos. New York: Bantam, 1984, pp. 

292, 298-99, 301. 
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s�en by the rulers and that it ignore� the. ruled - the working 
classes, the non-Western �parts of the world. This w"s, of course, 
true and is today being remedied. We are being offered also the 
history of, and as seen by, those who have been ruled - the 
working classes, the non-Western parts of the world. This is no 
doubt a very useful corrective to the incredibly narrow perspec-/ tives of a mere thirty or so years ago. But insofar as this "new" 
history shares the basic historical myths of the older history, the 

? widening of our scope of coverage may only compound the 
� problem. 

The two basic myths in the telling of the tale of the capitalist 
world-economy have been that it is the story of a new stratum, the 
middle classes, who....,Q,Y�.r.tur..ru:d.Jbe old. feuQ.l!Larist0cracy; and 
that it is the story of the slowly widening circles of economic 
activity, the transforma�iQ!L9IJ§.git:™-.�T1nto national 
economies �J:i:if.h . .then..�!.rn.et!:....in,,an.Jnt��tional arena. Alterna-� tive myths are now being offered: that the-"new" middle classes 

£t are and always w@r.e....a11-av.atar. Q,(J:he..olii.f@Haru-ar-istecracy; and 
7 that the develepment., . ..Qf-.. the-..eapitalisL . .w.w:kl.:economy has 
'J involveg� �h.<:A�!l:�_ifi�����E..�.!l<;Uilling.iv._gf a world-rystem rather 

than its.slow creation .. f.r-onN1:tl.in.ne.i:.core. � 
The calling into question of scientific premises and dominant 

historical myths has not caused the crisis in the sciences. It is 
1/ rather th�_ expression of this crisis, which was caused by the fact 'J that the �ences-have-e�FOO,s.Hrglrm'�Oeln a cul-de-sac, as {, they found the changing reality increasingly incomprehensible 

/ (whereas by the inner logic of their accepted premises, it should 
/ have been increasingly comprehensible). . . . 

But challenge has not produced new clanty; it has first of all 
produce� confusion and great uncertainty. The confusion 

f nd uncertainty are closely linked to that Tound in the move-
,,. ments, and both are produc�s of the crisis in the world-system. All 

hese "crises" are simultaneous, imply each other, and can only be 
esolved in relation to each other. 

�:.-� 
Tne1{°�y question is where we go from here, and the first thing to 
says is that we cann�be sure. S'omepersons find this profoundly 
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�nnerving and others profoundly pessimistic. I find this pro­
foundly reassuring in the long run (if simultaneously immediately 
frightening) . If there is no human choice, why play the game? If 
there is choice, there has to be uncertainty of outcome, or the 
choice is being exercised elsewhere. Perhaps it is the ultimate 
Promethean hybris of humanity to assert the reality, if the rarity, 
of fundamental choice. But it is, in the end, a view sanctioned by 
every religious and philosophical tradition that includes the 
concept of human responsibility. We can only be responsible for 
that which it is in our power to aff eet�-----"'·--·�---� 

Progress is""'veryp-0ss16Je:-We''may in this social transformation 
move towards . the creat�I.!�9!.!.�£S�tl<i..a.W..�.that is both 
egalitarian ��ru!Qcta!.le_,.liJ;;Q!;ljj be an order that would leave 
greatly increased scope foi:, the multiplicity gf cultural patterns 
that humanity �fill th�acity to create. This order would 
obviously bebased on enti;'ely rieWiiistitutional structures whose 
form it is impossible to predict because they have yet to be 
invented. 

Whether or not we arrive at such a world order in the next 
century will largely be a function in my view of how the two 
subordinate "crises" - the "crisis in the move�d.the "crisis 
in the sci£nces" - will be resolved. That is to say, in my view, the 
critical battles lie in ffiese arefi<IS';'"<md their outcomes will deter­
mine the route of the transformation. 

For a somber alternative does exist. The present world-system, 
the capitalist world-economy, could be transformed into some­
thing else, either another singular system or a multiplicity of 
sep�rate ones which will be neither egalitarian nor democratic. 
The resulting system(s) could even be worse than the existing 
system. That, after all, is what happened once before when we 
made the transition (in Europe) from feudalism to capitalism, 
which was not only nut.prognIBs-btit;-watin many W�Eg.Eession. 

The way in which transitions can result in non-progress is very 
simple. The Oeferiders of.J!rivifege::urthe-perimt-of transition, 
�an seize hold_ of the levers ��nange, fiot�terpreyeirtcliange (that -.-/ 
is, not to conserve-anow1:leehnmg-system1mpuss1ble·any longer to 5 
conserve) but to . steer the change in the direction of another ( 
system that, aHilo"if"li" 'l.iite··aifreren:tiii"'"'form·�rrOiii-ffie present ) 
one' wbulcre(i:4fil!ii�i.��iic�pxfynTu�-:-�· ·">�-w·''"'"'"-·� ... ,_. 

�/ 



1 22 Geopolitics and geoculture 
• This choice is available and real, as is the other one. That is why 

the social struggle is real, and why it \Vill take pla�e primarily 
inside the movements and . inside the sciences. That is . why the 
"emergence of new social thought" is not an abstract matter but a 
matter of deep existential urgency. That is why the question is not 
world crisis or world transformation, but what kinil of transfor­
mation can we bring about as the modality by which the "crisis" 
will be resolved. How we act will in fact determine our collective 
"civilizational quest." 



9 ..,. The capitalist world-economy: 
middle-run prospects 

In the short .run, the capitalist world-economy is in some diffi­
culties which may soon get worse. But it will no doubt recover 
within a decade or so and probably do quite well. In the long run 
(a century or so), it is destined to come to an end in one way or 
another. But what about the middle run? What can we estimate 
may possibly happen in the period 2000-50? Obviously, the most 
we can do is extrapolate certain trends and make some plausible 
guesses about this period. Nonetheless, despite the uncertain 
character of such plausible guesses, it is a worthwhile, indeed 
salutary, effort to make them. Insofar as intellectuals can contrib­
ute anything to the arena of real politics, it is precisely in their 
ability (their very limited ability, to be sure) to make such 
assessments as to the real alternatives facing the real world. 

I shall therefore start with a re".'.:iew of Q!e maj� developments 
in the world-system since 1 945, then project the short-run pros­
pects (say to the year 2000), and finally devote my attention to the 
middle-run future (2000-50). 

The world-system, 1945-1988 
The economics of the period 1 945-881 are in broad outline easy 
to expound. There was ..a���pansion of the 
capitalist world-econorrwio��ug,J . .the,,.Se59nQ. World 
War. It came to an end perhl;{�� erhaps �"?It was 
1 1988 has no historical significance per se. It was merely the year this paper was written 

and presented. 
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the greatest sin��31sion in the history of this world-system 
going back to U>_QQ..(rneasured by any of the usual criteria, except 
that of expansion of land area inclu.ded within the · world-

, economy
.
) .  In most ways, this period had all the ch

- -
aracteristics of a 

ypical Kondratieff A-period. It w3s a p.!!riod fueled by . . r._elative 
monopoli.e..�.in .. �J�w.Jea.ding .. p.r..od\.u::ta..fo.uiliich thi rate�of profit 
was high.i·--��sl__.!��- -,��.rPl!:!tY.g!ll.!; . .J!L.Wlili:b.JlraS...xe.cy unequally 
distril:mt�d .... sw;;ially.and.geographicall y. 

For all the standard economic reasons, this expansion came to 
an end and has been followed by an economic stagnation. It came 
to an end because the re.@_���--!fionoeolie!_���d by entry 
into the world mai;ket. of_�-l�!K� .. !!���.2.f._:�m�itors, seeking 
to get on the bandwagon. It came to an en<I as wert because of 
qeclining _prndµctivity,. .caused-hy rising retention of the surplus­
vafoe, both by dir.�.�LPf.�fh�f-�[�, .. �1!!J..gt_ii£�1i.agerfal strata. The 
result was�f!-«S��Y-�J:�.-�.k�!irr�.J!1�J2r£.f!!. rates. Since l 9M.�1£1> the 
stagnation of the world-economy has also had the characteristics 
of a stand�_�Q-.. -�_?��E�!�e.!f.l\..::�riod : relativ��Y . high world��de 
Unemployment of wage workers; acute pohtlClzed compet1t1on 
among core countries for the tighter 'VOrld market; increased 
economic suffering in many sectors and (at least as important) a 
sense in many sectors that they are suffering by comparison with 
the previous A-period; increased world concentration of capital 
(of which Japanese acquisition of US real estate and the Third 
World debt cris�<m;. . .m.er:el.y-.. tw0-&yi'fl"ptf>�; geographical relo­
cation of production processes; and a seci:tch for product innova­
tions. We are jn _the, middle. oCthis--pe-t.faci .. oLglob.a..l�conorriic 
stagnatiQn and it may last until circa 2000. 

It shottldbe .. nmeci"f�at:"X.:p_��ioq�!?;? B-e���--�xt_positive 
and negative p_i:_�n1:�!i.�Y)-� ... !�:0�!_2f the g�l }ete «lfJrrofit and 
hence of th� __ <1:c:cumulat1on of cap1tarwilliin die world-economy as 
a �!!9.k·-� ;E;a,ch p�ifod has · oot1C poSillve" ancrilegative welfare 
features, which vary for particular economic sectors or partiCldar 
social groups. Many sectors and groups do quite well in a 
B-period, while others do poorly in an A-period. Nonetheless, 
overall, both for world capital and for the majority of the world 
population, A-periods are happiei_: p_�pQ.c;ls than B-periods. 

The politics of the period 19_45-s8A:orrespond quite closely 
with its eco�g_!ll,i<;:LThe A-period, 1945-67, was the period of US 

--
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hegemony in the world-system: Based on its overwhelming _pro­
ductivity edge after 1945 in all major economic sectors, the� 
United Stat�s assumed unquestioned political and military domi- t 
nance�Jd�sm�.m:�'Ji�e.cL.ciilliiraTleaClership. ,,, ..... 

Perio�2ny_�E.�.,.!.�E�E. than Kondratieff A-periods but 
they are jlJ§t . .M..mtell .. !Q..Ef: .. �f.QQ�£1 by their internal workings. 
The economic recovery of the principal allies of the United States, 
turning them by the late 1960s into economic competitors, 
undermined US political control. This undermining of US lead­
ership was paralleled by the long-term process of de-Stalinization 
and de-satellitization of the countries in the socialist bloc, which 
commenced with Khrushchev's secret report at the XXth. Party 
Congress. in 1 95�._As,.,_a_r_���.!ll�--��t ��lc�-�eral acc..?!�.� the'( 
status q�2�lnch..fu.t:!!£!.ted§:���-�!--�.@.!��--�S1fhad entered 
at Yalta slowl=:l..saant,cumrav.el. · ' " � --�� ..... �----"" · (.,, 1� o_.......... ·-.... ...J 

After 1945, the Third W()rld eme;:_ged as a political force, and 
not one to be constrained entirely within the framework of a 
cooptative decolonization. The wars in Algeria and Vietnam were 
particularly upsetting politically. Finally the worldwide revolution 
of 1968 marked 'l!!.volt not onJyagainst··l::JS"ire"geriic)liy-liut also 
against the classical-:intili.}'�m1Ci'fi0Veffienfs themselves (both 
socialist and nationalist), who .;ere-seerfa!l"b'eing 'in·tacit collusion 
with the system. 

In short, the period of -�onomic stagnation has also been a 
period of declinin�itical powcrorthe United States (and of 
the USSR as �illab]!fyoflJie·u nrteCI"'Sraten<rimpose its 
will in Central America (and of th.e USSR to do the same in 
Afghanistan) is merely the latest example of this changed geopoli­
tical reality. 

It should be noted that the cultural arena saw parallel develop­
ments. The 1945-67 period saw an i�!� expansion of US 
cultural influence worldwi�L-����- -��_E_� ob�ervs;d in suCl17 
phenomena as -t_�!y�rsal ��<?.£!!£� of. the ideolo gy_gf develop- 7 
ment, US leadersh�p-�_ th�_9;mtt!!!!P-Q!a:ry soc@L§s.!�S� the � 
arts, and th��fuLirnPQ.aj!i9A.9.L�vglisb.�.the sole lingua ) 
franca of the world_:::�stem. In all these spheres, the opposiiTOii of ;::, 
the soci:ilistbloc-was loud, but in practice their conformity was ., 
considerable. However, after 1968, there has been an erosion on 
all these cultural fronts. The ideology of development (and 

-------------·-.. - ... --._,._,,, 
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beyond it of both Enlight�nme,nL.poo.g.t:.ess�,.,agd Newt�nian 
science) has come into serious question� The social sciences and 
the arts are once again beco.ming_phllalis.t and m.ultkmwie.£1. The 
world-level use o�-��-l!��g�§�.QJQ�! .. .l.��n-���is�!�!;>.�ginning to 
revive, albeitSIOw1y. · 

The world-system, 1988 to circa 2000 
The processes we have described of the post-1 967 transforma­
tions will continue. It should be noted that hegemonic decline is 
always highly unsettling. It is resisted by the hegemonic power. It 
causes a scramble for the succession. It is the source of enormous 
intellectual confusion, since although everyone is clear about what 
is under attack, few are clear about what might (or should) replace 
the institutions under attack, at least in the short run. 

This triple discomfort will probably be accentuated in the next 
decade. US resistance to decline in hegemony has already taken 
two successive forms. The Nixon-Ford-Carter approach was to 
ad@t a lo��file. Th� trie.d..£1,e.x.ib-ili · orei n policy, while 
reillforcin_g__the essentials - hence, detente, trilater sm, and a 
distinct fowering of the ideological decibels in the Third World. 
In H).80, this style was considered in the United States to be a 
failure, as demonstrated by high inflation in the United States, the. 
Soviet entry into Af ghanisThn-am:i0ilJOve all; the embassy hostage 
ordeal in Iran. 

So the United States switched its policy style. The Reagan 
approach was one of pandemic machismo - vis-a�vis the Evil 
Em pir;;:-·vrs-l':vti-.!·!te-i::r-0.cist?-iTt"·tm:'ifiird World, vis-a-vis soft­
hearted and economically conniving allies, and vis-a-vis the heirs 
of 1968 at home. After eight years of Reagan, we can say the 
achievement score of Reaganism, in terms of stemming the 
decline of US power, is no better than the achievement score of 
Nixon-Ford-Carter, that is, virtually nil. . The United States is 
probably about to embark on another eight-year attempt to stem 
the tide. Mr Dukakis promised in effect not to make the mistakes 
either of Nixon-Ford-Carter or of Reagan. But does there really 
exist a third possible policy style that has a better chance of 
stemming US decline? 

The picture is little better in the global struggle for succession. 
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There are only two geographic loci of alternative economic 
strength: one' is Japan, the other Western Europe around its 
German-French core. · Both centers have spent the period of 
1 967-88 primarily minding their own business politically and 
concentrating on strengthening their world-market economic 
"competitivity ." 

No doubt, Japan has been the great success story in this regard. 
It has kept world political involvement down to nearly zero, and it 
has singlemindedly worked hard at conquering world markets 
while zealously protecting its home market. It has done remark­
ably welL Western Europe has done less well. It has been less able 
to keep out of constant involvement in world politics, because of 
its historic links with its former colonies as well as its historic links 
with and concern about Eastern Europe. Furthermore, the 
United States had political claims on Western Europe via NATO 
that it did not have in the case of Japan. The United States could 
insist on continued West European involvement, as in the issue of 
missiles placement. Finally, Western Europe is still not a single 
political entity, and economic coordination has been difficult and 
subject to muitiple local political pressures. 

Can we project more of the same in the decade ahead? Perhaps 
not. The pressures oil Japan; from without and from within, to 
become a more active participant in the world political arena are 
sure to grow. And economically, Japan must come to some 
securer arrangements with its East Asian neighbors (both the 
so-called N ICs and China) , if it is not to suffer some economic 
setbacks. Such arrangements may be difficult to obtain. On the 
oth�r hand, Western Europe is coming to a symbolic and real 
crossroads, that of 1 992 . It seems to be moving more smoothly 
than anticipated in the direction of the construction of Europe. 
Thus it may be that whereas, from 1 968 to today, Japan's edge on 
Western Europe was growing, We.stern Europe will be able to 
reduce the gap in the last decade of this century. It is probable, in 
any case, that vis-a"vis the United States, both Japan and Western 
Europe will continue to improve their relative positions. 

Finally, there are the intellect�l uncertaintks. They have 
occurred at two levels - that of the-sbeial-m<:W@.ffi@.Rts,-and that of 
the sm;ial--seiences:.!ftre·sncia:l.�QY.e.DJ,f:nls_ have. not yet �ecovered 
from the shockl:rf-J.9&8'l"'""T.-he·period 1945-67 may b'eseen as the 
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culminating moment of the historic strategy of the antisystemic 
movements. In the period-?f;-.approxi1ua:tely .. �1850-80, these 
movements, both in their �1isl and r4!!9�J!ftyarietiesi_ as a 
result of much internal debate, determinecl that their interme­
diate strategy should be the taking of state power in the separate 
states. Between 1 945 and 1 967, the heirs of the nineteenth­
century movements actually took state power in a large number of 
states : Second International Social-Democrats in the West, Third 
International Communists in eastern Europe and parts of 
eastern Asia, and national liberation movements in the Third 
World. 

The world revolution of 1968 was to an important degree the 
rebellion against the realities created by these historic successes of 
the classical antisystemic movements. The organizational conse­
quence of this rebellion was the emergence of a large and 
variegated skein of "new" movements throughout the world -
movements of "minorities," women's movements, ecology move­
ments, etc. These movements sought to invent alternative strate­
gies of social transformation. I say "invent" and not "implement" / because one of the most striking characteristics of these new 

h movements since 19  68 has been m.ei.Lun.o:.r.tain.t}:'....ab.o.ut. middle­
h run strategy..Xhey..h�.e-lx:.(}n.strnng-cm long-run vision and often 
L on short-run tactics, but weak and divided on middle-run. 

strategy. 
What can we expect between now and the year 2000? Hope­

fully, some increasing clarity by the movements on the issues and 
the beginning of the creation of a new consensus about middle­
run strategy to replace the one attacked in 1968, but not yet 
entirely renounced. 

The intellectual uncertainties in the social sciences are as great, 
perhaps greater, than those in the movements. Once again, the 
period 1 945-67 marked the culmination and moment of triumph �f a nineteenth-century strategy. The question posed in the 

1�;;:����;!��g�I������-�;����-�;;;�� 
w

.
�����i� 7�onsensus �-t.hatfil!!.S�.J��Jit.y.....was.,both .'.'.objective" and enor­

mously complex, t�e w�y_ .t.o."'kQ-.9W..,it.wa11. J9 . .  s�i.z.e. this reality in 
small chunks� . 6l1� . .  �� .a .. !iillC::t .. �.niL�X---��f}�:f�J _ _  g}��-�ation. This 
viewpoint came in two versions. Th_� _i?iograph_ic_ ��!_S,rons�nt us 
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�o the ar&h�:Y.�� as .!!:i£.!.�P-91i.h9..I}'.'.PJ . .:;.mall-scfil�..?bjectiv.e reality and-$=­
told us to summarize_empa�.t.k.aU.yi.-and . ..iu..n.a_rrative form what 
we found there. The nomothetic version pushed us in the-::_::, 
direction of studying contemporaqu1uanllfied:...t@t�_and told us tQ 
summarize it in .S.t<!J.i,gi!;;al fQ.!!!1_,.�fm.u:r.�.h...w.t:..,kdi!�d inf er the � 
presumably eterna-l-a:nd.univ..e.rsalJaw.s,J)f.._luunru:iJ?..�!'ia vior. Botly-.. 
versions pushed • .l!§��JrQm.!h�.§.tliQ.r..&.th,� long-term and the 
large-scale u<?.!'!...lh�_gr<;nmds..nf..the.JaJ:k...uLY.t:Jjfig,J:!Jc;: data. Both 
versions, fo'r different reasons, therefore pushed us away from 

�:���;�.�-�i.�-���-��f::�f;�;�;i}1��}1�=�-.�r.���-°:;;;�"7 
p�ia��!!!liLof analyfil:s.._J(Jia.fo�f�- .. �,,�����.P���e�t �-i�-�����e of 1_/ m1ss1.i:i.g-fo·Fe1rts�fortrees·:--� - , 

In the period 1 945-67 partisans of both the nomothetic and the 
idiographic versions of knowing social reality flourished as never 
before. They asserted optimistically that their intellectual day had 
finally come, that they were now at last truly able to know social 
reality with some efficacy. This was argued in parallel ways by 
both the principal ideological variants of these modes of know­
ledge: the liberal and the Marxist. 

The probi�"s·tharrlre"S"e"'lmtorians and social scientists were 
coming to know better and better less and less of the real world. 
The gap between what was "known" by these scholars and what 
was obviously occurring in the real world was growing larger. One 
could explain away this gap as the re�f anomali� ani;!2,f the 
undue per.�9f .fil"J:haisips, but sus;l.!;!n e.x!21anation became 
eventually quite tenuous and not very credible. 

The world revolution of 1 9 68 thus provided a salutary shock 
not only for the traditional antisystemic movements but for the 
Establishment world of the social sciences. The parallel between. 
the two arenas persists inffi ilie posr-1968 period. The advocate} 
of "new" knowledge, of "new" ways. of knowing, were far clearer 
about what was limited and limiting in nineteenth-century modes 
of knowledge than they were about what might replace them. 

And our projection forward to _t_he year 2000 is also parallel. 
Perhaps we shall begin to mov��-!£, a new eo�us about 
how we may know social �Jity_to.!_�p,IE�_the::liaiIIy..weutided but 
still persisting_!lineteenth-century consensus. · 

�-·--- -�.:..-.--�··-w•-· --•--•••__.,...-_..__,_ 
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�::.tb�-�iddle-run. (2000-2050): the possibl� vector� 
I propose to describe four possible. vectors of �istorical occur,­
rences for the period 2000-50, and raise the question of where 
these vectors might lead the world-system as a whole. 

The first vector is that of a cyclical upswif!g in the accumulation 
possibilities of the capitalist --worlil-econorp.y. Assuming for the 
moment that the productive processes will continue to operate in 
the fashion they have been operating for several hundred years 
now, we can project that the last decade of the twentieth century 
will have accomplished by the year 2000 a number of things. The 
innovations in microprocessors, genetic engineering, and new 
energy sources will be sufficiently perfected to sustain major 
worldwide leading industrial sectors. To do this, two elements are 
crucial. One is that the cost of the new technology be sufficiently 
low such that the product can be sold at a price high enough for 
significant unit profit but low enough still to command sufficient 
demand to guarantee a global net profit that represents a signifi­
cant contribution to world accumulation. In other words, profit 
per unit is not the most important element, but rather total 
worldwide profit for the product as a proportion of total world­
wide profit on all productive activity. The second element that is 
crucial is that proQ.uction be relativeJL.�gnQpolize9.. .. ..illfh that this. 
global profit is not t.Qc) -�i���L�d.-While the first element is a 
function primarily of technology, the second element is a function 
primarily of political arrangements. 

Two further changes must occur if there is to be an upswing. 
The economically strong countries need to complete their divest­
ment of a large part of erstwhile profitable sectors which are no 
longer as profitable. This relocalization of a significant portion of 
the world's steel, automobile, chemicals, and electronic sectors 
from the core to the semiperiphery, long under way, may well be 
over by 2000. Even more recently organized and somewhat more 
profitable sectors, like aeronautics and computers, may be par­
tially relocated by 2000. Finally, there needs to be some expansion 
of effective world demand for all production via the further 
proletarianization of �sector of the worl�Fk�Fs'has--;1been occurring 1.· n a numberoh-emi�heral countries and may-/ 

lbe underway-An.the..soEialist·conmFies as well. � 
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With these conditions in �the-upswing cm!}d begin. Let us 
now assume that the teehnological edge will be located in the 
hands of a Japan-United States consortium in which, at least at 
the beginning, the Japanese component will tend to offer the 
entrepreneurial organizational skills and the US component will 
offer R & D skills. This should be a very powerful combination. If 
the consortium can hold on to a market edge for even ten years, it 
would probably lock it in for 30 more by capturing enough of the 
market to make any alternative technologies, even more efficient 
ones, unprofitable. 

The Japanese-United States economic consortium would 
doubtless try to ensure its market edge by enclosing, via political 
arrangements, those zones where for historic reasons commercial 
ties are presently strongest. This means East Asia (including 
China), the Americas (not forgetting Canada), and probably 
Australasia as well. I would give this vector a strong chance of 
success and believe it could be the basis of an expansion of the 
world-econ�y gf�!._ :md--nmr�lerieus!!-t:hai;_�g8'o-called 30 � (I 
glorious years followingT9"21:'5:-1rwc'>"rrltl·pra0a.t:il}' last for 30 years 
or so. 

The obvious loser in_J!!ch an_ars1!!1._g.��.nt�lg_]?.f_�fil_t:;I_n ..,.. 
Europe. RemeriilJer'T suggested that in the short run, that of 
1990-2000, Western Europe might improve its position vis-a-vis 
Japan. This would mean that, as of 2000, Western Europe (by 
then probably a reasonably unified entity, and possibly one 
already expanded to include the EFT A countries, or some of 
them) would present itself as a very strong actor on the world 
eco!lomic scene. Nonetheless, if the Japan-United States consor­
tium achieved the technological edge I suggested it might, and 
was able to hold on to it for at least ten years, Western Europe 
could find itself in great difficulty: unable to break into the 
Japan-United States zone of operation, and fighting off penet­
ration of its own markets as well. 

In this case, the second vector I could see is a strong European 
thrust tC!F_gr.ft-pt:ot�tif>nism..--'Fhe protecti�ist wave that has llii 
never really occurred as feared in the 1980s had been held off by 
the wise manipulations of a combination of the TNCs and the 
OECD countries. But the context that has made the required 
coordination possible has been the continued uncertainty as to 
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who would control the technological edge during the next Il1ajor 
expansion. Were this unc�rtainty to disappear, as I am projecting, 
the pressures for policy coordination among the dominant forces 
of the world-economy would quickly take second place to their 
intra-core struggles. A broad protectionism would be the obvious 
first major move. 

I say a bro3d--�onii;m because I am thinking of a zonal 
division limited to two zones: the -sphere of the Japan-United 
States consortium, and the other zone. That is, I expect that 
Western Europe would seek to include in its zone all areas not 
clea[!y in the Japan-United States zone. There are five .. obviffiis 

J. candidates : east-central· EuroE_e, the USSR, the Middle East, l.':J .w-�:�� �d I d .. 
-·--- -

<1. � an _ _  n_J�L · 

It is hard to predict the degree of success Western Europe 
could achieve, since the Japan-United States consortium would 
doubtless contest the control of these markets in all five zones. 
There are different political problems in each particular zone. 
Without reviewing the details of each instance, one might say that 
Western Europe has a political edge over the Japan-United States 
consortium in all five zones, but not so large � one as to make the 
outcome unquestionable, However, even if Western Europe were 
to organize, probably belatedly, all five of these zones within its 
economic "sphere of influence," this might not be enough to. 
overcome a Japan-United States lead. At most, it might enable 
Western Europe to resist the juggernaut in its home base. 

The third vector is the North-South projection. The renewed 
expansio'*- of the world-economy would necessarily involve an 
expanded involvement of Third World zones in the_oommodity · 

chaht-s....oLt d-economy. And the · pdce of this increased 
involvement would almost s rely-lre-;aSit has been in the past, a 

)seriousJr-ex.pa.nded-exploita-tie-a-0£-.the_periI?heryJhe last 
l redoubts of partial non-involvement in the world-economy might 

j 
well disappe

. 
ar. And with i

. 
t- might well disappear the la

. 

st zones 
that have not yet been ecologically ravaged. · 

, If one combines this ecol.p.gicaLde.�rioration �with the greatly 
increased needs of the North for waste �posal (the price of 
which the Third World is alreatly-b-egii'iffmg to pay), 30 "glorious" 
years of renewed �n:siml::<If.fl�fworlCl:::ecofJ.omy might well be 
more than the 1,P-�4 . .W.2!.I.� .. -������ �ouTabe_po_!�Iically able to 
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,bear. The Third World's peoples learned well the . efficacity of 
an"ti-N orth political mobilization during the 1945-1967 expansion. 
It ·is not stretching the imagination too much to suggest that a 
later generation would revive this tactic under the projected even 
worse conditions after 2000. 

One might ask why they have not done this during the current 
B-phase. The answer is in part the fact that they have had less 
with which to menace the North, given the worldwide stagnation 
and the absence of a truly polarized North. By contrast, I am 
projecting for the period after 2000 both worldwide expansion 
and the renewaI,.(al.ong..newli��n.timm.r.(�tion. 

Where will this lead? There may be massive unrest, or one 
variety or another of revolution - in Indonesia or Nigeria, in 
Pakistan or -Mexico - who can say? It is quite clear from the 
post-1945 experience of the world-system that, once such unrest 
in the South gains momentum, it is quite difficult for forces in the 1:_ 

North to bring it under control. The Vietnamese war and the 11 
Iranian revolution surely stand as monuments to that elementary 
truth. It might be harder to "turn off' or "tune down" Third 
World agitation after 2020 than it was after say 1975, precisely 
because of the still greater momentum it might have achieved 
between 2000 and 2030. 

The fourth -�te!:?,hen would be the renewal of the world 
revolution o{i 968,..A think of this renewal in both of the arenas 
which I prevWUsiy discussed: the ���!!ts a.!19. t� (social) 
sci enc�----· _.,___ 

There are two major issues for the movements to resolve in this 
period. One is whether the "old" and the "new" movements - in 
the West, in the socialist countries, in the Third World - c� 
arrive at some

. 
new consensus about the middle-ru_��� of ) 

social �ransf?_rmation of tne��guess is th�t 
they will, aifiim.rgnt_ believe iris .n_gt . yet at all clear what this 
strategy will be. If theyao arrive somehow at this renewed 
consensus, it will have important orga_!!-izational consequences 
which, on a world scale, :wilLhiiil(.)J.:e..G@ntFif>@ta-l-than-c.e.ntrifugal. 

The second major issue is whether, even with a new consensus, 
the net result of the activities oLth.e .. antisystem-is . .mo:v:�ments will 
in fact� antisys�ic. Jjere I am sufficiently uncertain that I 
decline even to suggest in which direction the vector runs. I think 
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this is one of the truly big question-marks of the period 200�50. 
I t  is in this sense that one can say that the outcome of the process 
of world transformation depends on the struggle that will occur 
within the antisystemic movements. 

""'Oitce agam:-n1e-c6rrelaiIOri.'6etween the movements and the 
social sciences will, I believe, prove to be strong. For the social 
sciences face two major issues that are rather parallel to those 
faced by the movements . The first is whether or not its practi­
tioners - if you will, the "old" and the "new_:_::;_f�!!. agree on a new 
consensus to replace (or, rather, sublate) !� .. I!in�.t.e..enth-century 
consensus..-lf-they can, and I am somewhat optimistic that they 
will do so, it will have clear organizational implications, and 
probably involve a wh.t>lcsale .... reorganizat!QJ:�-.<?.f the university 
system�-·---. -�-----

/ But even if this occurs there remainehe !.�-�..?����?! issue of 
,./the soi:;ig_l.�&ciences.-• .WilL.the ... new ..... conseR-sus----of:-the-ienewed 

,:.7 historical social sciences infactbe.,a .criticaLsoci.abcience - that is, 
C.a social science grour1d�d in the realities of its s;-i�T;Qrrcr but 

serving as its intelligent critic? This is, as all of us know, a very 
hard row to hoe, since the leverages of short-run social control of 
intellectuals by the power structures - the direct leverages and the f more subtle ones - are extremely powerful. And the temptation 
of playing the philosopher-king is always there to divert those 

1 most apt to be the advocates of critical social science. Once again, I l decline to project the vector. 
What then do the four vectors add up to? Suppose all four 

vectors turn out to be correctly estimated, and we see a new 
expansion of the world-economy based on aJg,pgJ!-::-11.nit�d States 
consortium, the creation of a countervailing "heartland" zone led 
by West�r.ll��u�p� �����:�-��!Y::P.§Jfii.�#-�9��-��-<[�����_!tctious 
South, and new consensuses among both the worldwide family of 
the antisystemic movements and-ih�:f. "Qf_j:h�� historical social 
scien�es. 

I ;ee three quite different possible scenarios. All three depend /:m one �sumption that I should make explicit. In the world­/ economic expansion following 2000 the capitalist world-economy 
4--')will use up its last margin of rectification. It will come close 
/ enough to the asymptotes oLwtaLco.romodification and total 

( polarization (not mer-eJ.fql.1a�titatively but socially), such that it 
--------- -.-·· -· -�·---- ·------F• .. ---· ··-- -···--· 
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will have c:xh��t�j!.§J!bilit}!'. to majntain the cy_cJ.��al rhythms that 
are its heartbeat. It will give out. Bl!� what form WTirthis demise 
take? 

The first scenario is that, following the classic pattern of the 
three previous hege��E:�. cycles, the struggle-torhegeffiony, 
pitting japan (allied with the United States and China) against 
Western Europe (allied with the USSR), will result by, say, 2050 in 
a "world war." We have had three such world wars in the history 
of the modern world-system - 1618-48, 1792-1815, 1914-1945 -
artd structurally there is no reason we should not have a fourth. 
The only problem, as we are all aware, is that this one would be a 
nuclear disaster of incredible proportions. Still, as we all know, it 
is one possible scenario. 

The second scenario is that the world, faced with the exhaus­
tion of the existing world-system and the fear of a nuclear 
disaster, will Eonsciously reorganize the world-s�tem into some­
thing else. The question in this scenario is who will be doing this 
reorganizing. The implementation of a sort of Rousseauian 
general will has never heretofore been very democratic once we 
got beyond the village level, as even Rousseau recognizec!_: ... �Jf­
conscious reorganization of the world-system has the strong 
possibility (but not, of course, the certainty) that it would be 
manipulated by tho� who currently hold privilege to recreate a 
new structure of inegalitarian Rtivtl�,.· . · · . 

The third possible scenario..is.�.k,e�t popular in both senses of 
the word. It is the one least frequently predicted, arufi'fis the one 
with the lowest level of anticipatory approbation. The thit.cl_ 
po�sible scenario is that �f �S.!!!mbling away_ of the worldjiystem� 
Such a crumbli�g�way would be a_!!!!!fhi!'.;._g�ruxating:_ massive 1 
experimentatIOn.hut-alS.o��i.Y� i����urities:..!�.�«;?_1!!2..��-�!al � 
chaus.,_lt. is all very well to assert Th.atilie whole universe / 
represents a pF0c�tly recreati�_:m:.J;kr. out of chaos," 
to use . �}:<..E.ngli!lh..li��yPrigngine and Stengers. 
Nonetheless, in th..�mid<!Je of the chaos, life may be very difficult. 
Generally speaking, we aiCl1ave�-aloW10ferance-for socfa1 chaos, 
and we genefaily-woilCvery--·narclro-m:ili-it"disappear very 
quickly. Too ... qufcK!y;"n<J·duubtt·Butirr�nrittdl'e-ron scenario, I 
project the posSi:6iff ty thaTrtmigilt not be possible immediately to 
halt the chaos, that this time the chaos would have to run its 
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t., ( course ��.r-W� created. It.should be clear t�at .. l -nlyOWil bias, with. some trepidation:l1es wiUfl:nts third scenario as --.. j 
the one most likely to lead us . .to-a-refativeiy'egalitarian, �elatively [ 
democratic world order. ---,····�-�-·-·� .. -·"-.. --·--�---:----�--

I I encfon-the questi6n, what may we do?· You will have noted 
that, of my four vectors, I was most uncertain and least willing to 
predict about the fp_urth - whatin.fil!ru:.tb.aruL!_ call the "renewal of 
1968." The answ�r to the pol!!k.�j an<!_ moral qu�es there. It 
is, in my �twoiTirermrhtruggfeSt:lta:t--will..determine our 
future: the strug�jJJ.t�r.uat . .tu.tlie_w!ltl.d f?.-TillJ.L2.f_�ntisystemic 
move��. and the struggle iQ.terna!.__to the world family of 
historicil] social scit:o.ce.8-A.nd-t.4-two struggles are, of course, 
linked to each other but not identical. Hence they have to be 
fought separately but each with an eye to the other. 
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10 .,.. National and world identities and 

the interstate system 
with PETER D .  P H I L L I P S  

Though not i n  substance, yet in form, the struggle o f  the proletariat with 
the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each 
country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bour­
geoisie . . .  The workingmen have no country. We cannot take from 
them what they have not got. Since the proletariat must first of all acquire 
potential supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the nation, must 
constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself national, though not in the 
bourgeois sense of the word . . . .  Workingmen of the world unite! 

Marx and Engels, Communist Manifesto 

No document better illustrates the central ambivalence of the 
modern world concerning national and world identity than this 
quintessential document of the antisystemic movements. The 
statement highlights the continuing tension between nationalism 
and internationalism, between universality and particularity, whch 
has been a constant feature of the political and intellectual land­
scape of capitalist development. This tension is reflected histori­
cally not only in the strength of the separate yet contending claims 
of class and nation as appeals to action in the political struggles of 
the modern world, but also in the various organizational attempts 
to go beyond the limits imposed on political action by the division of 
the world-economy into multiple nation-states. 

We believe that these broad politico-cultural currents of the 
capitalist world-economy are fundamentally expressions of the 
structural constraints imposed by · the character of the global 
capital accumulation process. In particular, they derive from the 
antinomy that is constituted by the existence of multiple states 
within the bounds of a single social division of labor, the capitalist 
world-economy. This condition of the modern world-system sets 
it apart from previously existing world-empires with their elab­
orate all-embracing redistributive political structures, as well as 
from the small pre-modern autonomous mini-systems oriented 
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toward "subsistence" production. A central feature of this . 
modern world-system, which originated in Europe in the six­
teenth century, has been the tendency towards the state (or 
nation-state) to become the general political form and towards the 
global extension of the interstate system consecrated by the 
Treaty of Westphalia ( 1648) in the wake of the Thirty Years War. 

Thus, although the continuous drive towards the accumulation 
of capital, which is the main characteristic of the system, has 
proceeded on the basis of a single global division oflabor, political 
activities within the system have largely been oriented around the 
nation-state. Historically these states have interfered with the 
workings of the world market and have functioned as centralized 
apparatuses for the domination oflabor in the service of capitalist 
production. Equally, however, states within the capitalist world­
economy have been constrained by the limitations of their exist­
ence within an interstate system. One consequence of this has 
been that no single state, or group controlling any state, has been 
totally free to transform relations within its boundaries as it 
pleased. Accordingly the antisystemic forces engendered by the 
functioning of the world accumulation process, in an effort to 
maximize their effectiveness, have not only sought to intervene in 
the operation of these processes at the level of the nation-state, 
but also to reach beyond the state and embrace the "supra­
national" or global level. 

States, for their part, may be differentiated in terms of their 
capacity for market intervention, itself a function of the range of 
economic activities which fall within their respective jurisdictions. 
States with a concentration of core-like activities within their 
boundaries tend to be stronger, while those areas which remained 
confined to peripheral activities have been weak states. Over time, 
the logic of the system's development has been to reproduce the 
parallel hierarchies of core and periphery within both the world­
economy and the interstate system. More specifically, in terms of 
the interstate system, the result has been to define coexisting 
tendencies increasingly in terms of "balance of power" and 
"imperium." The "balance of power," referring primarily to 
relations between competing core-states, consists of sets of policies 
that seek to ensure that no single one of these states should attain 
overwhelming supremacy. On the other hand, imperial or colo-
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_nial policies have typically been mechanisms for the political 
subordination of peripheral areas to core states; they have charac­
_teristically been central to the processes of unequal exchange and 
the creation of a proletariat which have been at the heart of the 
processes of capitalist development. 

Both nationalism and internationalism . . have resulted from the 
historical tendencies of capitalist development. They have served 
both to undergird the objectives of those who have power in this 
world-system and to rally forces of resistance to this system. 
Consequently, the sense of identity which has i;ustained these 
ideological currents has not been a primordial given; rather it has 
been the outcome of conscious pressures of political forces 
occupying particular roles and seeking specific objectives within 
the development of the world-system. 

The "peoples" of the modern world have not always been there. 
They have been created. And, while some were created, potential 
others were smashed or distorted or submerged. It was indeed a 
long time before "peoples" emerged at all as a focus of political 
sentiment. In most cases, it was the establishment of a state that 
was the single strongest force in creating a people (and suppress­
ing potential others). Even in the case of those "peoples" created 
in opposition to states as they existed at a given moment (i.e. when 
the "people" preceded the state), such "peoples" sought statehood 
as the essential element in consolidating their sense of 
peoplehood. 

If peoples have not always been there, even less have states 
always been there. All our states have been creations of the 
modern world, even if some could make a plausible claim to 
cultural linkage with pre-modern political entities. And least of 
all, has the interstate system always been there. The interstate 
system is the political superstructure of the capitalist world­
economy and was a deliberate invention of the modern world. It is 
the relationship of this interstate system with the multiple national 
identities, through the structure of the state, that is the focus of 
this paper. 

The growth of the concept of the nation-state has had the effect 
of centering the ideological and political struggles generated by 
capitalist development upon the state which has become the main 
object of concern and contention. We have already noted the 
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ambiguity on the part of the antisystemic forces in their disposi­
tion towards the state. bn the one hand, a leading demand has 
been for the strengthening of the state apparatus ; it was indeed 
the most explicit demand of national movements. On the other 
hand, the claims of internationalism have been for the abolition of 
the state. Traditionally a line of demarcation has been sharply 
drawn between these two political currents. Lenin, for example, 
argued : 
Bourgeois nationalism and proletarian internationalism, these are the two 
irreconcilably hostile slogans that correspond to th.e two great class camps 
throughout the capitalist world, and express two policies (nay the two world 
outlooks) in the national question.1 

On the other hand, the same Lenin argued: 
The aim of socialism is not only to end the division of mankind into tiny states 
and the isolation of nations in any form� it is not only to bring the nations closer 
together but to integrate them. And it is precisely in order to achieve this aim 
that we must, on the one hand, explain to the masses the reactionary nature of 
Renner's and Otto Bauer's idea of so-called "cultural and national autonomy" 
and, on the other, demand the liberation of oppressed nations fu a clearly and 
precisely formulated political programme that takes special ;tccount of the 
hypocrisy and cowardice of socialists in the oppressor nations, and not in general 
nebulous phrases, not in empty declamations and not by way of 'relegating' the 
q uestion until socialism has been achieved. In the same way as mankind can 
arrive at the abolition of classes only through a transition period of the 
dictatorship of the oppressed class, it can arrive at the inevitable integration of 
nations only through a transition period of the complete emancipation of all 
oppressed nations, i.e. their freedom to secede.2 

Lenin's insistence on the historical inevitability of the principle of 
nationality and his insistence on the right of nations to self­
determination against the opposition of many of his leading 
contemporaries testifies to his vision of the strength of the 
political appeal of nationalism among popular forces. 

Lenin's support for bourgeois nationalist movements exempli­
fies a further political dimension bf capitalist development. It is 
evident that nationalism and internationalism have historically 
been the focus of appeals of both capital and labor, through the 
successive phases of development of the capitalist world-economy. 

1 V.I. Lenin, "Critical Remarks on the National Question," in National Liberation, Socialism 
and Imperialism, New York: International Publications, 1968, 19. 

2 V.I. Lenin, "The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Determination: 
Theses," in National Liberation, Socialism and Imperialism, op. cit. , 1 14. 
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Thus it is not purely fortuitous, for example, that the first 
assumption of 'state power on the part of an "internationalist" 
socialist movement coincided with the "internationalism" of the 
"new diplomacy" enunciated by Woodrow Wilson and sub­
sequently embodied in the League of Nations. Rather than 
representing simply abstract ideological expressions, then, natio­
nalism and internationalism represent political and ideological 
tendencies with a variable class content which is derived from the 
continuous efforts on the part of capital and labor to respond to 
the structural conditions engendered by capitalist production. 

Provisionally we may distinguish three major periods in the 
history of the interstate system (within the framework of the 
developing capitalist world-economy) . The first period, from circa 
1450 to perhaps 1815 ,  is one in which a series of states were 
created in Western Europe (usually though not always by means 
of some variant of absolutism) ; these states came to relate to each 
other in terms of.(to be constrained by) the interstate system that 
linked the states and, in fact, defined their juridical and moral 
existence. In this period we· had "statism" but virtually no "nation­
alism." In the nineteenth century, nationalism began to replace 
statism as the ideological cement of the political entities, but it was 
also the period in which the class struggle first took an organized 
and overtly political form. Finally, the antagonistic co-operation 
of nationalism and class struggle became far more intense in t�e 
period after 1914-17 as antisystemic forces blended the social 
movement and the national movement while conservative forces 
used the very same blend to support the status quo. 

Tht; state-building of the first period involved the dissolution of 
the political arrangements of feudal Europe - the unity between 
monarchy and church and the complex system of decentralized 
and parcellized sovereignties. These arrangements were replaced 
by a system of territorially bounded sovereign states, administra­
tively centralized and possessing a virtual monopoly of the 
available means of coercion. To be sure, this process occurred 
unevenly in both space and time. The establishment of strong 
centralized authority necessitated the elimination, subordination, 
or the co-optation .of rival (often previously established) claimants 
to political power. As may well be expected, these activities 
absorbed much of the energies of sixteenth- and seventeenth-
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century states in Europe and triggered widespread resistance and 
civil war throughout this period.3 Despite the widespread nature 
of these struggles, however, it is nonetheless true that, right up to 
the French Revolution, the populations within Europe (as 
opposed to certain elite groups) did not for the most part organize 
themselves on a statewide basis, but rather confined themselves to 
local bases of mobilization. 

In any case, overall consolidation of the system of nation-states 
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was the function to 
some extent of the specific conditions prevailing within Western 
Europe : in particular its relative cultural homogeneity, marked by 
a considerable convergence of linguistic, family, legal, religious, 
economic, and political practice. This condition facilitated the 
spread of this form of state organization within the area and aided 
the easy relocation of population and territory between states. 
Likewise the emergence of this system of states was dependent 
upon the increase in capitalist activity (mercantile and industrial) 
during the period, and on the resources which were thereby 
provided to allow for the development of new administrative 
mechanisms and forms of political control. Accordingly, the 
emerging centralized bureaucracies developed a strong interest in 
reinforcing the tendencies towards capitalist development which 
were in motion in Europe. 

Already in this period the emerging cultural and political 
ambiguities of the world-economy may be observed. Only tenu­
ously established, and as yet only vaguely defined, its form was 
nonetheless apparent. The claims of "universalism" became 
increasingly voluble in the philosophical and intellectual develop­
ments of the Enlightenment with its commitment to the "immuta­
bility and unity" of Reason which was seen to be "the same for all 
thinking subjects, all nations, all epochs and all cultures."4 At the 
same time, however, the effect of capitalist development was the 
generation of specific tendencies as demonstrated in the consoli­
dation of territorially distinct nation-states and the attendant 
doctrines of sovereignty; their purpose was to impress the 
uniqueness and the specificities of the claims upon the respective 

s See the overview in Charles Tilly (ed.) The Fonnation of National States in Western Europe. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975, chapter 1 .  , 

4 Ernest Cassirer, The Philosophy of the Enlightenment. Boston: Beacon Press, 1955, p .  6. 

1 .  
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populations and territories within ·the world-economy. By the end 
of this period also, the foundatiops of the social sciences were laid. 
The publication by Montesquieu of L'Esfrrit des Lois and Adam 
Smith's The Wealth of Natir:ms, to mention but two of the seminal 
intellectual works of this period, were clear indications of the tone 
of this period. For both of them the striving for the universality of 
meaning expressed in different social situations is their para­
mount concern. It is in this period, too, that there developed the 
precepts of international law and the doctrine of natural rights 
which had as their object the specification of the rights and 
obligations governing the relationships between and within states. 
Modern international relations thus effectively date from this 
period, when international law first took shape and the patterns 
for internatioqal intercourse and of warfare assumed their 
modern shape.5 

The tension between the "universal" and the "particular" was to 
become even more clearly defined in the second of our periods. 
The effect of the turbulence and violence experienced in Europe 
between 1 789 and 1 8 1 5  was to shatter and transform the bases of 
authority established in the previous two centuries. For example, 
the absolutist view that the authority of the state was embodied in 
the person of the sovereign came to be replaced by the view that 
sovereignty resided in the people of the nation. Equally disrupted 
by these upheavals were the interstate arrangements forged 
during the previous period. The Congress of Vienna of 1 8 1 5  was 
intended, to restore this system and, in particular, to consecrate 
the balance of power arrangements among the great powers -
England, Prussia, Austria, Russia, and France - whose interlock­
ing policies had provided the pivot to the interstate system before 
1 789. 

The nineteenth century witnessed the beginnings of the surge 
of nationalist movements which wen� to gather increasing force 
subsequently as the capitalist world-economy and its accompany­
ing interstate system were extended across the globe. Nationalism 
first emerged as the response to the universalizing imperialism of 
the revolutionary power, France, and then as a response to the 
conservative reaction represented by the settlements imposed 

5 See the discussion in E.H. Garr,NationalismandAfter. London: Macmillan, 1945. 
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upon post-Napoleonic Europe by the Congress of Vienna. This 
resistance to the lack of popular consultation and to the imposi­
tion of rulers on the local populations culminated in the blos­
soming of nationalist movements to unify Italy and Germany, and 
to divide up and regroup th�Balkans.6 

Of course, nationalism was not the exclusive form of popular 
antisystemic mobilization during the period. For the nineteenth 
century was also the period that saw the emergence of an 
"internationalist" working-class movement. The founding of the 
International Workingmen's Association in 1 864, its demise in 
1876, and the subsequent creation of the Second International on 
the centenary of the French Revolution, were indicative of a more 
comprehensive set of historical transformations taking place in 
the organization of the labor force as a consequence of capitalist 
development. Advances in industrialization in Europe led to the 
consolidation of an increasingly concentrated and urbanized 
labor force prone to increasingly militant industrial struggles. At 
the same time the nineteenth century was, as we have noted, the 
age of nationalism within Europe, and the nascent labor move­
ment was very much caught up in it. For example, the formation 
of the First International was in large measure brought about by 
the common support among English and French labor leaders for 
Polish independence.7 Equally the tension between nationalism 
and internationalism lay at the heart of the disputes on strategy 
and tactics within the European labor·movement and accounts to 
a considerable degree for the dissolution of the precarious unity 
of the First and even more of the Second International. 

Beyond this, the nineteenth century was also the period of 
massive European expansion in Asia and Africa. The territorial 
division of these continents during this period had been fore­
shadowed in the earlier European colonial expansions of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. There were important dif­
ferences between the two episodes, however. The colonialisms of 
the earlier epoch were essentially expansions of population into 
areas with a low population density in which the indigenous 
population was largely eliminated. Arrighi has argued that we 

6 See Elie Kedourie, Nationalism. London: Hutchinson University Library, 1962. 
7 See George Lichtheim, A Short History of Socialism. London: Praeger, 1970, p. 1 71 .  
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should think of them as constituting "the effective expansion of a 
nationality,"8 'although this - . concept ignores the extensive 

. i'!lportation of African· slave labor as part of this process. The 
political farm of the colonial extensions of the nineteenth century 
were rather different, consisting much more of the simple, direct, 
and coercive extension of the European state, constituting over­
rule in "foreign" territories. By the close of the century the 
division of the world between the competing "imperialisms" of 
European powers (including the United States) was truly com­
plete, and the pattern of a hierarchy of states which is most 
extreme in the colonial system of government was firmly and 
most definitely inscribed as a central part of the interstate system. 
Certainly, however, the colonial arrangement was not the exclu­
sive form in which the patterns of imperium were expressed. It is 
clear, too, that the increased prevalence of the colonial form in 
the late nineteenth century, as against the "Free Trade imperi­
alism" of an earlier period, was bound up with the challenges to 
British hegemony by the United States and Germany. Our 
concern here, however, is not so much with the origins of the 
"new imperialism" as with its effects on the increasingly well­
defined antithesis between nationalism and internationalism in 
the world-economy. 

For the period as a whole, there was a marked extension of the 
geographical boundaries of the world-economy and of the paral­
lel domain of the interstate system. This territorial extension, 
based vpon the deepening and widening of the patterns of 
imperium within the interstate system, was both cause and 
consequence of the growth of antisystemic forces throughout the 
system as a whole. Increasingly, too, the issues of nationalism and 
internationalism came to represent one main ideological and 
political focus of the prevailing social conflicts, although the 
intensity of widespread resistance waged by local populations to 
their incorporation into the capitalist world-economy should also 
be recognized. 

In the realm of ideas and ideology, the internationalism of the 
dominant forces took the face of positivism whose "cult of facts" 
presumed not only a highly segmented view of social reality but 

6 Giovanni Arrighi, The Geometry of bnperialism. London: New Left Books, 1 978, p. 37. 
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also a strong faith that universal laws of social behavior were 
knowable, and jndeed that knowi�g them was the prime object of 
social enquiry. For the intellectuals. of a triumphant Britain, the 
fundamental philosophical questions relating to the nature of 
history itself seemed beyond dispute, the doctrine of natural · 

harmonies appeared to be self-evident and, under the influence 
of the Darwinian revolution in biology, the notion of a linear 
scheme of socio-historical evolution from primitive to complex 
social forms seemed particularly attractive and justificatory in a 
period of widespread colonial expansion. As Carr points out, the 
Darwinian revolution in "equating evolution with progress" 
opened the way to a grave misunderstanding "by confusing 
biological inheritance, which is the source of evolution, with social 
acquisition, which is the source of progress in history."9 The 
record is clear in this respect: the nineteenth century saw the 
development of elaborate doctrines of racism which were to come 
to dominate thinking about the non-European world. In the 
prevailing world of Spencerian social thought and of Darwinism, 
there was little to restrain the predilection to identify things 
European as intrinsically progressive, and conversely to label the 
non-European as innately primitive. Indeed this was the explicit 
purpose underlying the works of Gobineau and Houston Stewart 
Chamberlain and, while these extreme views might not have been 
dominant during the period, racialism was indeed a quite accept­
able intellectual trend, perhaps the· dominant trend, within 
academia.10 

Again these developments were marked by considerable 
unevenness and contradiction. By the late nineteenth century 
substantial challenges were developing to the facile conceptions of 
the dominant positivism. Marxism, for example, developed as a 
distinctive intellectual tradition in this period, as did the German 
historical school associated with Staqlswissenschaf wn. In both cases 
the challenge was directed against universalizing the tendencies 
towards sectorialization and the penchant for historical generali­
zations associated with the dominant positivist outlook.11  

9 E.H. Carr, What is History? New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1961, p.150. 
10 See Louis Snyder, The Idea of Racialism. New York: Van Nostrand, 1962. 
1 1  See Immanuel Wallerstein, "The Tasks of Historical Social Sciences," Review, I, 1, 1977, 

3-7. 
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The outbreak of war in 1 9 1 4  effectively marked the end of the 
nineteenth-century interstate political arrangements which had 
preserved the peace among the Great Powers since 1 8 15 .  Indeed 
only after two world wars was any comparable "stability" re­
established, this time under the hegemony of the United States. 
The specificities of the period, however, go beyond that simply 
denoted by the extension of conflict and the intensification of 
interstate conflict and revolutionary upheaval. The transforma­
tions of the interstate system were an expression of only one 
aspect of a wider set of historical transformations taking place 
within the capitalist world-economy. 

The changes underlying and reflecting the instability and 
conflict characteristic of the new political and ideological environ­
ment may be. explained in terms of the changed economic 
conditions resulting from the challenge to British economic 
dominance mounted by the U.S. and Germany: the extension of 
nationalism within Europe and beyond to the colonized regions of 
Asia and Africa, and the growing politicization of questions of 
international politics, reflected in the new forms of union between 
nationalism and socialism.12 

In fact the strains in British hegemony and in the "imperialism 
of free trade" had already been apparent in the latter part of the 
nineteenth century. The foundation of the international econo­
mic order was the universal gold standard, which ensured Brit­
ain's pivotal role as the leading international banking center. This 
system (:ontinued essentially unchanged up to 19 14. The out­
break of war, however, exacerbated the tendencies towards 
prote_ctionism which had been gaining increasing strength, and 
unleashed a period of financial chaos which failed to yield to 
subsequent post�war attempts to reimpose an order based on the 
previous arrangements and understandings. 

The renewed protectionism which .resulted from the failure of 
the various plans for international reform did in fact contribute 
directly to the ohset of the Great Depression.13 These problems 
were, furthermore, intertwined with a wider set of political 
initiatives centering upon the League of Nations which were 
12 See, for example, Carr, What is Histury?, pp. l 9ff. 
13 See Fred L Block, The Origins of International Economic Disorder. Berkeley: University of 

California Press, 1977, chapter ! .  
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aimed at a general reconstruction of a relatively viable system of 
international political and economic arrangements. At root the 
League experiment represented an attempt to grapple with the 
substantially altered and more complex international environ­
ment which emerged after the First World War. No longer, for 
example, was the "charmed circle of Great Powers" restricted to 
the leading European states or dominated by European preoccu­
pations. The definitive inclusion of Japan and the United States 
among the Powers and the extension of the nationalist movement 
in eastern Europe had decisively changed the context and form of 
world diplomacy. 

Not only had the number of recognized sovereign states 
increased but the general acceptance of the principle of national 
self-determination became a "standing invitation to secession," 
providing encouragement for the increasingly widespread 
national movements which had by this time taken root in Asia and 
were stirring in Africa. Though the potential strength of national­
ism in the periphery had become evident in the nineteenth 
century, its overriding political significance only became clear 
after 19 14. Indeed major political initiatives and debates on both 
the left and the right were directed during this period to the 
issues of national self-determination. The simultaneous advocacy 
in both Washington and in Petrograd of a "new diplomacy" based 
upon the rejection of secret diplomacy, annexations, and trade 
discriminations, and in support of national self-determination, in 
a word, the rejection of the old diplomatic traditions, was indica­
tive of the political force and attention generated by the national­
ist currents of the period. Simultaneously however, the extension 
of nationalist demands was accompanied by and often expressed 
through political initiatives focused more directly on the struc­
tures of the interstate system. Such was the case, for example, of 
the Pan-African Congresses, the first of which was convened in 
Paris in 1 9 1 9  with the distinct purpose of influencing the delib­
erations and settlements taking place among the victorious Allied 
powers. 14 Indeed the League experiment as a whole, within its 
espousal of the principle of collective security and collective 
responsibility for peace-keeping, and involving as it did the 

14 See George Padmore, Pan-African ism or Crmimunism7 London: Dennis Dobson, 1956. 
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establishment of an International Labor Organization with 
responsibilities for overseeing the working conditions of labor 
globally, implied the devolution upon the "supranational" bodies 
of responsibilities which had hitherto remained within the exclu­
sive purview of the nation-states. The reality of political practice, 
however, did not completely support the claims enunciated by the 
proponents of internationalism in the doctrine of the sovereign 
equality among nations. The very structure of the League was 
hierarchical, providing for the representation of the Great Powers 
as ·permanent members of the Council and for the establishment 
of a system of mandates whereby territories "which are inhabited 
by peoples not yet able to stand by themselves under the strenu­
ous conditions of the modern world" would be placed under the 
tutelage of "�dvanced nations" who were accordingly deemed to 
act on behalf of the League. 

Overall then, the thrust of the historical developments of the 
period was a contradictory one. It involved on the one hand the 
attempt at the elaboration of a supranational political apparatus 
implying a limitation on state authorities, and on the other the 
extension of nationalist demands and of the principle of national 
self-determination. The rise of. "internationalist" political move­
ments implicit in the activity of the Third International and in the 
increasing strength of the various pan-movements was also des­
tined ultimately to be swept away by the nationalist tide. The early 
Bolshevik vision of world revolution succumbed to the demands 
of "socialism in one country" and nowhere during the period did 
the pan-movements achieve any notable successes in their chal­
lenge to the nation-state as the fundamental political unit of the 
woild-econom y. 

The outbreak of war .among the Great Powers in � 939 was the 
last of a series of failures on the part of the League of Nations and 
marked its ultimate demise. NonetJ-ieless, its basic organizational 
form was to be re-established in 1 945, this time, however, with the 
critical inclusion of the United States and in a significantly 
different global, political, and economic context. In this later 
period too though, the tension between nationalism and interna­
tionalism persisted. The Second World War dealt the final blow to 
the imperial administrations of the European powers. The exten­
sion of nationalist demands throughout Asia and Africa resulte� 
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in the almost total spread of the nation-state form globally, by t�e 
mid- 1960s. At the same time supranational forms of- political 
organization were made more elaborate. This is evident not only 
in regard to the progressively more complex United Nations 
system but is apparent also in the proliferation of increasingly 
institutionalized multinational organizations ranging from OPEC 
to the various regional integration movements, all of which imply 
some limits to the unimpeded exercise of "sovereignty" on the 
part of the respective individual states comprising these organi­
zations. 

More than that, however, the persistence of the parallel hier­
archies of the axial division of labor and of the interstate system 
provided the material basis for the continuation of the politico­
ideological c:onfticts between imperium and resistance forces 
operating in both national and "extra-national" domains within 
the world-economy. The successes of the nationalist movements 
in Asia and Africa in achieving national independence has 
induced the emergence of new arenas of nationalist struggle and 
has changed the form of their ideological representation. The 
struggle against colonialism has been replaced by the struggle 
against neo-colonialism, and within the interstate system there has 
been the emergence of the movement of nonaligned states, the 
Group of 77 in UNCT AD, and other similar organizations. The 
ideology of national liberation moreover has continued to be 
critically relevant throughout the period in situations where 
formal colonial apparatuses have long been demolished. (Note, 
for example, Nicaragua.) 

All in all then, hierarchy has persisted, albeit under changed 
conditions. Formal colonial mechanisms were replaced by infor­
mal ones, this implying in turn the emergence of new arenas and 
forms of struggle. A further matter complicates the issues as we 
move towards the end of this most recent period. It appears as a 
complicating factor because to some extent it involves prediction. 
This concerns the purported decline in the hegemony of the 
United States, a matter which has been the subject of some 
academic and journalistic attention. Without here hazarding any 
precise prediction, it suffices to say that the challenges to US 
hegemony, presaged by the decline of absolute military superior­
ity and the vulnerability of the dollar as the pivotal reserve 
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currency, implies crucial alterations to the fundamental institu­
tional supports of the post-war political order. How crucial is not 
yet clear. 

In terms of scholarly debate, the sequence of developments has 
been markedly similar. American social science was particularly 
preeminent in the early years after the Second World War. It 
introduced the concept of modernization as a means of theorizing 
the processes of social transformation in the peripheral areas of 
the world-economy. Proponents of this theory sought universality 
in their claim that all countries proceed along an essentially 
similar path en r<JUte from traditionalism to modernity. Somewhat 
paradoxically, in view of the clear assumption within moderniza­
tion theory that the processes of social change are best analyzed at 
the level of. the nation-state, this approach nonetheless main­
tained its intense striving for universally applicable propositions. 

The pitfalls of ahistoricism inherent in  such a n  approach were 
pointed out by critics, who questioned the ideal-typical dichotomy 
between "tradition" and "modernity" as being too narrow and 
arbitrary in its proposed range of historical possibilities for 
change. In response to these perceived weaknesses, alternative 
theoretical formulations were advanced, initially from Latin 
America, which sought to . emphasize the specificities of the 
peripheral areas of the world-economy, while at the same time 
emphasizing the unity of the processes of social change which are 
registered within the respective national units as (national) devel­
opmept or underdevelopment. The theorists who led the main 
attack against modernization theory thus sought to emphasize the 
specific condition of the "Third World" areas as expressed in their 
dependent and subordinate position within the world-economy. 

We have seen then . that the historical pattern of capitalist 
development has resulted in the spread of the nation-state as the 
typical unit of political organizatiqn within the capitalist world­
economy, and in the progressive geographical extension and 
institutional elaboration of an interstate system which operates to 
limit the freedom of action of the constitutive states. Characteris­
tically, too, the processes of the interstate system have involved 
successive patterns of hegemony and rivalry among competing 
core states seeking to maximize their strength and influence 
within the world-economy. Simultaneously, however, capitalist 
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development has involved the extension of imperium, whether by 
means of direct colonial rule, or by way of less formaffzed 
mechanisms. 

Partly as a consequence of the persistence of this system of 
multiple states within an integrated totality, antisystemic move­
ments generated by the processes of capitalist production have 
historically remained ambivalent with regard to the state or to 
their struggle against the interstate system. At the political and 
ideological levels this ambivalence has been reflected in a continu­
ing tension between nationalism and internationalism as organiz­
ing principles for the various social and political movements 
generated during the course of capitalist development. 

The ambiguities concretely reflected in the field of political 
struggle can likewise be seen in the various tqeoretical efforts that 
have been made to comprehend the historical dynamic underly­
ing the rise and persistence of nationalism as a political force. 
Marx and Engels were themselves notably sparse and undecided 
in their writings about the burgeoning nationalism within Eur

.
ope 

in the mid and late nineteenth century. 15 Nonetheless, Marxism 
has developed a · coherent corpus of writings on the subject. 
Essentially this centered on the notion that the "nation" was an 
"historically transitory phenomenon", that is to say, that the 
nation-state was essentially an expression of the historical 
requirements of the bourgeoisie. As such then "the workingmen 
have no country" but rather are the bearers of an alternative 
internationalist order. The nation and nationalist struggles are 
thus to be evaluated in terms of their contribution to the "prolet­
arian revolution." The ambivalence was clear, however. While 
generally supportive of the nationalist movements of 1 848 which 
were aimed at dissolving the archaic imperial structures of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire, Marx and Engels seemed most of the 
time to be willing to favor the absorption of small and presumably 
backward nations by the more powerful. Nor were the founders 
of Marxism entirely free from the racist sentiments which were 
becoming increasingly pervasive in nineteenth-century Europe. 
Thus, in respect of the effects of the Opium Wars on the Chinese, 

15 See V.G. Kiernan, "On the Development of a Marxist Approach to Nationalism," 
Science and Society, XXXIV, I, 1970, 93-98. 
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for example, Marx's judgement was: " I t  would seem as though 
history had first to make this whole people drunk before it could 
rouse them out of their hereditary stupidity."16 

By the time of Lenin's writings the issue of nationalist struggle 
had assumed immense strategic significance. Imperialist expan­
sion in Asia and in Africa, in addition to the immediate exigencies 
of political struggle in the context of a multi-national Russian 
state, highlighted the practical political significance of national­
ism. In recognition of this, Lenin favored "the full right of all 
nations to self-determination," though somewhat ambiguously he 
also proclaimed nationalism anathema. Fundamentally, Lenin's 
support for nationalist movements stemmed from his view of 
their progressive role in capitalist development as sweeping away 
archaic pre-capitalist social forms, and from his recognition that 
"capitalism's broad and rapid development of the productive 
forces calls for large, politically compact and united territories. "17 
With respect to the anti-colonial struggle, however, Lenin 
departed from the orthodox conceptions of a sequential political 
development which had been drawn from the European experi­
ence. In Asia, the character .of uneven development was such, he 
felt, as to require the proletariat to assume a leading role in the 
vanguard of the anti-imperialist struggle. 

Essentially, despite Lenin's overall and unequivocal support for 
the right of self-determination, both he and Marx are united in 
their acceptahce of the idea of fundamental contradiction 
betweep nationalism and internationalism in the modern world. 
For both of them, nationalism and internationalism are conceived 
of as antitheticaJ, theoretical and ideological principles essentially 
derived from different historical epochs, the expectation being 
that the transition to socialism necessarily involved the "withering 
away" of the nation-state and the "amalgamation of nations'' in a 
higher "internationalist" unity. Neve;rtheless, contemporary polit-

16 "Revolution in China and Europe," in New York Daily Tri/June, 14 June, 1853 reprinted 
in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected Works, Vol. 12, New York: International 
Publications, 1 979, p. 94. B ut in this same article Marx argues: "It may seem a very 
strange and a very paradoxical assertion that the next uprising of the people in Europe, 
and their next mov�ment for republican freedom and economy of government, may 
depend more probably on what is now passing in the Celestial Empire - the very 
opposite of Europe - than on any other political cause that now exists" (p.93). 

17 V.I: Lenin, ''Critical Remarks on the National Question,'' p. 38. 
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ical developments suggest at a minimum that the proce.ss is 
neither so simple nor so straightforward. We have suggested that 
both nationalism and internationalism represent politico­
ideological responses to the structural conditions implicit in the 
capital accumulation process. In particular, we have argued that 
they derive from the persistence of the structural antinomy 
between the unity of the world-economy and its division ·among 
multiple states. It should be emphasized further that the histori­
cally determined tension between nationalism and interna­
tionalism should be seen as only one aspect of a wider set of 
historical developments, involving the conflict and tension 
between particularity and universality as organizing principles 
within the modern world. This tension, manifested in wider 
cultural and intellectual areas as well as in the more narrowly 
political spheres of social activity, has become increasingly well 
defined over time; even though the form and locus of the 
struggles generated have shifted. 

Despite the distinctness of each of the respective arenas of 
struggle, they nonetheless derive an underlying unity from the 
character of the capital accumulation process. Here, in particular, 
we have indicated the extent to which this is premised upon 
complementary and homologous patterns of hierarchy which 
operate in terms of the global division of labor and its political 
correlate, the interstate system. Historically, it would appear that 
nationalism as an ideology and the general emphasis upon the 
specific regional or cultural claims have received sustenance 
particularly from the successive waves of struggle taking place in 
the semiperipheral areas of the world-economy. Correspond­
ingly, the claims of universality have been strongest among the 
dominant bourgeoisies located in the core states. 1 8  

Finally, it should be clear that only by proceeding in this way to 
locate contemporary political and ideological expressions in terms 
of the historically defined context of a single global capital 
accumulation process, can we begin to get to grips with current 
concerns regarding the demise of the nation-state and the con­
struction of a socialist community of nations or peoples. While a 

18 See Tom Nairn, "The ModernJanus," New Left Review, No. 94, Nov-Dec, 1975, 3-29. 
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detailed discussion of these ·issues is beyond the immediate 
purview of this essay.it is clear nevertheless that the contradictory 
imperatives behi:q.d the historical expressions of internationalism 
and nationalism continue to operate with considerable force. 
Thus, for example, we see a continuing pressure towards the 
amalgamation of national units into larger regional groupings, as 
is the case in the European Community and in regional integra­
tion movements in the Third World. These developments are 
simultaneously the focus of concern and organization on the part 
of both ruling-class forces worldwide and of antisystemic forces. 
Furthermore, these very efforts at regional integration them­
selves tend to engender resurgent nationalisms that resist them. 

In any event, the resolution of the competing claims of national 
or world identity will ultimately depend on the political capacities 
of the contending forces operating at both the level of the 
individual states and of the interstate system and, in particular, on 
their respective capacities to fuse the currents operating in these 
complementary spheres of activity. Unfortunately, however, the 
limited state of our theoretical knowledge continues to act as a 
major impediment to effective intervention for the realization of a 
socialist world order. 



1 1  .,.. Culture as the ideological 
battleground of the modern 
world-system 

I 

It is not our human. nature that is universal, but our capacity to create 
cultural realities, and then to act in terms of them. Sidney W. Mintz1 

Culture is probably the broadest concept of all those used in the 
historical social sciences. It embraces a very large range of 
connotations, and thereby it is the cause perhaps of the most 
difficulty. There is, however, one fundamental confusion in our 
usage which I shall address. 

On the one ha'nd, one of the basic building stones of social 
science's view of the world, most explicitly emphasized by the 
anthropologists, is the conviction that, while all persons share 
some traits with all others, all persons also share other traits with 
only some others, and all persons have still other traits which they 
share with no one else. That is to say, the basic model is that each 
person may be described in three ways : the universal characteris­
tics of the specie, the sets of characteristics that define that person 
as a member of a series of groups, that person's idiosyncratic 
characteristics.  When we talk of traits which are neither universal 
nor idiosyncratic we often use the term "culture" to describe the 
collection of such traits, or of such behaviors, or of such values, or 
of such beliefs. In short, in ihis usage, each "group" has its specific 
"culture." To be sure, each individual is a member of man}" 
groups and, indeed, of groups of very different kinds - groups 
classified by gender, by race, by language, by class, by nationality, 
etc. Therefore, each person participates in many "cultures." 

1 Sidney W. Mintz, T/1$ Power of Sweetness and the Sweetness of Power, 8th Duijker Lecture 
Deventer, NL: Van Loghum Slaterus, 1988, 14. 
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In this usage, culture is a way of summarizing the ways in which 
groups distinguish themselves from other groups. It represents 
what is sha.red within the group, and presumably simultaneously 
not shared -(or not entirely shared) outside it. This is a quite clear 
and quite useful concept. 

· 

On the other hand, culture is also used to signify not the totality 
of the specificity of one group against another but instead certain 
characteristics within the group, as opposed to other characteris­
tics within the same group. We use culture to refer to the "higher" 
arts as opposed to popular or everyday practice. We use culture to 
signify that which is "superstructural" as opposed to that which is 
the "base." We use culture to signify that which is "symbolic" as 
opposed to that which is "material ." These various binary distinc­
tions are not identical, although they all seem to go in the 
direction of the ancient philosophical distinctions between the 
;'ideal" and the "real ," or between the "mind" and the "body." 

Whatever the merits of these binary distinctions they all go in  a 
quite different structural direction from the other use of culture. 
They point to a division within the group rather than to the unity 
of the group (which, of course, is the basis of division between 
groups). Now, this "confusion" of the two tonalities of the 
concept, "culture," is so long-standing that it cannot be a mere 
oversight, especially given the fact that the discussion of culture in 
general and of its definition in particular has been so voluminous 
throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

It is ,safest to presume that long-standing intellectual confusions 
are deliberate and the fact of the confusion should itself be the 
starting-point of the analysis. Since this voluminous discussion has 
in fact taken place largely within the confines of a single historical 
system, the capitalist world-economy, it may be that not only the 
discussion but the conceptual confusion are both the consequence 
of the historical development of this system and reflect its guiding 
logic. 

The philosophical distinctions between the "ideal" and the 
"real" and between the "mind" and the "body" are very ancient, 
and have given rise, broadly speaking, to two perspectives, at least 
within the context of so-called Western philosophy. Those who 
have promoted the primacy of the "ideal" or of the "mind" have 
tended to argtJe that the distinction points to an ontological 
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reality, and that the "ideal" or the "mind" is more important or 
nobler or in some way superior to the "real" or the "body." Those 
who have promoted the primacy of the "real" or the "body" did 
not, however, take the inverse position. Instead, they tended to 
argue that the "ideal" or the "mind" are not distinct essences but 
rather social inventions, and that only the "real" or the "body" 
truly exist. In short they have tended to argue that the very 
concept of the "ideal" or the "mind" are ideological weapons of 
control, intended to mask the true existential situation. 

Let us thus designate as culture (usage I) the set of characteris­
tics which distinguish one group from another, and as culture 
(usage II) some set of phenomena which are different from (and 
"higher" than) some other set of phenomena within any one 
group. There is one great problem about culture (usage I). Who 
or what has such a culture? It seems that "groups" have. But if 
"culture" is the term in our scientific vocabulary that has the 
broadest and most confusing usage, "group" is the term th;;i.t has 
the vaguest usage. A "group" as a taxonomic term is anything 
anyone wishes to define as a group. There exists no doubt, to 
follow the ultima ratio of such a term, a "group" which consists of 
all those who are of a given height, or who have a certain color 
hair. But can such "groups" be said to have "cultures"? There 
would be a few who would claim so. Obviously, it is only certain 
"groups" then that have "cultures." 

We could try this exercise starting from the other direction. To 
what kinds of groups are "cultures" (usage I) normally attributed? 
Nations are of ten said to have a national culture. "Tribes" and/or 
"ethnic groups" are often said to have a culture. It is not unusual 
to read about the "culture" of "urban intellectuals," or of the 
"urban poor.'.' More rarely, but frequently, we might read of the 
"culture" of · "Communists" or of "religious fundamentalists.'' 
Now what those "groups" presumed to have "cultures" (always 
usage I) share in common is that they seem to have some kind of 
self-awareness (and therefore a sense of boundaries), some shared 
pattern of socialization combined with a syst�m of "reinforce­
ment" of their values or of prescribed behavior, and some kind of 
organization. The organization may be quite formalized, as in the 
case of a nation-state, or it can be quite indirect, as for example 
the shared newspapers, magazines, and possibly the voluntary 
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associations, which act as communication networks between 
;,urban intellectuals.'.' . 

However, as soon as I raise the question of who or what has a 
culture, it ·becomes immediately obvious how slippery is the 
terrain. What is the evidence that any given group has a "cul­
ture"? The answer is surely not that all p'resumed "members" of 
any of these groups act similarly to each other and differently 
from all others. At most, we could argue for a statistically 
significant relationship between group "membership" and certain 
behavior, or value-preferences, or whatever. 

Furthermore, if we press the matter a little further, it is quite 
clear that our statistical findings would vary constantly (and 
probably significantly) over time. That is to say, behavior or 
value-preferences or however one defines culture is, of course, an 
evolving phenomenon even if it is a slowly evolving one, at least 
for certain characteristics (say, food habits). 

Yet, on the other hand, it is surely true that people in different 
parts of the world, or in different epochs, or in different religious 
or linguistic communities do indeed behave differently from each 
other, and in certain ways that can be specified and fairly easily 
observed. For example, anyone who travels from Norway to Spain 
will note that the hour at which restaurants are most crowded for 
the "evening meal" is quite different in the two countries. And 
anyone who travels from France to the US will observe that the 
frequency with which foreign strangers are invited to homes is 
quite different. The length of women's skirts in Brazil and Iran is 
surely strikingly different. And so on. And I have only cited here 
elel)lents of so-called everyday behavior. Were I to raise more 
metaphysical issues, it would be easy, as everyone knows, to 
elucidate group differences. 

So, on the one hand, differences are obvious - which is what 
the concept of culture (usage I) is· fl.bout. And yet the degree to 
which groups are in fact uniform in their behavior is distressingly 
difficult to maintain. When Mintz says that we have a "capacity to 
create cultural realities and then to act in terms of them," I cannot 
but agree. But I then wonder how we can know who the "we" are 
who have this capacity. At that point, I become skeptical that we 
can operationalize the concept of culture (usage I) in any way that 
enables us to use it for statements that are more than trivial. The 
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anthropologists, or at least some of them, have argued cQnvinc­
ingly that the concept of "human nature" cannot be used to draw 
meaningful -implications about real social situations. But is this not 
equally true of their proposed substitute culture? 

This then is where I begin. Culture (usage I) seems not to get us 
very far in our historical analyses. Culture (usage II) is suspect as 
an ideological cover to justify the interests of some persons 
(obviously the upper strata) within any given "group" or "social 
system" against the interests of other persons within this same 
group. And if, indeed, the very distinction of "jdeal" and '\real," 
"mind" and "body" were acknowledged to be an ideological 
weapon of control, then the confusion of the two usages of culture 
would be a very logical consequence, since it would no doubt add 
to the process of masking the true existential situation. I would 
like, therefore, to trace the actual development of the "culture" 
(in either or both usages) over time within the historical system 
which has given birth to this extensive and confusing use of the 
concept of culture, the modern world-system which is a capitalist 
world-economy. 

II 
Let us begin by reviewing some of the realities of the evolution of 
this historical system, as they have affected the way its participants 
"theorized" it. That is, I am concerned with the degree to which 
this historical system became conscious of itself and began to 
develop intellectual and/or ideological frameworks which both 
justified it, and impelled its forward movement, and thereby 
sustained its reproduction. I shall mention six such realities which 
have implications for the theoretical formulations that have come 
to permeate the system. 

( 1 )  The capitalist world-economy is constructed by integrating 
a geographically vast set of production processes. We call this the 
establishment of a single "division or' labor." Of course, all 
historical systems are based on a division of labor, hut none before 
was as complex, as extensive, as detailed, and as cohesive as that of 
the capitalist world-economy. The political framework within 
which this division of labor has grown up has not however been 
that of a world-empire, but instead that of an interstate system, 
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itself a prod_uct of the historic'al development of this system. This 
interstate system has been . composed of1 and given birth and 
legitimacy to, a series of so-called sovereign states, whose defining 
characteristic is their territorial distinctiveness and congruence 
combined with their membership in and constraint by this inter­
state system. It is not the interstate system, however, but the 
separate states that control the means of violence. Furthermore, 
their control is, in theory, exclusive within their respective juris­
dictions. Although such total control is a myth, state preemption 
of violence is at least massive, if never exclusive. 

This organization: of social life where the predominant "econo­
mic" pressures are "international" (a bad term, but the one in 
common use), and the predominant "political" pressures are 
"national" points to a first contradiction in the way participants 
can explicate and justify their actions. Bow can one explain and 
justify them nationally and internationally simultaneously? 

(2) The capitalist world-economy functions, as do most (per­
haps all) historical systems by means of a pattern of cyclical 
rhythms. The most obvious, and probably the most important, of 
these rhythms is a seemingly regular process of expansion and 
contraction of the world-economy as a whole. On present evi­
dence, this cycle tends to be 50-60 years in length, covering its two 
phases. 

The functioning of this cycle (sometimes called "long waves," 
sometimes Kondratieff cycles) is complex and I will not review it 
here.� One part, however, of the process is that, periodically, the 
capitalist world-economy has seen the need to expand the geogra­
phic boundaries of the system as a whole, creating thereby new 
loci of production to participate in its axial division of labor. Over 
400 years, these successive expansions have transformed the 
capitalist world-economy from a system located primarily in 
Europe to one that covers the entire globe. 

The successive expansions that have occurred have been a con­
scious process, utilizing military, political, and economie pressures 
of multiple kinds and, of course, involving the overcoming of pol­
itical resistances in the zones into which the geographic expansion 

2 I have spelled out the mechanism of these cyclical rhythms in various places. One such 
explanation is to be found in my "Crisis as Transition," in S. Amin et al., Dynamics of 
Global Crisis. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1982, esp. pp. 12-22. 
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was taking place. We call this process "incorporation," and it too is a 
complex one.3 This process points to a second contradiction which 
the populations of each successively incorporated zone faced .  
Should the transformations that were occurring in  their zone be 
conceived as changes from a local and traditional "culture" to a 
worldwide modern "culture," or were these populations rather 
simply under pressure to give up their "culture" and adopt that of 
the Western imperialist power or powers? Was it, that is, a case of 
modernization or of Westernization? 

(3) Capitalism is a system based on the endless accumulation of 
capital. It is , therefore, a system which requires the maximum 
appropriation of surplus-value. There are two ways to increase 
the appropriation of surplus-value. One is that workers work 
harder and more efficiently, thereby creating greater output with 
the same amount of inputs (other than human labor-time). The 
second way is to return less of the value that is produced to the 
direct producers . In short capitalism by definition involves a 
pressure on all direct producers to work more and to be paid less. 

This requirement however runs afoul of the logic of the 
individual's pursuit of his/her own interest. The most obvious 
incentive for hard work is higher recompense. One can substitute 
coercion for higher recompense but, of course, coercion also has a 
cost and thereby its use al.so reduces surplus-value. It follows that, 
unless one can substitute (at least partially) some other motivation 
for work other than recompense or fear, it is very difficult to 
obtain simultaneously the twin goals of harder work and lower 
pay. How can one think about this system in such a way as to 
achieve this objective? 

(4) Capitalism as a system requires movement and change, at 
least formal change. The maximal accumulation of capital 
requires not only goods and capital to circulate but manpower as 
well. It requires in addition a constant evolution in the organi­
zation of production in terms both of the nature of the leading 
sectors and of the sites of production. We usually analyze these 
phenomena under two labels - that of economic innovation and 
that of the rise and fall of nations. 

3 For a discussion of the complexities, see Terence K. Hopkins a nd Immanuel Waller­
stein, "Capitalism and the Incorporation of New Zones into the World-Economy," 
Review, X, 5/6 (Supplement), Summer/Fall, 1987, 763-79. 
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. One principal consequence of this reality is the enormous 
emphasis placed within the modern world-system on the virtues 
of "newness." No previous historical system has ever been based 
on a theory of progress, indeed a theory of inevitable progress. 
But the emphasis on newness, and i ts constant implementation (at 
least at the level of form) raises precisely the question of legit­
imacy - legitimacy of the historical system in general; legitimacy 
of its key political institution, the various sovereign states, in 
particular. From Bodin to Weber to Mao Zedong the question of 
legitimacy has been constantly debated and seen as an extremely 
knotty issue to resolve. It is particularly difficult because the very 
advocacy of the virtues of newness undermines the legitimacy of 
any authority, however laboriously the legitimacy was achieved. 

(5) The rnpitalist system is a polarizing system, both in its 
reward pattern and in the degree to which persons are increas­
ingly forced to play socially polarized roles. It is, however, also an 
expanding system and therefore one in which all the absolute 
parameters have taken the form of a linear upward projection 
over time. Since its outset, the capitalist world-economy has had 
ever more productive activity, ever more "value" produced, ever 
more population, ever more inventions. Thus, it has had ever 
more outward signs of wealth. 

And yet, if it has been a polarizing system, it must at the least be 
true that this increase of wealth has been going to only a small 
proportion of the world's population .  It might even be the case 
that real consumption per world capita has not been keeping 
pace. For example, it is surely the case that there is less physical 
space per capita and fewer trees per capita now than 400 years 
ago. What does this mean in terms of that elusive but very real 
phenomenon, the "quality of life"? 

The contradiction, therefore, that needs to be handled is that 
between "progress" and deterioration, between visibly increasing 
wealth and very real impoverishment. The only way to defuse the 
resulting angers may well be denial, but how is it possible to deny 
phenomena that are so public, and whose public character is 
indeed one of the exigencies of the system? That is, the endless 
accumulation of capital requires as one of its mechanisms a 
collective orientation towards consumption. 

(6) Finally, the capitalist world-economy is an historical system. 
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And; being historical, it has a life cycle and, as any other. such 
system, must at· some point cease to function as the consequence 
of the aggregated results of its eventually paralyzing contradic­
tions. But i t  is also a system which is based on a particular logic, 
that of the ceaseless accumulation of · capital. Such a system, 
therefore, must preach the possibility oflimitless expansion. 

Limitless expansion can seem euphoric, as in the image of 
wafting upward into heaven, or disastrous, as in the image of 
hurtling downward into space. In a sense, both images constrain 
action since there seems to be little an individual can do to affect 
the pattern. The mundane reality, however, is more complex, 
more unsettling, but also more subject to human will. 

As systems move towards their natural demise they find them­
selves in "transition" to uncertain futures. And the very uncer­
tainty, which at one level is liberating, is also disconcerting. Thus 
we are faced with the dilemma of how to think about such 
transformation, whether to deny the process of systemic "death" 
or instead to welcome the process of systemic "birth." 

III 

The "culture," that is the idea-system, of this capitalist world­
economy is the outcome of our collective historical attempts to 
come to terms with the contradictions, the ambiguities, the 
complexities of the socio-political realities of this particular sys­
tem. We have done it in part by creating the concept of "culture" 
(usage I) as the assertion of unchanging realities amidst a world 
that is, in fact, ceaselessly changing. And we have done it in part 
by creating the concept of "culture" (usage II) as the justification 
of the inequities of the system, as the attempt to keep them 
unchanging in a world that is ceaselessly threatened by change. 

The question is, how i� this done? Since it is obvious that 
interests fundamentally diverge, it follows that such constructions 
of "culture" are scarcely neutral. Therefore, the very construction 
of culture becomes a battleground, the key ideological battle­
ground, in fact, of the opposing interests within this historical 
system. 

The heart of the debate, it seems to me, revolves around the 
ways in which the presumed al_ltinomies of unity and diversity, 



" -
'.�-

Culture as the intellectual battleground 1 67 

universalism and particularism, humanity and race, world and · nation, person and man/wmp.an have been manipulated. I have 
previously argue� that the two principal ideological doctrines that 
have emerged in the histC>ry of the capitalist world�economy -that 
is, universalism on the one hand and racism and sexism on the 
other - are not opposites but a symbiotic-pair. I have argued that 
their "right dosage" has made possible the functioning of the 
system, one which takes the form of a continuing ideological 

. 4 zigzag. 
It is this zigzag which is at the base of the deliberate confusions 

inherent in the two usages of the concept of "culture.'' I should 
like to illustrate the issues by analyzing some comments made by a 
political intellectual in Jamaica, Rex Nettleford, in a speech he 
gave in 198� to a political party meeting, a party that calls itself 
the People's National Party. The speech itself, when reprinted, 
bore the title "Building a Nation, Shaping a Society. "  Nettleford 
wished to emph<isize the importance of a "sense of history" in 
building a nation against those who "teach our young that they 
have no history worth studying, only a future which . . .  they are 
expected to conquer." Here is what Nettleford said : 

"Black" does not merely mean skin in the history of the Americas. It means 
culture - a culture woven out of the encounters between the millions of West 
Africans brought as slaves and the millions of Europeans who came as masters, 
settlers or indentured labourers. In Jamaica and the Caribbean the subst;mce of 
a truly indigenous life, for all its texture, has been forged in the crucible of the 
black majority's early efforts to come to terms with the new environment and to 
survive. That was a struggle of a f llndamental and elemental kind, and it is that 
struggle which is being denied its proper place in the economic, social and 
cultural ethos of this society. I sense a deblackening of the ethos, a persistent 
contempt in official and cocktail circles for the fruits ofour people's labours, and 
a hypocritical refuge is being taken in our national motto by those who prefer to 
emphasize the word "many" since to them the "one" may mean the majority. 
"Out of many one people" becomes "out of many one." So we keep the country 
pluralist and divided with the marginalized majority remaining marginal, and a 
privileged few (with many "roast breadfruits" among them) holding on to the 
economic, social and cultural power in the land. . 

The real truth is that our people are better than we like to think: we ate not 
that unsophisticated to be racist, but we are not that foolish not to be race 
conscious. And on that delicate balancing of sensibilities rests the unusual 

4 See "The Ideological Tensions of Capitalism: Universalism versus Racism and Sexism," 
in J. Smith et al., eds., Racism, Sexism, and the World-System. Westport, CT: Greenwood 
Press, 1 988. 
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sophistication of the mass of this population. It is that sophistication which 
misleads not only our own leaders, but those from outside who say they·want to 
help us. Our people who have gone through centuries of struggle�·know that 
"what is pertinent today is not simply freedom from foreign oppressibn (w�ich 
in our own primitive way we can deal with), but the creation within this country 
of socio-economic and political frameworks which accord high values to the 
human personality." We are very uptight about our personae, about our 
personal recognition and status, and we hold suspect any class of people inside 
or outside our nation, who would agree with a once influentialjamaican private 
sector leader who, in criticising the policies of a certain regime in the recent past, 
said that during the seventies "our rich national culture had been reduced, 
shrunk.en to fit into the narrow concept of a vigorous black culture." She was 
saying this in a country where the vast majority are hopelessly of that "culture." 
Anything that expresses the image of the majority is a "reduction" and . a 
"shrinking"! We are not likely to shape a society or build a nation with such 
beliefs in place, and especially if they are to be found among those in the power 
structure; and so I implore this forum to think seriously on these things.5 

Notice in this analysis that the definition of a culture is central. 
Nettleford wants to build and shape an entity he calls a nation or a 
society. This is of course standard language and seems to ref er to 
culture (usage I), a usage which presumably emphasizes the ways 
in which Jamaicans are alike. But he proceeds to observe that 
others, "found among those in the power structure" of this same 
Jamaica, also claim they wish to do the same. 

The two groups seem to be using the national motto "out of 
many one people" to mean opposite things. Those who Nettleford 
calls the "privileged few" emphasize "pluralism" within and unity 
without ("freedom from foreign oppression"). Nettleford says this 
neglects entirely the "black majority" who are "marginalized" and 
who are seeking "the creation within Uamaica] of socio-economic 
and political frameworks which accord high values to the human 
personality" (which presumably means an increase in economic 
and social equality). 

How are the privileged few doing this? By "a deblackening of the 
ethos," by hypocritically emphasizing the "many" in the national 
motto, by failing to teach a fact (one that is a fact however not of 
the history of Jamaica, but of the history of the Americas, and 
therefore of the world-system). This fact is that "millions of West 
Africans [were] brought as slaves" while "millions of. Euro­
peans . . .  came as masters , settlers or indentured laborers." The 

5 Rex Nettleford, "Building a Nation, Shaping a Society,'' in J. Wedderburn, ed., 
A Caribbean Reader on Development (Kingston, 1986), \)-10. 
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historic encounters of these 
· 

two groups "in Jamaica and the 
Caribbean" forged the "texture" of a "truly indigenous life." 
"Black" is  the term of the resultant "culture," which i s  "vigorous" 
and not a "reduction" or a "shrinking." 

So, in the end, what is being said is that the assertion of "black­
ness" as constitutive of the national "culture" of Jamaica (culture 
here in usage 1) is the mode by which the "marginalized majority" 
can hope to protect themselves against the claims of the "privileged 
few" to represent a higher "culture" (usage 11). Thus what seems 
particularist at the level of the world-system ("blackness") serves as 
an assertion of a universalist theme ("high values tb the human 
personality"). This, says Nettleford, is being "race conscious" but 
not "racist," which he admits requires a "delicate balancing of 
sensibilities . ': ln this complicated reasoning, which seems to me 
correct, the more "blackness" that Jamaica would exhibit, the more 
colorblindness (or humanist values) it would exhibit. 

Yes, you may respond, perhaps so, but where does this argu­
ment end? At what point do we cross the line from "race 
consciousness" to "racism"? For there are clearly many, many 
cases across the world where the assertion of the particularist 
"culture" of the (national) "majority" to the exclusion of the 
minority or minorities could be seen as oppressive. Have Bretons 
no "cultural" claims in France, Swedes in Finland, Ainu in Japan, 
Tamils in Sri Lanka, Kurds in Turkey, Hungarians in Romania? 

Nettleford might agree - 1 do not know - that all these latter 
groups have legitimate claims to their "cultural" assertion, and 
still argue that the situation is historically different in Jamaica. 
W.!iy? Essentially because in Jamaica it is the majority that has 
been historically "marginalized" and not the various "minorities.'' 
And, as long as that remains true, then Negritude or any similar 
particularism may serve as the negation of the negation, as Sartre 
argued in "Black Orpheus.''6 

· 

What the Nettleford quote does is to demonstrate how tangled 
is the skein of cultural debate in the capitalist world-economy, but 
also how covered with nettles, and therefore how careful we need 
to be if we wish to understand and evaluate this ideological 
battleground. · 

6 Jean-Paul Sartre, "Orph�e noir," Situatio11s, III, Paris: Gallimard, 1949, 229-288. He 
calls negritude "antiraeist racism" (p.237). 
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IV 

I would like to take each of the six contradictions of the capitalist 
world-economy and show how the ideologies of universalism and 
of racism-sexism help contain each of the contradictions, and why 
therefore the two ideologies are a symbiotic pair. 

(1) Since the capitalist world-economy is a world-system, and 
for some time now one that has expanded to cover the entire 
globe, it is easy to see how universalism reflects this phenomenon, 
and indeed this has been one of the most explicit explanations of 
the ideologists. Today we have a network of United Nations 
structures, based in theory on the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, asserting the existence of both international law 
and values of all humanity. We have universal time and space 
measurements, We have a scientific community who assert uni­
versal laws. Nor is this a phenomenon merely of the twentieth 
century. Universal science was already being proclaimed in the 
sixteenth century, and indeed far earlier. Grotius was writing 
about a universal 1'law of the seas" in the first half of the 
seventeenth century. And so on. 

At the same time, of course, we have been erecting a network 
of "sovereign states" with clear territorial boundaries and with 
national laws, assemblies, languages, passports, flags, money, and 
above all citizens. The entire land area of the globe i.s today 
exhaustively divided into such units, which now number over 1 50.  

There are two ways we can consider these 150 or so sovereign 
states. We can see them as very strong institutions whose raison 
d'etre is to limit the validity of universal rules. Sovereignty means 
in theory the right to do within the frontiers of the country 
whatever the internal (and constitutionally appropriate) a1,1thori­
ties decide to do. But, of course, at the same time, these 150 or so 
units are an immense re�uction from the number of political 
authorities (to use a vague term) which existed in the world, as of 
say 1450. Almost every one of the 150 or so units comprises an 
area that in 1450 included more than one political authority. 
Thus most of these sovereign states face the issue of how they are 
to treat this "coming together" historically of what were pre­
viously separate entities. All of them, without any exception, do it 
on the principle of citizenship, a principle which today usually 
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asserts that all persons born in· that state are citizens (plus certain 
others) and that all such citizens enjoy equal rights. (The most 
notorious exception, South Africa, which as a state ref uses to 
acknowledge the legitimacy of this theory of citizenship, is con­
sidered for that very reason a world scandal.) Thus, each state is 
proclaiming the universality of the equality of citizens, and 
virtually all states are accepting this principle as a sort of universal 
moral law. 

We can assert, if we wish, that the principle of universalism both 
oti a worldwide scale and within each of the sover�ign states that 
constitute the interstate system is hypocritical. But it is precisely 
because there is in reality a hierarchy of states within the interstate 
system and a hierarchy of citizens within each sovereign state that 
the ideology .of universalism matters. It serves on the one hand as 
a palliative and a deception and on the other as a political 
counterweight which the weak can use and do use against the 
strong. 

But racism-sexism as an ideology equally serves to contain the 
contradiction involved in creating sovereign states within an 
interstate system that contains a single division of labor. For 
racism-sexism is precisely what legitimates the real inequalities, 
the always existing (if continually shifting) hierarchies both within 
the world-system as a whole and within each sovereign state. We 
know that the peoples of color were subjected to formal coloni­
zation as well as to slave labor during the history of this world­
system. We know that there exist many formal discriminations 
concerning the movements of peoples. And we know that these 
phenomena have been justified by racist theories, sometimes 
based on pseudo-science (thereby deferring to the ideology of 
universalism) and sometimes based on unmitigated prejudice, as 
in the talk of a Yellow Peril which was so widespread in the White 
areas of the world in the beginning of the twentieth century. 

At the state level, the phenomenon of justification by racism of 
an internal political, economic, and social hierarchy is so familiar 
that it is scarcely worth recounting. I would only point out two 
things . Where internal hierarchies cannot be based on skin color, 
they can always be based on other particularist criteria, as say in 
Northern Ireland. Secondly, everywhere - in all the states indi­
vidually, and in the interstate system as a whole - the racist 



1 72 Geopolitics and geoculture 

:ideology takes the same form. It is argued that one group is 
genetically or "culturally" (note here, culture in usage I I) inferior ;·. 

to another group in such a way that the group said to be inferior 
cannot be expected to perform tasks as well as the presumably 
superior group. This is said to hold true either eternally or for a 
very long period into the future (pending, in another deference 
to universalist doctrine, some very long-term educational 
process). 

So racism is used, as we all know, to justify these hierarchies. 
But sexism? Yes, sexism too, and in two ways . First, if one 
examines racist terminology, one will find that it is regularly 
clothed in sexist language. The superior "race" is considered to be 
more masculine, the inferior one to be more feminine. It is as 
though sexism was even more deeply rooted than racism. 
Whereas a purely racist ideology might occasionally fail to per­
suade, the ideologues can find their clinching argument by 
adding the sexist overtones. So we hear arguments that the 
dominant group is more rational, more disciplined, more hard­
working, more self-controlled, more independent, while the 
dominated group is more emotional, more self-indulgent, more 
lazy, more artistic, more dependent. And this is, of course, the 
same set of characteristics that sexist ideology claims distinguish 
men from women. 

There is a second way in which sexism doubles with racism. The 
dominated racial group, because it is said to be more self­
indulgent, is thereby thought more aggressive sexuaUy (and more 
pan-sexual as well). The males of the dominated group therefore 
represent a threat to the females of the dominant group who, 
although women and not men, are somehow more "self­
controlled" than the males of the dominated group. But since 
they are nonetheless physically weaker, because they are women, 
they therefore require the active physical protection of the males 
of the dominant group. · , 

Furthermore, we can tum this sexist argument around and still 
justify world hierarchies. Now that, as a result of recent political 
developments, women have gained more rights of various kinds 
in Western countries, the fact that they have not yet done as well 
politically in some Third World countries, say those countries in 
which Islam is strong, becomes itself a further justification of 
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racist ideology. The Moslems, it is argued, are not culturally · capable of recognizing the same universal principles of man­
woman relations that are said to be accepted in the Western (or 
Judea-Christian world) and from this it is said to follow that they 
are also not capable of many other things. 

(2) We have noted that the historic expansion of a capitalist 
world-economy originally located primarily in Europe to incorpo­
rate other zones of the globe created the contradiction of 
modernization versus Westernization. The simple way to resolve 
this dilemma has been to assert that they are identical. Insofar as 
Asia or Africa "Westernizes," it "modernizes." That is to say, the 
simplest solution was to argue that Western culture is in fact 
universal culture. For a long time the ideology remained at this 
simple level, .whether it took the form of Christian proselytization 
or of the famous "mission civilisatrice" of France's colonial 
empire. 

Of course, this sometimes took the slightly more sophisticated 
form of arguing that only Western civilization, of all world 
civilizations, was somehow capable of evolving from a pre-modern 
form to modernity. In a sense, this is what Orientalism as a 
discipline clearly implied. Clothed in the legitimation of particu­
larism - Islam or India or China represented complex, high 
cultures which a Westerner could only appreciate after long, 
difficult, and sympathetic study - the Orientalists also suggested 
that these high Oriental cultures were historically frozen and 
could not evolve, but could only be "destroyed" from without. 
Various versions of anthropological theory - the search for the 
pristine pre-contact culture, but also the universalist distinction of 
structuralist anthropology between cold and hot cultures - led to 
the same conclusions. The West had emerged into modernity; the 
others had not. Inevitably, therefore, if one wanted to be 
"modern" one had in some way to be "Western" culturally. If not 
Wes tern religions, one had to adopt Wes tern languages. And if 
not Western languages, one had at the very minimum to accept 
Western technology, which was said to be based on the universal 
principles of science. 

But at the ver-y same time that the universalist ideologues were 
preaching the merits of Westernization or "assimilation," they 
were also (or others were also) preaching the eternal existence 



1 74 Geopolitics and geoculture 

:and virtue of difference. Thus a universalist message of cultural 
multiplicity could serve as a justification of educating various 
groups in their separate "c:ultures" and hence preparing them for 
different tasks in the single economy. The extreme version of this, 
and an explicitly theorized one, is apartheid. But lesser versions, 
perhaps less coherently articulated, have been widespread within 
the system. 

Furthermore, racism and sexism can be justified by a rejection 
of Westernization which can take the form of legitimating indige­
nous ideological positions (a so-called revival of tradition) that 
include blatantly racist and sexist themes. At which point, we have 
a renewed justification of the worldwide hierarchy. It becomes 
legitimate to treat Iran as a pariah nation, not only because Iran 
uses "terrorist" tactics in the international arena, but because 
Iranian women are required to wear the chador. 

(3) The problem of getting workers to work harder at lower 
pay is inherently a difficult one. It runs against the grain of 
self-interest. The question therefore is whether there can exist an 
ideological motivation that might help achieve this contradictory 
objective of world capital. Let us see in what ways universalism 
and racism-sexism can serve this end. 

Universalism can become a motivation for harder work insofar 
as the work ethic is preached as a defining centerpiece of 
modernity. Those who are efficient, who devote themselves to 
their work exemplify a value that is of universal merit and is said 
to be socially beneficial to all. This is true not only at the individual 
level but at the collective level. Thus states that are low in the 
hierarchy of the world-system, groups that are low in the hier­
archy of states are adjured to overcome the handicap of lower 
status by joining in the universal ethos. By becoming "competi­
tive" in the market, individuals and groups may obtain what 
others already have, and thus one day shall achieve equality. Until 
then, inequality remains inevitable. 

Thus, the universal work ethic justifies all existing inequalities, 
since tl;te explanation of their origin is in the historically unequal 
adoption by different groups of this motivation. States that are 
better off than other states, groups that are better off than other 
groups have achieved this advantage by an earlier, stronger, and 
more enduring commitment to the universal work ethic. �on-
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versely, those who are worse ·off, therefore those who are paid 
- less, are in this position because they. merit it. The existence of 
unequal incomes thus becomes not an instance of racism-sexism 
but rather of the universal standard of rewarding efficiency. 
Those who have less have less because they have earned less. 

But racism and sexism complement this hniversalizing theorem 
very well. Racism and sexism, when institutionalized, create a high 
correlation between low group status and low income. Thus, those 
at the lower end of the scale are easily identifiable by what may 
then be termed cultural criteria (culture, that is, in usage II). 
Culture (usage II) now becomes the explanation of the cause. 
Blacks and women are paid less because they work less hard, 
merit less. And they work less hard because there is something, if 
not in their biology, at least in their "culture" which teaches them 
values that conflict with the universal work ethos. 

Furthermore, we can enlist the dominated groups in their own 
oppression. Insofar as they cultivate their separateness as "cultu­
ral" groups, which is a mode of political mobilization against 
unequal status, they socialize their members into cultural expres­
sions which distinguish them from the dominated groups, and 
thus into some at least of the values attributed to them by racist 
and sexist theories. And they do this, in a seeming paradox, on 
the grounds of the universal principle of the equal validity of all 
cultural expressions. 

(4) Modernity as a central universalizing theme gives priority 
to newness, change, progress. Through the ages, the legitimacy of 
political systems had been derived from precisely the opposite 
principle, that of oldness, continuity, tradition. There was a 
straightforwardness to premodern modes of legitimation which 
does not exist anymore. Political legitimacy is a much more 
obscure objective within the realities of the capitalist world­
econom.y, yet states of course seek .constantly to achieve it. Some 
degree of legitimacy is a crucial element in the stability of all 
regimes. 

Here is where culture (usage I) can be very helpful. For; in the 
absence of the personalized legitimacy of _monarchical-aristocratic 
systems, where .real power normally defines the limits of legit­
imacy, a fictionalized collectivity with a collective soul, a hypotheti­
cal "nation" whose roots are located in days of yore is a marvelous 
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substitute. Few governments in the history of the capitalist 
world-economy have failed to discover the power of patriotism to 
achieve cohesion. And patriotism has quite often been reinforced 
by or transformed into racism Gingoist chauvinism, opposition of 
the citizen to the stranger or immigrant) and sexism (the pre­
sumed martial nature of males). 

But in the real world of the capitalist world-economy with its 
regular rise and decline of nations, a multifarious set of patriot­
isms offers little in the way of explanation, especially for the losers 
in the cyclical shifts. Here then legitimacy can be restored by 
appealing to the universalizing principles of appropriate political 
and social change which, by a change in state structure 
(a "revolution") will make possible (for the first time or once 
again) national development. Thus, by appealing to culture 
(usage II), the advanced elements of the nation can place the state 
in the line of universal progress. 

Of course, such "revolutions" work to restore (or create) 
legitimacy by seeking to transform in some significant way the 
position of the state in the hierarchy of the world-system. Failing 
that, the revolution can create its own tradition about itself and 
link this self-appraisal to a perhaps revised but still fictive history 
of the state. Thus, if culture (usage II) is inefficacious or becomes 
so, one can fall back on culture (usage I). 

(5) The capitalist world-economy does not merely have 
unequal distribution of reward. It is the locus of an increasing 
polarization of reward over historical time. Here, however, there 
is an asymmetry between the situation at the level of the world­
economy as a whole and that at the level of the separate sovereign 
states which compose the interstate system. Whereas at the level of 
the world-system, it seems clear that gap of income between states 
at the top and the bottom of the hierarchy has grown, and has 
grown considerably over time, it does not necessarily follow that 
this is true within each state structure. Nonetheless, it is also the 
case that one of the moral justifications of the capitalist world­
economy, one that is used to justify hard work at low pay (the 
issue just discussed in the previous section), is that inequalities of 
reward have been diminishing over time, that such inequalities as 
exist are transitory and transitional phenomena on the road to a 
more prosperous, more egalitarian future. 
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Here, once again, we have ·a blatant discord between official 
ideology and empirical reality. How has this been contained? The 
first line of defense has always been denial. The rising standard of 
living has been a central myth of this world-system. It has been 
sustained both by arithmetic sleight of hand and. by invoking the 
paired ideologies of universalism and racism-sexism. 

The arithmetic sleight of hand is very straightforward. At the 
world level, it consists first of all of talking about the numerator 
and not the denominator, and ignoring the dispersion of the 
curve. We talk about the numerator when we recite the expanded 
world volume of production, or total value produced, while 
failing to divide it by world population. Or we analyze quality of 
life by observing some linear trends but failing to count others. 
Thus we measure age of mortality or speed of travel but not 
average number of hours of work per year or per lifetime, or 
environmental conditions. 

But the real sleight of hand is to engage in national rather than 
global measures, which involves a double deception. First of all, in 
an unequal and polarizing world-system, there is geographical 
dispersion. Hence, it is perfectly possible for real income, as 
measured by GNP per capita say, to rise in some countries while 
going down in others and in the system as a whole. But since the 
countries in which the rise occurs are also those most extensively 
studied, observed, and measured, it is easy to understand how 
facile but false generalizations take root. In addition, despite the 
better statistical systems of such core countries, it is undoubtedly 
the case that they do not measure adequately the non-citizen 
co�ponent of the population (often illegally in residence) . And 
since this is the poorest component, the bias is evident. 

Still, misperception of reality is only a first line of defense, and 
one that is increasingly difficult to sustain. Hence, in the last 50 
years, a worldwide schema of "developmentalism" has been 
erected and propagated which legitimates the polarization. By 
this point you will realize how repetitive is the pattern of ideologi­
cal justification. First of all, there is the universalist theme. All 
states can develop; all states shall develop. Then come the racist 
themes. If some states have developed earlier and faster than 
others, it is because they have done something, behaved in some 
way that is different. They have been more individualist, or more 
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entrepreneurial, or more rational, · or in some way _ more 1 
''modern." If other states have developed more slowly, it is .J 
because there is something in their culture (usage I at the state ,1 

,:{ level, usage II at the world level) which prevents them or has thus '1 

far prevented them from becoming as "modern" as other states. -l 
·.J 

The seesaw of ideological explanation then continues into the .! 
hypothetical future. Since all states can develop, how can the 
underdeveloped develop? In some way, by copying those who 
already have, that is , by adopting the universal culture of the 
modern world, with the assistance of those who are more 
advanced (higher present culture, usage II) .  If, despite this 
assistance, they are making no or little progress, it is because they 
are being "racisf' in rejecting universal "modern" values which 
then justifies that the "advanced" states are scornful of them or 
condescending to them. Any attempt in an "advanced" state to 
comprehend "backwardness" in terms other than wilful refusal to 
be "modern" is labeled Third-Worldism, or reverse racism or 
irrationalism. This is a tight system of justification, since it "blames 
the victim," and thereby denies the reality. 

(6) Finally, let us turn to the contradiction of limitlessness and 
organic death. Any theory of limitless expansion is a gambler's 
paradise. In the real world, it is not possible. Furthermore to the 
limited extent that the theory has seemed to accord with the 
existential reality of the capitalist world-economy as a world­
system, it has not seemed to accord with the realities of the 
separate states. Even the strongest and the wealthiest of states, 
especially the strongest and wealthiest, have risen and declined. We 
are currently living the beginnings of the long-term relative 
decline of the United States, only recently still the hegemonic 
power of the world-system. 

Thus the world-system as a whole must deal with the problem 
of its eventual demise and, within the ongoing system, the strong 
states must deal with the problem of their relative decline. The 
two problems are quite different, but regularly fused and con­
fused. There are basically two ways to deal with demise or decline: 
to deny them or to welcome the change. 

Once again, both universalism and racism-sexism are useful 
conservative ideologies. First of all, racism-sexism serves to sustain 
denial. Demise or decline is at most a temporary illusion, caused 
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.by momentarily weak leadership, because by definition it is said it 
·cannot bccllr, given the strength br the superiority of the domi­
. nant culture (usage II). Or, if it is really occurring, it is because 
culture (usage II) has ceded place to a deceptive world humanism 
ih the vain hope of creating a world culture (usage I) .  Thus, it is 
argued the demise or decline which it is now admitted may really 
be occurring, is due to insufficient emphasis on culture (usage II) 
and hence to admitting "lower" racial groups or ''women" to 
political rights. In this version of ideology, demise or decline is 
reversible, but only by a reversion to a more overt racism-sexism. 
Generally speaking, this has been a theme throughout the twen­
tieth century of what we today call the extreme, or neo-fascist, 
right. 

But there is a universalizing version to this exercise in denial. 
The demise or decline has perhaps not been caused, or not 
primarily caused, by an increased political egalitarianism, but 
much more by an increased intellectual egalitarianism. The denial 
of the superiority of the scientific elite, and their consequent right 
to dictate public policy, is the result of an anti-rationalist, antino­
mian denial of universal culture (usage I) and its worldwide 
culture-bearers (usage 11). Demands for popular control of tech­
nocratic elites is a call for "the night of the long knives ," a return 
to pre-modern "primitivism." This is the heart of what is today 
called neo-conservatism. 

But if the overtly "conservative" versions of the ideologies are 
inadequate to the task, one can put forward "progressive" ver­
sions. It is not too difficult to "welcome" the "transition" in ways 
that in fact sustain the system. There is the universalizing mode, 
in which progressive transition is seen as inevitable. This can lead 
on the one hand to postponing the transition until the equally 
inevitable "preconditions'; of transition are realized. It can lead on 
the other hand to interim measures whose reality is the worsening 
of conditions on the grounds that this "speeds up" the realization 
of the preconditions. We have known many such movements. 

Finally, the "welcoming" of the transition can have the same 
conservative effect in a racist form. One can insist that it is only 
the presently "advanced" groups that can be the leaders of the 
next presumed "advance." Hence, it is only on the basis of 
presently-realized culture (usage II) that the transition to a new 
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world will be realized. The more "backward" regions must in � 
some way wait on the more "advanced" ones in the process of � 
"transition." l� 

';!. � :i 
� 
.... v 

The paired ideologies of universalism and racism-sexism then � 
have been very powerful means by which the contradictory ·� 
tensions of the world-system have been contained. But of course, ;j 
they have also served as ideologies of change and transformation � 
in their slightly different clothing of the theory of progress and " 
the conscientization of oppressed groups. This has resulted in 
extraordinarily ambivalent uses of these ideologies by the pre­
sumed opponents of the existing system, the antisystemic move­
ments. It is to this last aspect of culture as an ideological � 

battleground that I should like now to turn. 
An antisystemic movement is a movement to transform the 

system. An antisystemic movement is at the same time a product 
of the system. What culture does such a movement incarnate? In  
terms of  culture (usage I), it i s  hard to see how the antisystemic 
movements could conceivably have incarnated any culture other 
than that of the capitalist world-economy. It is hard to see how 
they could not have been impregnated by and expressed the 
paired ideologies of universalism and racism-sexism. 

However in terms of culture (usage II) they have claimed to 
have created a new culture, a culture destined to be a culture 
(usage I) of the future world. They have tried to elaborate this 
new culture theoretically. They have created institutions presum­
ably designed to socialize members and sympathizers into this new 
culture. But, of course, it is not as easy to know what shall be the 
culture, a culture, of the future. We design our utopias in terms of 
what we know now. Wt; exaggerate the novelty of what we 
advocate. We act in the end, and at best, as prisoners of our 
present reality who permit ourselves to daydream. 

This is not at all pointless. But it is surely less than a sure guide 
to appropriate behavior. What the antisystemic moyements have 
done, if one considers their global activities over 150-odd years, 
has been essentially to turn themselves into the fulfillers of the 
liberal dream while claiming to be its most fulsome critics. This 
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has not been a comfortable position. The liberal dream - the 
'product of the principal self-conscious ideological Weltanschauung 
within the capitaJist world-economy - has been that universalism 
will triumph over racism and sexism. This has been translated into 
two strategic operational imperatives - the spread of "science" in 
the economy, and the spread of "assimilation" in the political 
arena. 

The f estishism of science by the antisystemic movements - for 
example, Marx's designation of his ideas as "scientific socialism" -
was a natural expression of the post-1 789 triumph of Enlighten­
ment ideas in the world-system. Science was future-oriented ; it 
sought total truth via the perfectibility of human capacities; it was 
deeply optimistic. The limitlessness of its ambitions might have 
served as a y,rarning-signal of the deep affinity of this kind of 
science to its world-system. But the antisystemic thinkers inter­
preted this affinity to be a transitory misstep, a surviving irra­
tionality, doomed to extinction. 

The problem, as the antisystemic movements saw it, was not 
that there was too much science but too little. Sufficient social 
investment in science was still lacking. Science had not yet 
penetrated into enough corners of economic life. There were still 
zones of the world from which it was kept. Its results were 
insufficiently applied. The revolution - be it s.ocial or national or 
both - would at last release the scientists to find and to apply their 
universal truths. 

In the political arena, the fundamental problem was inter­
preted to be exclusion. The states were the handmaidens of 
minorities; they must be made the instrument of the whole of 
society, the w hole of humanity. The unpropertied were excluded. 
Include them! The minorities were excluded . Include them! The 
women were excluded. Include them! Equals all. The dominant 
strata had more than others. Ev�n things out! But if we are 
evening out dominant and dominated, then why not minorities 
and majorities, women and men? Evening out meant in practice 
assimilating the weaker to the model of the strong. This model 

· looked suspiciously like Everyman - the man with simple but 
sufficient means, hard-working, morally upright and devoted to 
family (friends, large community). 

This search for science and assimilation, what I have called the 
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fulfillment of the liberal dream, was located deep in the conscious­
ness and in the practical action of the world'� ?.ntisys'temic 
movements, from their emergence in the mid-nineteenth century 
until at least the Second World War. Since then, and particularly 
since the world cultural revolution of 19.68, these movements, or 
at least some of them, have begun to evince doubts as to the utility, 
the reasonableness of "science" and "assimilation" as social objec­
tives. These doubts have been expressed in multiple forms. The 
green movements, the countercultural movements have raised 
questions about the productivism inherent in the nineteenth­
century adulation of science. The many new social movements (of 
women, of minorities) have poured scorn upon the demand for 
assimilation. I do not need to spell out here the diverse ways in 
which this has been manifested. 

But . . .  and this is the crucial point, perhaps the real triumph of 
culture (usage I), the antisystemic movements have hesitated to go 
all the way. For one thing, the priorities of one kind of antisyste­
mic movement have often been at odds with that of another kind 
(e.g. ecologists vs. Third World liberation movements). For 
another thing, each kind of movement itself has been internally 
divided. The debates within the women's movements or Black 
movements over such questions as political alliances or the 
desirability of "protective" legislation for the "weaker" groups are 
instances of the tactical ambivalences of these movements. 

As long as the antisystemk movements remain at the level of 
tactical ambivalence about the guiding ideological values of our 
world-system, as long as they are unsure how to respond to the 
liberal dream of more science and more assimilation, we can say 
that they are in no position to fight a. war of position with the 
forces that def end the inequalities of the world. For they cede, by 
this ambivalence, the cultural high-ground to their opponents. 
The advocates of the systepi can continue to claim that scientism 
and assimilation represent the true values of world culture (usage.I) 
and that their practitioners are the men of culture (usage II), the 
high priests of this culture (usage I). And, as long as this remains 
true, we are all enveloped in the paired ideologies (and the false 
antinomy) of universalism and racism-sexism. 

The cultural trap in which we are caught is a strong one, 
overlain by much protective shrubbery which hides its outlin� and 
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·� 
its ferocity from us. Can we somehow disentangle ourselves? I 
believe it is possible, though at most I can only indicate some of 
i:be directions in which, if we moved along them, I believe we 
'might find ways to disentangle. 

· Beyond scientism, I suspect there lies a lllOre broadly defined 
science, one which will be able to reconcile itself dramatically with 
the humanities, such that we can overcome what C.P. Snow called 
the division of the two cultures.7 (Note the term again, here in 
usage II.) I suspect we may have to reverse the history of science 
and return from efficient causes to final causes. I think, if we do, 
that we may be able to scrape away all that is contingent (that is, all 

· that is Western) to uncover new possibilities. 
This will make possible a new rendezvous of world civilizatio.ns. 

Will some "vniversals" emerge out of this rendezvous? Who 
knows? Who even knows what a "universal" is? At a moment of 
world history when the physical scientists are at last (or is it once 
again?) beginning to talk of the "arrow of time," who is able to say 
that there are any immutable laws of nature? 

If we go back to metaphysical beginnings, and reopen the 
question of the nature of sci�nce, I believe that it is probable, or at 
least possible, that we can reconcile our understanding of the 
origins and legitimacies of group particularisms with our sense of 
the social, psychological, and biological meanings of humanity 
and humaneness. I think that perhaps we can come up with a 
concept of culture that sublates the two usages. 

I wish that I saw more clearly how this could be done, or where 
it is leading. But I have the sense that in cultural terms our 
world-system is in need of some "surgery." Unless we "open up" 
some of our most cherished cultural premises we shall never be 
able to diagnose clearly the extent of the cancerous growths and 
shall therefore be unable to come up with appropriate remedies. 
It is perhaps unwise to end on such ,a medical analogy. Medicine, 
as a mode of knowledge, has only too clearly demonstrated its 
limitations. On the other hand, the art of medicine represents the 
eternal human response to suffering, death, and transition, and 
therefore incarnates hope, however much it must be tempered by 
an awareness of human limitations. 
7 C.P. Snow, The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution. New York: Cambridge 

University Press, 1959. 



12 .,,. The national and the universal: 
can there be such a thing as world 
culture? 

The very concept of "culture" poses us with a gigantic paradox. 
On the one hand, culture is by definition particularistic. Culture is 
the set of values or practices of some part smaller than some 
whole. This is true whether one is using culture in the anthropo­
logical sense to mean the values and/or the practices of one group 
as opposed to any other group at the same level of discourse 
(French vs. Italian culture, proletarian vs. bourgeois culture, 
Christian vs. Islamic culture, etc. ), or whether one i s  using culture 
in the belles-lettres sense to mean the "higher" rather than the 
"baser" values and/or practices within any group, a meaning 
which generally encompasses culture as representation, culture as 
the production of art-fol'ms. 1 In either usage, culture (or a 
culture) is what some persons feel or do, unlike others who do not 
feel or do the same things. 

But, on the other hand, there can be no justification of cultural 
values and/or practices other than by reference to some presum­
ably universal or universalist criteria. Values are not good because 
my group holds them; practices are not good because my group 
does them. To argue th,e contrary would be hopelessly solipsistic 
and force us either into,an absolutely paralyzing cultural relativ­
ism (since the argument would hold equally for any other group's 
values and/or practices) or into an absolutely murderous xeno-

1 I have elaborated on the distinction between these two usages of "culture" in a previous 
paper, "Culture as the Ideological Battleground of the Modern World-System," chapter 
1 1 . 
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[: phobia (since no other group's values and/or practices could be 
' good an� therefore could be.tolerated). 

I 
If I have chosen as the theme "the national and the universal," 
that is, if I have chosen the national as my prototype of the 
particular, it is because, in our modern world-system, nationalism 
is the quintessential (albeit not the only) particularism, the one 
with the widest appeal, the longest staying-power, the most 
political clout, and the heaviest armaments in its support. 

My query is, can there conceivably be such a thing as a world 
01lture? This may seem an absurd question, given two facts. First, 
for thousands of years now, some people at least have put forward 
ideas which they have asserted to be universal values or truths. 
And secondly, for some 200 years now, and even more intensively 
for the last 50 years, many (even most) national governments as 
well as world institutions have asserted the validity and even the 
enforceability of such values or truths, as in the discussion about 
human rights, concerning.which the United Nations proclaimed 
in 1948 a Universal Declaration. 

If I insist that the paradox is gigantic, it is because it is not only a 
logical paradox but an historical paradox. The so-called nation­
states, our primary cultural_ container (not 'our only · cnltural 
container by any mearu. ... JmLmrla-¥-_uu.r..-pcimaL}'.::Oilef, are, of 
course, rela,tively recent crea!���� �05]d co�ng !:!_f t_hese 
nation-stat�-!:�,P._t:__iqt2Eisten�_!Y.�£J��.!!�TIY.-qnly_ m tlif}ix­
teenth century. Such a world was theorized and became -� matter 
of widesJ_>read ���ess even l��;:��L ui_:�e-n��teent� 
centu:r:y_. !fT>ecame an mesca.E...<tl'1Y U!,!!E;!&R.11£.uQJile�.QqjiJiffr 
still, Ln tact only after 1945. , 

Side by side with the emergence ,of such nation-states, each with 
frontiers, each "wiflrits-own--inven ted--traditfom;-th�w.grld has 
been mpYrng;_.@ -1t -�fil:::t�Q",�;:;:;a=ww:ht�msciousness, a 
consciousness of something called human!�a.ii.al persona 
beyond even Tliat-ciCfneso-:.Called '��rld religions which, in 
practice, tended to include inside their universe only those who 
shared the religion. 

And, to top off this dual track - the historical cr:eation of the 
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particular nations side by side with . the historical creation of 
universal humanity - we find a :!�ry c!,!wus anom.aly. Over time, 
the particular nation-states ·nave come to resemble each other 
more and more in their cultural forms. Which state today does i 
not have cen'ffiiiStilld� poiitical forms: a legislature, a constitu- � 
tion, a bureaucracy, trade unions, a national currency, a school '; 
system? Few indeed! Even in the more particularistic arena of art 

/(, tu$ forms, which country does not have its songs, its dances, its plays, 
its museums, its paintings, and today its skyscrapers? And are not 
the social structures that guarantee these art forms increasingly 

/
similar? It

. 
is ah�ost as ifthe more

.
inte

. 
nse the nationalist fervor in 

, the world, the'._mo�nfif."iiQ��::n=i:e:::€:;xpi:esSim:t� of this 
) n��i.onalism.- Indeed, one of the major nationalist demands is '7 always,. is it not, t��±���!..i?!'m-thaLll!._Qre privileged 
'-,. countr���l:tl:'adyiraw7 

This is in part, no doubt, the result of �al diffusion. The 
means of transport and communication at our disposition are 
ever better. We all know more about what are for U$ the far 
corners of our earth than did previous generations. But it should / also lead us to reflect on what pressures exist which cause us to 

j assert our cultural differences and
. 

exclusion.§ in such clone-like 
l fashion? ·-- � 

Let us aeal with two opposite modes of explaining this phenom­
enon that have been put forward repetitively. One is the thesis of 
the linear tendency towards one world. Originally, it is argued, 
the globe contained a very large number of distinct and distinctive 

G) groups. Over time, little by little, the scope of activity has 
expanded, the groups have merged and, bit by bit, with the aid of 
science and technology, we are arriving at one world - one 
political world, one economic world, one cultural world. We are 
not yet there, but the future looms clearly before us. 

The second explanation suggests a rather different course but 
the outcome predicted is more or less the same. The historic 

Ii\ differences of all groups, it is argµed, have always been super­

� ficial. In certain key structural ways, all groups have always been 
the same. There have, no doubt, been several different such 
structures, but �y make up a P-atteLn�d ,SeQUence. This is, of 
course, the stage tfteory of hum�n devel9_E��nt, so popular in 
modern soGiaL:s:ctence:=.sme@-·its-orrset:'"""Sibce, in this mode of 
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theorizing, all · "�9deties'.'...IDL.thmugh...i;@l'.filkL�tages, we end up 
iwith the same· re'SulfaSTn the tpeory of a secular tendency towards 
one world. W�_ei1d up·withE:ggJ� . .h!!man society and therefore 
neces�_:.Ifu'.��cu���J'e. . ---...-.,,,. 

· But can there be a worTa culture, I have asked? Not should there 
be one - I will return to that questi�n -�tit ca�h��£.e ?;ie? There · 

seems dearly to be some deep res1stan, e to the very iClearT'"takes 
the form on the .one hand of the multiple political chauvinisms 
which constantly seem to resurfas�2tind�t��1ooe:"TtTa'Ke·s the 
form as �Uie mult�e so-c�!e� .. '.:���t:.:_c:_���!es which �lso 
seem to surge up GQ.nstall! ¥>-an.<f:iy]:���ra�ymg-cry, whose cri de 
coeur, always seems to be the struggle againstuniformlt:y. 

I do not think that either of the two classic explanations - the / 
secular tendency towards one world, or the stage th.eGr� human 'f·' 
developmenf::-ar-iverx,...hc:.!Rf.vLmgdel�:.�o doubt both capture 
some �lements of the empir�c�l reality we think we know, but b�th 
also disregard some very v1s1ble phenomena. And both require 
leaps of inference (leaps of faith?) that seem quite hazardous . 

• J I would rather start with a model of successive historical systems-·-:;:. 

Jn whic? ����f!��E:!ti?.e.sn""an.d w}.!.�be a 'f 
l :���;�nifui����":�.�-n�--q���:.�.?£���-���--b��-2��.?..�1!nt > 

· My basic reason for an initial skepticism about the concept of a 
world culture stems from the sense ... tJEL�,��g_��-�Y·.!!.llie is a 
question a�iug . .ho.undai::i.es.,..that---ii-F€:,�-©-SS0Flti.alfy political -
boundari!:,.�_q,f_op_p�sion...and..o.£.d0funs@.ag:amst .. e>ppression. The 
boundaries must necessarily be arl>itre!Y in the sense that the case 
for �rawing the bounaarfes at one point rather than at another is 
seldom (perhaps never) logically tight. Who is an Arab? What is 
good music? Or even what is music? Is Confucianism a religion? IL. 
is dear that the ��1;1!1g.�E!.�� • .9�.E�U.<lill!�fi.!!i�and that them( 
definitions .eX.��D..llLuniY..ex�a�..ili!IOO, ... Q..t_,,ex�Lc;Qnsistent ovev.1 
time. Furthe�r.e.,=@f:..oo.m:sg,..at...an.J>-.giv.en,.tim�,, all Arabs do no}? 
speak Arabic, all Englishmen are not individualists, some Jews 
and some Moslems are atheists. That is to say, it is dear that 
however a culture is defined, not all members of the designated 
group hold its presumed values or share its presumed practices. 
Hence, in_what sense does such.!!..grill!IJ..fil@r�� culture? j\nd why 
are the boundanes drawn where they are drawn? 

--·-----------:"'·----......... ____ ,..�--- -� 
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Let me begin the discussion with an example from the tenth .i 
century. At that time, a change in the social relations of produc- � 
tion was occurring in Western Europe which historians call i· 
incastellamento (from the Italian word for castle) . It involved the } 
building of a castle by a powerful person, who sought to use this 
castle as a base to force the juridical and economic submission of 
the local peasantry - both the freeholders and the tenant-farmers 
- to the seignior of the castle. These seigniors successfully 
asserted their right to command, to constrain, and to apprehend 
these peasants. What is interesting in terms of this discussion is 
that, as part of this process of social transformation, the termin­
ology changed. 

It seems that by the eleventh century these rights that the 
seigniors had basically usurped by force in the tenth century were 
being officially termed "usages" and "customs."2 Thus we see, in 
this case at least, that the word "custom," a basic term in cultural 
discourse, was used to describe what we know to have been a 
power that was usurped only a relatively short time before. In 
effect, calling this practice a custom was a way of legitimating it, l 
that is, of reducing the amount of current force required to 
enforce it. Calling it a "custom" was an effort to transform it into a 
"right." The effort presumably succeeded, more or less. 

No doubt, not every peasant internalized fully the idea that the 
dues to the seignior were the latter's "right,'; but many did, and 
most children were thereupon being socialized into this culture, 
even as they were also learning a given language, identifying with 
particular religious practices, and being taught to consider certain 
objects beautiful. A perceptive visitor traveling from one region to 
another could have described how the cultures of different 
regions varied. This same traveler no doubt might have noticed as 
well boundary uncertainties, where one culture's reach blurred 
into that of a neighboring culture. The more foreign the visitor 
the larger the arena he may have considered to constitute the 
boundaries of a single culture. What may have seemed a 
"Chinese" cultural zone to Marco Polo may have been visualized 
as a series of smaller zones to a merchant born within Marco 
Polo's "Chinese" cultural zone. 

2 See lsaac]ohsua, Laf ace cachte du Mayen Age. Paris: La Breche, 1988, p. 21 .  
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.
_
. W�at might be called the�_of c!!!!��.\];� a1wa�been? 
social reali�,· and can on1y have become intensifieo with the ( 
increasi;;gdensi���i.Ilans�fre�����· irrioo,ooo Be,?· 
when hlhnariity may have consisted of a senes of small bands 
living distantly from each other, each such band was relatively. 
cµltur3J-)Jy gomog<;:.!!_��A.!:!t it. makes nosefileWIIarSUEVE'f"tOda y, 
or evenf0r1ne period of so-callecfrecarded history, to conceive of 
ourselves as living in culturally homogeneous bands. Every indi­
vid.ual is the . meeting-point. of -�����T� -Ofc:nltu-ral 
traits. If o�e �m;rneC[a §.et!es a£.� of all persons 
who held eac o the particular traits found in a smgfiti.ndividual, 
each such group wou1d be composed of a different list of persons, 
although no doubt there would be substantial 2Y��' Still, it · 
means that �ach individual is in effecta unique COI�posite of 
cultural characterisfrcs. JlL .. use'.:--a..inetapn�ainting, the? 
resulting collective cultural land§!;ap.e..is...aJre.t.}! subtle blending .of "'7 
an incredibly lar�E!!!!!Q�Qf..mlo.rs,�ar..e.n.if..w.�.r..t:.§!tif!2!1r�.elves (, 
to loo

. 

king_ ?nlr..!t a r�la!��ly �.�:�.�
nit (small spatially�,sm

.
all ( demograph1calltl:.----

--· .. ·-----·-····�-...,,,--��·- J In this sense, the hi@.£Y...2[ tJ:i(!���rl2.ha�.E.�!:..!.�Y!.!L opposite 
of a trend tow.ai:d�tur.aJ,.heR10g<e-H@imt;.w�.it.has..1.:f.l.ther been a 
trend towarc:!� cultural differentiation, or sultural elabora,tion, or 
cultural �mp1efil..J'.'rJ.'.iV.i]p_ow111�t�rifl_!g_�s has 
not at all ten3ed towards a Tower -of Babel, pure cultural anarchy. 
There seem to have bee�avitational � restraining the/ 
centrifugal tendencies 

_
and orgam:lingthem. lt1 . .  O.!:!J:_.modern � 

world-system, the sin�£uLspch gravitational force J 
has been the nation-state. 

In the un10ICfmg of"the capitalist world-economy, the nation­
states that were coming into existence were a very special kind of 
state. For they ��mSil'.v.@&:m:::!iiiif.tiQ°1L.of other states, 
together with whom they formeq an interstate system. The 
nation-stat�had-botmd'2t'Tieslh:rl'Wef'enxoonot merely by inter­
nal decree but� as much by the recQgp.itioi:i of other states, a 
process �

-
�!�alized in treaties. Not only dl<.Eheriaffon-state 

have boundanes oml'.nere was11�trong tendency to bound 
the states such that all their parts were contiguous to each other, 7 
in which case 1fl.e'"Onterbm:l:Ilclanesofl�s�erec�tituted by '-? 
a single contit:p;!�S f��-,liQ.�}y_!l.O.!..�Q..:ll!,��,!1112:.S: enclaves within .) 

·--� ....... -� ...... ,�--. ...._ .... ,..7_·-�-j 
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- it. This is, of course, a purely formal consideration of p�litical ' ( geography, but it would be a mista_ke jlot to notice how foreeful � 
and how 1=onstaht has been the pressure to comply with such a g 
morphology. 

J There were some additional def acto rules in the creation of the � 
_/interstate systern. There were to be no no-man's-lands, rio zones j 

I:': that were not part of some particular state. And all these resultant � l states were to be juridically equal, that is, they were each to be � \ .. "sovereign." This presumably meant that the authorities in any ' 
state had not only full but also exclusive authority within the r 
boundaries of the state, and that no one escaped the authority of t 
some state. l 

Of course, it took several hundred years to include all parts of ! 
the globe within this system, to make each part share the same t 
formal characteristics, and to have the volatile boundaries settle [ 
down. We are not really altogether there yet. But, compared to f 

/ say 1648, when the Treaty of Westphalia was signed, consolidat- t tf ing the then existing European state-system, the post-1 945 era of t 
J the world-system (the era of the United Nations) is a model of [ i juridical clarity and stability. 1 

The system as it developed was not only a system structuring 
state-units but also�-ing:-th�tiGI=l.di·ifJ..of..eacl!J.ndivid­
ual to ��� .. i:.�!!��-s.....B.r-tne.u_fu..�teen�� �!J.!!.r.�oncept of 
"citizen", ����',,".1.��-�PJ:�9,.d.,!:.¥_�ry�iD-.di'WIYaI was presumed to be a 
participant member of one sovereign unit, but only of one. To be 
sure, we""Tiave··wreStle_ae!Ver--sinee--wit-h--the-prnblem of �stateless 
persog§.'..'.._as..JYellas withJJ.g_u1Cdou-hle--Hationalit¥? but the trend 
P����rn.hits...lJ.�!U;:JeaL.-.. i T�us were c.reated 

'th
a series .ofi

f 
d
cl

l
�arly

f 
bound

b
ed . ed

n�i�ies of 
contiguous terntory _ w1 a spec1 e 1st o mem er-m 1v1duals. 
There remained the issue of how one acquired citizenship. And 

I this issue posed itself at tw.o moments in the life cycle.:..at...birth; and 
later in life. At birth, there are really only two non-arbitrary 
possibilities : one acquires citizenship genetically (via the parents) 
or geographically (via the location OfthebirthpTaCe). Though 
which of these"Ilieuiocis'iflcib'"'elis1:dil-a:s·0een a mp,_ttet..oj?constant r passionate P��litical_;d�Oate';" .. TheMoveran--trend has_ been_..from 

I reliance on.-ge�taH�ce·-on--ge0g:raphic rights. 
Later in lrre;-there are also only two possibilities: either it is 
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possi�le_ lega�l� �o change �i�i�enship, o r  it i s  not. We have �o��d 
from miposs1b1hty to poss1b1hty, and the latter doubly: poss1b1hty 
0f acquiring a ne·w citizenship; possibility of relinquishing an old 
one. The codification of all of · this has been complex, and the 
process is still not completed, but the direction has been dear. 

If we take these political processes as given, then it is clear that 
they have posed incredible "cultural" problems. Every individual 
belongs juridically to one unit onl�.and each such unit is called 
upon to make a series of cul�ral 9� . .ds.ions., . .mnst.nfJhem..Iegally 
biriwng .... MBclern states have official languages, school systems 
with-specific curricula, armies drat req:un:e..spec�-o'r, laws 
about migration across boundaries, laws about family structures 
and property (including inheritance), etc. In all of these arenas, 
some decisions must be made, and £_l!e-can.-·-se·e" why states in 
general should pr.i:;!�!...1:!.�Jf�!:.....�!!Y�..W:h�.PJ!.�:t:...it.-is··politically pos­
sible. I,n additiOJLtQ--these arenas where decisions are inescapable, 
there is a further arena where states could theoretically remain 
neutral but in practice are pressed to make political decisions. 
Since the state has become the major mechanism of allocating 
social income, the staJes are pressed to offer financial support to 
both the sci�nces and the arts, in all their multlple forms. And 
since the mbney-a\i'al1abi�18.1iihefently Iimitea, "tlie state must 
make ch.oices in Q.()th the sdences. <uu:l-th�-a;r-t..<;.,-Glearly, in any 
given state, after 100 years of making such decisions, it is very 
clear that a "national'.' culture will exist even if it didn't exist at the 
outset. A particwar past ... a.h.etitage is institutionaliiea:-· 

But there is a second reality, which is economic. Our moEern 
world-system is a capitalis'l: world-economy. It functions by giving 
priority !� . .tII�----�-���1.�.s.-:iiC'.ci.imUiatiCill::O:Ccapiliil::.and this is 
optimized by th�!=E�E9�g�.QS!"i!:.Plik�HX.YQL'Y��A!Y.ision of 
labor, today-a-division of .!.,a,l>,.�.J2�j��!l'i���;-�� division of 
labor requires"Rows - HOW'S of commodities, flows of capital, flows 
oflabor; Tfur-tlfrliffii'feG""or unrestricted flows,..gµ� sig!illi�ill!,t.Qnes. 
This means t�!,.� .. §lfil.�J�Q!:!,.QQ�t�.1.fil����.RS��1r.��.,so 
they a�J .. b..e...li�ry moment that one has.been creating national 
cultures each distinct from the other, these flows have been 
breaking_ do;w,n.JhLrwtion£!!.9i�tj,ru:.!i9�Q.��;have 
broken down dis�inct�,,,,�):�1!!.E\���n. W � talk of t�is 
when we speak oftlie��-��..Y.!.!.U�.rn.'\IJ..QUstli@.tw.u...pf.&uJ.tw.g. which 
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has become striking even in realms where it seemed least likely -
in everyday life: food habits, clothing styles, habitq.t; ·�mq .in the 
arts. 

However, all has not been smooth in this diffusion process. 
People cross frontiers regularly, and not merely as temporary 
visitors . People move in order to work, but they do this in two 
different ways, or at two different levels. At the top · of the 
occupation scale, people move regularly from rich countries to 
poor ones, and such persons are normally sojourners, rather than 
emigrants. They neither "assimilate" nor wish to assimilat_e; nor 
do the receiving states wish them to assimilate. Culturally they 
tend to form relatively disc��-�t;lav�Lin.J.lli:Ir country of 
sojourn. They ofte.lL:?.e.e.. . .themsel.v�s-as-9etu•ers-crf-world culture, 
which means, in fact, bearm_of th� cult1u:t!...Qf.Q.Q..1!!i!!fillt groups in 
the �.?.E�d.2r�-��JP..,_ -

The bigger issue is the other kind of migration, of persons at 

-r, ,·· '" r- _· 

l [ t " I 
I 
i 
i [ 
t 

the lower end of the occupational scale, going from poorer f 
c�u

h
nt

h
ries to .ri.cher ones. Th=�sons are in cuitu

1
ral conflict 

_ Wlt t e rece1vmg C_�:>l1,�!E_Y.:..bl vm .. tr'Staypennanent y, or try to l 
stay. Wher'nli'Efwisn to assimilate into the national culture of the !. 
receiving country, they are often rejected. And when they reject 'r·. 
assimilation, they are of ten required to assimilate. They become, . 
usually quite officj�lly, a '.�1!!.!n2ti�,;,:. 

"Minorities" are-not rare today; quite the opposite.· Every t 
country has one or several; and they have them more and more. r / So just as the
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[.• I geneous wo..r. ___ ���- --. .2�n��.!�1!�9'.2.I.!� cu tures wit m t 1s wor , f l so there is a dial�fti� . .. !?.LS.t��Sing..,filmy.�m�neous 1 I_ nation�J .  ��!��Ees _':ll_l_q _ _  �:U�t!.���-�'.'�,��1!-E!s.™�Q.t "lll.inorities" [ -witJ:?J.J'!J;l:i.,s;���g�,9Ql)-states. · 

I There is, however, Qne critical diQ"g:rus;.e.,i9 the two dialectics. [ 
In the two parallel coniraCliCiionS-- te�����x ... �...Q�oild vs. I 
tendency to distinctive nation-states, and tendenGy..to...one..nation 
vs. tend�ncf.(9 . .dfafiiictixe:.:elliiiic:gr.o,ups . .within each state - it has 
been �§j;gt.e..s....whiclLhaxe.h� upper hand in both contradic­
tions. The states have ha�.

t���el?.er hand for one simple reason :  
they have controlled th� �ost physical force. But the states have 
played opposite-roles 1n 'the two contradictions. In one case, they 
have used their force to create cultural diversity, and in the other 
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� case to�y. This has made the states the t irtost po'¥erfu1 cultural .force �n -the modern world and the most J ·schizopJn:�-� this is true of the states, whether we are 

g referring to th"e relatively powerful, like the USA, France, or the 

( USSR, or to the relatively weak, like Ecuador, Tunisia, or 
f Thailand. 
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II 
Culture has always been a weapon O�.E_werful. That was what 
I sought to illustrate with' ffiyvery-6riiTreference to medieval 
Europe. But cultQX�rlS..6!-l�y..uY.t:.h.Pth.�,.i\.�, If the powerful can 
legitimate their expropriations by transposing them into "cus­
toms," the w:eak can appeal to the legitimacy of these same 
"customs" to r�ffei�!1_ew.,i!!L<!.J!iffrrenL��J?!2,Priations. This is an 
unequal battle to be sure, but not one that has had no effect. 

What is striking about the political history of the modern 
world-system, as it has historically developed, is the ever more 
frequent and ever more efficacious utilization by oppressed 
elements of what might generically be called cultural resistance. 
Of course, cultural resistance is an eternal them-e. There have 
long been relati;ely -;ta°biep;;pcl°��tures which have qsserted 
their values and their forms against elite cultures. And there have 
long been con�t;!!ll.l!re,t,_fu...J_he sense of groups 
who have deliberately sought to � . ..from ths,.. control 
systems to which they were subjected. This has often been linked 
with production in the arts in the �Qil<J..h.em�with 
producti�� ��-�!?..PJ� ... Jn the _Jm;.m...Qi..ne.w religions. But the 
conjuncturaf countercultures have regularly been recuperated, 
losing their bite. And the very stabilitx_ of poeul�r caj_�J:!!'..�.�.J1as 
been their weakness as well as their strength. They have more 
often led to social anc;s���lsevolution. 

What is new in cultur.aLL�!i��E.!:'.� today is the result of the 
sociological inventi.o..u._..of�,.antisr.sreu:i:ic...mo;Mf}men.ts.-in ..• tl:u:.....tline­
teenth c�Jb.e key idea that oppmition-must be 
organized i:fJU�..!..<U .. itfCe�.Jll-t!:!!..IlSforming the world. 9!.��ural 
resistance today is very often organized resistance - not spontan­
eous or eternal, but pt;rnrrert:;;:--"'�=·-· 

Planning cultur�SiSfance is like planning political resistance: 
�__....,. ...... 
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its efficacity is also its fatal flaw. When an antisystemic move!Jlent 
organizes to overthrow or replace existing �uthorities in a state, it 

,/·provides itself with a very strong political weapon designed to 
(.-;change the world in specific ways. But, by so organizing, it 
/ simultaneously integr�llit:..Jw..cl.1�...:ili.1ltr��o the very j system it..is...oµRQ�ing_�,L��s .. �!-i��he structures of �lie systein to 

� oppose the sy,�t�.� ... �J:!�.�.�2-.Iiowevet;' 12artiallY-.. legitimates these 
I str._u�ures. It is contesting the ideology of the system by appealing 
( to aniecedeJis�:_E.f.?.��:e,t-.:���-?.:.�<!&�·(t:�:-ir.·1r.rore.. "universal" ? val.JM;§L?n.9L�Y-,.�£ doir.%_ i_s -��S�_tJE-K}.�_.Eal:'.t the terms· of the 

· debate as defined by the dominant forces. This is a contradiction 
whicl1'�ovement"61'politicalreslsElnce cannot-escape, and with 
which it must cope as best it can. 

The same thigg __ is tr:_�-�-�f.��ganized cultural_!_esistance. This is 
not surprising since cultural resistance is part and parcel of 
political resistance. If we deliberately assert (or reassert) particu­
lar cultural values that have been neglected or disparaged in 
order to protest against the imposition of the cultural values of 
the strong upon the weaker, we are, to be sure, strengthening the ------� weaker in their political str.uggles.,_w.ithitt.,a-g.i¥�n�si:�, within the 
world-m!�rn �-� l! .�hQl�-. .  ltut.�w.�essed to prove the 
validity of._Qµ,r.a,���rt�<;L(Qr.�r�c;:__:IMer.tt:.d).,s.a)M��er s of criteria 
laid . . down .. hr.�the.....p...P..1f.S!f1!.L�fcused of being "uncivilize ," the 
proclaimers of the (re)assertec:h:eN.oltt,i,r.aJ���st that it is 
they who are trnJy_�'dvilized." "Civilization" (or some equivalent 
term) there�pon-l>ecome_s.ifle"-'uli"iverSa'icriterion by which one £ judges particular cultural acts - whether these are acts of artistic 

· 

. 

performance, or acts of religious ritual, or acts of the esthetic 
1 utilization of space and time. T�.Jili!_lJ..Qt:.tS..O£.eal�ttral resistance, 
\.. in planning the assertiou . .0£.sonie..pa.:r.ti&ula&..G1.1ltut'e, are in effect 

(re)legitimating:.th.e..wnc;:@.pt.ef·1H1i¥.&rsal values. 
The systemic cooption of cultural · resistance occurs in two 

opposite ways, which combine to deprive the cultural resistance of 
its raison d'etre, resistance. On the one hanc:L..!JJ.�,.powerful of the 
world seek to commodify& a��1§�{!��tlJ.i��-Lhe practices of 
cultural resistance. They ereate high market �and for the 
forms of "av@fg�f?.e. .... ��if{f/or���otic} arfisucproduction. They 
create high-tech market networ�istri:btrtton of pre� 
viously artisanal or illicli prcialiCffonortheineans of everyday life ; 
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. that is, t�-1E!:�.sfor..gi_a_priyate..do.maio..in.uL;:u.�mipu blic one. 
They assign l2.��U£.!!P.e£�,.,�g£:limite.d .. pllblic space, to the non­
standard lingui&J;ic,s.cligious...ex�n..j.urid.k_�l forms. 

But it is more than a _matter of mere cooption, of a kind of 
cultural corruption. It is �uen1lieTacttflaT"anymovement of 
cultur"'a.t-Tesistante·•t-hat"'sueceeds, even partially, in mobilizing a 
significant support must deal with the consequences of what 
Weber called the "routinization of charisma." There are, it seems 
tO me, only'"tWO' W<iyS ru"'d�·tii'e'Tl1Utinization of charisma. 
One can reduce the difference of substance to a difference of 
form.�_Therefu' one may guarantee ffie' .. slirv1var'C5IU1e organi­
zation that originally promoted the resistance, but at the sacrifice 
of the quality �fits "resista_!)ce." Or one can' reassert the quality of 
its reslstaiice.by shifting from._a__p.Q.ljcy of self-as��r.tiQ.u_!Q. a policy 
of pro�elytization. This t?o may enable the organization to 
survive, but .on.ly es a ero��ist of S?,!?�ivers

.
al. I� i�_!h� s�ifrs 

from procla1mmgJ!..ll..!.!lt��!J.tIVe _�!.t-form, an alternative rehg1on, 
an altern�!_!!PJ!£emoJ£.&L�!.?��j:_a· singular truth that 
deserves.!£ b.e i!fl,.E�d. . 

Thus the case of cultural resistance involves the same dilemmas 
as resistance at the level of political power in the narrow sense. 
The contradictions of planned resistance are inescapable, and the 
movemerusl'fiUSTC6"'pi!'Wtthlhem miJest they can. 

Of course, one can .try to take a different tack. One can move in 
the direction of anarchy or libertarianism as a strategy. One can 
argue that the only mode of cultural resistance, the only mode of 
cultural assertion, that is of value. is that of the franc-tireu� the 
indjvidu�!..��nstth�,m,�II masses, any mass)� An-�E�rely this 
has been tried, time and agaiii"=Wliether in the form of so-called 
art for art's sake, or in the form of withdrawal into small 
communes, or in the form of nihilism, or in the form of 
schizophrenia. We should not dismiss these diverse modes of 
resistance out of hand. 

There are enormous advantages to these modes of cultural 
resistance, to which one might give the label "individualist." They 
are easy to pursue in the sense of not requiring the effort of 
organizing them, or at least · requiring less effort. They are 
relatively spontaneous and need less to take account of dominant 
values . They become, therefore, somewhat more difficult for the 
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authorities to control, and thereupon to coopt. They do not. seek 
organizational triumph, and hence are less likely to breed among 
those who practice such modes the temptation to justify them­
selves in the universalistic language of the dominant culture. 
Individualistic modes of resistance are for all these reasons more 
total as resistance than planned social modes. 

This being the case, such modes, however, create their own 
difficulties in turn. Because individualistic modes involve so much 
less social organization, the holders of cultural power can and do 
treat them either with the disdain that requires no notice, or by 
severe repression, which is harder to combat precisely because of 
the relative lack of social organization. 

Thus, the individualist forms of cultural resistance have exactly 
the opposite advantages and disadvantages of the planned forms 
of cultural resistance. It is not at all clear that the balance-sheet in 
the end is any more positive. Furthermore, can individual 
resistance be called cultural resistanJ:e? If one pursues activities 
with reference only to one's in11er'ei'r, in what sense is one sharing 
a culture with anyone else, even with other individualist resisters? 
And, if the answer is that the inner ear is a guide to the true path, 
is this not an appeal to universalist values with a vengeance, since 
in this case, the claim to universalism lacks any control whatsoever 
of social dialogue? 

I have never thought, and do not think, that we can successfully 
escape the contradictions of planned cultural resistance by turn­
ing inward. IT mafOeC@ite tfi'e o�e-F-haps the case that 
we carrmttrtmiZtnliese contradictions (one can of course never 
escape them entirely) of planned cu�esistance only by a fuite 
en avant of being s�!.�9!� .. §_Q.£.!<[1filulr..outlook. 

III 

This therefore brings us to the issue of world cyltiu;e) World 
culture, the humanjsm �-��'.:!!l.��J.!���n advocated on 
these grounds, that it alone permits one to overcome the provin­
cialism - hence both the limitations to moral growth, and the 
obscurantism - of cultural particularisms. 

Let us eliminate from our discussion the naive conceptuali­
zations of world culture, those that barely disguise an attempt to 
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impos'$..-::i..pai:�ar culture in the guise of a "mission civilisatrice". 
·s11clw:lidv@-eonceptuallifili0nfare;tc>0esrrre;t:umnmhp1ace, but 
they are an easy target of our criticism. Let us take its more 
sophisticated version, the advocacy of what Leopold-Sedar Sen­
ghor has called, in a celebrated phrase, le rendez-vous du donner et 
du recevoir. Can there be such a rendezvous, and what would it 
look like? 

In a sense, the concept of the university is itself supposed to 
constitute this rendezvous. Af ter-a.ll,Hle-wor-ck-aniVersifY and � 
universalism hav�he sa��!Y..��al roo� . .A,l!.d,...c.1niously, in � medievarEUropean usage, a universit�e_�lw�t.b£.tlame given to '-. 
a form of p�� cl:iff.G.Ia[.'f'Q:'ifillll!.!!,��X:...�XY9-s it then that the (, university in the sense of the universal .was b�!,y_gg�sJ;..ed-as the � meetiqg.=.place..of�th�.}l@�I!ities h!..l�$:�tii.s.e..,a£ .. pa.i:tirnl&M:om- t?i-, 
lllJ.ID�S certainly doubtful that this is what they have been 
historically, but it is regularly suggested that this is what they ?. should become today and in the future. / 

The posJ;;.l.96�-discussioo.W...ro9ny..lJJJiYruit��qpcept of ,,. 
"culturaJ.§.i);'.�!.�i' (and its implications for curricula) is one more 
instance of this.calI-WeraCe"'Tilevery bizarre situation today of a 
major debate within US universities between, on the one side, 
those who advocatel!:..11niverSe...Q.[.f.!!lli!!.es via the promotion of 
Black studies or women's studies or the extension (if not the 
elimination) of the so-called canons in liter�irr;eaiid,Oiillleollier 
side, those who advocate a universal culture via the promotion of 
cou.r.se.dn.�ll.£Blii�:�W:X�w�r:�1:f P.!@e_�i;Wrl.·�� One arrives, it seems to be argued-.�y:§a,tli_§id��JUJ..Q.�.u:niversal 
vi

����.,:
r�7�;@�?f!a����frr������r!e�f�i�:��d of 

N egrituc\�I1I��1�:fill�gmTQtr;of�tbr:;;ir�t:imiZ:l\Wl°iiot only the 
statest.,}!tl!_ �5 -��i5'.E.fil.J�Itlt:ures.r,JMith@J;,..away, sometime in the 
future]..,Al5ar if they were to wither. away, is that the image at last 
of the goqd society? Or is it some new hell of robot-like unifor­
mity? Would this be the fulfillment of the old anti-socialist joke: 
(Orator:) "Comes the revolution, everyone will eat strawberries 
and cream"; (Worker in audience:) "But I don't like strawberries 
and cream"; (Orator:) "Comes the revolution, you will have to like 
strawberries and cream"? 

I believe we have too long avoided thinking seriously about the 
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cultural implications of a post-capitalist · future, given our quite 
understandable p��occupation with the ���l!.!1�.§...oLa capitalist 
present. Suppose It IS true, a,s I myself beheve, thajj;h.e.te c;an be no 

'l"''-..........,•- ,• . ...-1 • ·-·'.'..u�- �� • • liberty outsid� _a!l� .. �g<.tJitarl�.n.....wm:kL .. .llJld . n.si..!.9,uality outside a 
libertarian .. .world,...what-then..folk>-ws-·.i�l'@-�re - in 
the arts and in the sciences? Is a libertarian world one in which 
everyone follow:s..hisfhet�me@N!ar? Is an egalitarian world o.ne in 
which we all share . . e.q.tJ.all.X.J..Q�.§;;tll}e un_ix.ersal values? 

_,1 And if, as I have tended to argue here, �-a collective 
c(,, 1 expression tl@!..iLl;on:ibath£e,. . .tha.t . .u:qu.ir.t.A..aru>.ther,....ia-this pu ta­

(1ive Ii bert�!.��1.1.-;:�g�-�-i taE��!]._,�.9!1�,,..g.Q.�.::£.ul tur�gis t? 

;'\ 

I could retreat at this point and say I don't know, which is true. 
I could also retreat at this point and say that, to solve the problems 
of the present, the answers to these hypothetical questions can 
wait, but I do not really believe this to be true. It is no accident, it 
seems to me, that there has been so much discussion these past 
10-15 years about the problem of "culture." Itfella.ws. upon the 
decomposition of the nine!�.!h.��tY-,,_2ouble faith in the 
economic and political arenas as loci of social progress and 
therefore of indiYlaWi.GaJ.iraii�m-God, and others 
look to "culture" or "identity" or some other realistic illusion to 
help them regain their bearing. 

�ti'' 
I am skeptical we can find our way via a search for a purified 

world culture. But I am also skeptical that holdi!!K, on to national 
or to ethnic or to aniQffi�x,Jm:iii.:Qi .. �la.ris.tic...£!1ltur� can be 
anythiQg,more than a crutch. Crutches are not foolish. We often 
need them�foresfOreolirwfiOfeness, but crutches are, by defini­
tion, transitional and transitory phenomena. 

j 
i 

.I 

MfOWilhurrdrirt(J"oase 01Jrutq.W§Qq_Q,n the inhe.ren.tJack of 
long-t�rro._�_q11Uip_tja in any phenomena - physical, biological, or 
social. Hence we��!ialrnever"'liave a stable libert�galitarian 
world. JI_�. may, how�ve·r;··-�ich�-e:v�-�i��9xfrG��i:n th�s struc­
tured SQ .• �s_J<;i t�1:!_d,_·:�.r_i -the,d1rectlon of bemg li§_tanan and 
egalitarian;· I am not at alrsure'wliaTsucli·asrructure would look 
like. But whatever it might be, I assume that there would also be 
within its opera.tion,,;;.J,"cons.tant . .ten.df:uc..y_tcuorure..away from both 
lib_�,E��r,t�n��!!l and equality. 

In this vision of the best future I can envisage, there would 
· indeed be a place, and a permanent place, for cultural resistance. 
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The way to combat the-4alling.�a.}'...f!.,Q!!!..Ji"!:?!::!Y and equality . would be to ·C·H�ate__and_r�[�e.�- ._Earticularistic CUlluraJ entities - � .. ., - . 
arts, sciences, id�ntities; always new-;DTfenelmming-w .. be old - / 
that would b�al (no_!}nd�.idual), that would b.e.�tiw.J.mjsms i:..,1 
whose objec�-J�Y.?���Lm:�J.iQb:w.w.J.kl..bt"..Jh�r����-of the / 
universal��lihex.t.:y...aHa•equality. · · Of course, this may not be a description only of a hypothetical 
future; this may in part be a description of the present we are 
living. 



13 ..,. What can orie mean by 
Southern culture? 

In his famous book The Mind of the South, published in 1 94 1 ,  W.J . 
Cash observes : "There exists among us ordinary [people] - both 
North and South - a profound conviction that the South is 
another land, sharply differentiated from the rest of the Ameri­
can nation, and exhibiting within itself a remarkable homo­
geneity. As to what its singularity may consist in, there is, of 
course, much conflict of opinion, and especially between North­
erner and Southerner. But that it is different and that it is solid -
on these things nearly everybody is agreed."1 

Cash goes on to say that "if it can be said there are many Souths, 
the fact remains that there is also one South."2 This is the 
proposition I wish to consider: that there is a cultural entity we 
may call the South. I shall not be concerned with what this culture 
is supposed to be, but whether and in what sense it is meaningful 
to suggest that it exists. 

I feel somewhat like Michael O'Brien who, in the introduction 
to his book The Idea of the American South, 1920-1941 , thought it 
imperative to note at the outset: 
But it may be wise to caution the r.eader, especially ifhe be a Southerner, that the 
outsider feds no partisanship on \he competing moral claims of these various 
versions of Southern identity; that is a private debate, on which it would be 
impertinent to intrude. To him, the debate is an interesting problem in 
intellectual history rather than a matter of social passion projected into history. 
To him, it does not matter personally whether Southerners are racist baboons or 

1 W J. Cash, The Mind of theSrrnth. Garden City, NY: Doubleday Anchor, 1954, p. vii. 
2 Ibid., p. viii. 
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the true heirs of Aristotle, but he is intrigued by how such opinions should have 
. come to pass. 3 

Well, not quite. It does matter to me, but for the moment I put 
this concern aside. 

O'Brien discusses the controversi�s among analysts and the 
zigzag of emphasis between social and intellectual history, noting: 
There are great, and complicated, controversies among students of human 
consciousness and myth that the Southern historian is now obliged to address. 
Defining what is myth, what is "reality'', and where myth can be disentangled 
from intellectual traditions of perception is not easy. To reduce the difficult to 
the simple, he is obliged to take up a position in an old dispute: that between 
philosophical idealism and positivism. In Southern terms, this is a choice 
between seeing the South itself as an idea, used to organize and comprehend 
disparate facts of social reality, or viewing the South as a solid and integrated 
social reality ab9ut which there have been disparate ideas.4 

Since I consider myself neither a philosophical idealist nor a 
positivist, this choice leaves me somewhat bewildered. It is quite 
clear the South has been an idea. One has but to note the very 
large number of books which discuss that "idea" to verify this. It 
seems likely that the South has been a social reality, if only because 
there once was an entity called the Confederate States of America, 
willed into existence, enjoying widespread social support, and 
destroyed only by the force of arms. But a "solid and integrated" 
social reality? That depends on what we mean by such adjectives . 

The concept of culture has a long and checkered past. Etymolo­
gically, it derives from the Latin verb colere meaning "to till (the 
soil)." This root is found in words like cultivate and agriculture as 
well. Hence, the word culture has had from the beginning the 
implication of something that grows - and not spontaneously, but 
as the result of human will .  Yet it is frequently used to designate 
phenomena that are quite the opposite of products of human will. 
In the literature on economic development, it is used by many as 
an explanation of why, despite presumably manipulable variables 
of economic policy, some regions of the world develop more 
slowly than others. For example, an economist from the South, 
William Nicholls noted what he considered to be the anomaly that 
upper East Tennessee "developed" earlier and more rapidly than 
8 Michael O'Brien, The Idea of the American South, 1920-1941 .  Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 

Univ. Ptess, 1979, p. xi. 
4 Ibid. , p. xiii. 
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other parts of the South. He was puzzled by this. "I was forced to 
turn to largely non-economic factors, . related to. this area's 
markedly different cultural. tradition, for a plausible explana­
tion."5 Thus culture in some sense was defying will. 

There is another ambiguity in the use of the word cultur_e. As 
anthropologists have tended to use the term, culture is the 
property of a whole "people." However, in more popular par­
lance, culture refers to particular cultural behavior with regard to 
the arts, the manners of everyday life, etc . ,  and is usually the 
property of only some members of the "people." We can get 
around this ambiguity by calling the latter high culture, but this 
points to a problem. It seems that within a "people" there may be 
several cultures - a high culture; a low culture; a culture for each 
class; a culture for each group as defined by religion, language, 
race, geographic origin of ancestors, etc. In recent decades we 
have been calling the latter subgroups "ethnic groups" and this 
practice has now been extended to the South as an American 
subgroup in such a book as George Brown Tindall's The Ethnic 
Southerners. 

There is still another semantic problem of long standing, the 
relationship of the terms culture and civilization. In some usages, 
they are more or less synonymous. For example, Clement Eaton 
entitled his work on southern culture The Waning of the Old South 
Civilization, 1860s-1880s. For some other writers, however, the 
two terms are contrasted, as in <folk) culture versus (high) civili­
zation. And to compound the looseness, for some, mostly non­
English, usages, civilization refers to the everyday phenomena 
while culture refers to the highbrow. There is no consistency 
whatsoever, as any look at the synthetic essays in encyclopedias 
will reveal. Finally, there is the ambiguity between the use of 
culture (singular) and cultures (plural), civilization (singular) and 
civilizations (plural).6 ; 

It will be of little use to engage here in one more definitional 
exercise. What may be of some use, however, is to discuss the 

5 William H. Nicholls, Southern Tradition and Regional Progress. Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 1960. 

6 I have discussed the importance of the distinction between singular and plural usage in 
"The Modern World-System as a Civilization," Chapter 14. 
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utility of the concept in any guise. I will begin by simply reporting 
'on some of the ways this concept has been used in relation to the 
. South. There seem to me at least three principal ways in which 
writings on the South have utilized the concept (but of course not 
writings on the South alone) . These three usages have different 
implications for action. 

First, there .is culture as a description of a set of traits, culture as 
''tradition." By culture in this sense is meant some summum of 
institutions and ideas/values that is thought to be long-existing 
and highly resistant to change. This can be seen as a very negative 
thing as in Nicholls: "It has become my firm conviction that the 
South must choose between tradition and progress." For Nicholls, 
the South is an underdeveloped country (or was, at least, in 1960) 
with an "agrarian value system." High resistance to change of 
course does not mean imperviousness to change. Nicholls for 
example, argues : "Within limits it would be more appropriate to 
argue that the South has persisted in its agrarian value system 
because of its lag in industrialization rather than to attribute the 
latter to its stubborn agrarianism."7 The practical implication of 
this is clear. Industrialize, and the benighted tradition will dis­
appear. 

Tindall, by contrast, presents tradition more positively : 
In this perspective a larger southernism is an unquestionable reality, especially 
those who have grown up in the South, and the historian can list some of the 
objective factors that produced it: a distinctive historical experience involving 
defeat and poverty; the climate and physical setting with their effects on life, 
tempo, emotion, and character; the presence of the Negro and his pervasive 
influence on the whole life of the region; the powerful religious her!tage and the 
kno.wledge of good and evil; and, finally, the persistence of an essentially rural 
culture with its neighborliness in human relations. 

The practical implications are once again quite clear. Tindall is, to 
be sure, no stick-in-the-mud. He hopes for many kinds of 
changes � "Wide vistas of opportunity beckon at last, and if a 
leadership can emerge with the genius to seize the day, the South 
can exploit a chance that comes to few generations. Reconciliation 
is not out of reach, the land remains relatively unspoiled, the 
political system is more open and unrestricted than ever before. It 
may be something of a diche now, but it is also a self-evident 
7 Nicholls, Southern Traditiun and Regional Progress, pp. x, 18.  
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truth, that a region so late in developing has a chance to learn 
from the mistakes of others." 

· 

But the sagacity of a historian conversant with the power of 
tradition leads him to be skeptical and therefore to warn his 
readers, in the closing words of his essay:. "But before this begins 
to sound like Henry Grady warmed over and spiced up with a 
dash of Pollyanna, let us not forget that if experience is any guide, 
the South will blow it. We will have to make the same mistakes all 
over again, and we will achieve the urban blight, the crowding, the 
traffic jams, the slums, the ghettos, the pollution, the frenzy, and 
all the other ills that modern man is heir to. We are already well 
on the way. "8 

What should be noted about this idea of culture as a bundle of 
traits, culture as a tradition, is that it forces one's vision inward. 
There is some entity we may call the South; it has traits ; it has 
alternatives (either to persist in these traits or to change them); 
the likelihood of change may be estimated; the desirability of 
change may be argued; the ultimate moral responsibility lies with 
the entity. 

There is an elementary difficulty with this approach that 
Richard Current has pointed out: "The South may be eternal, but 
what 'the South' means is not always clear. Even its boundaries are 
uncertain."9 But this difficulty can be handled within the 
approach as an empirical question. Let us, the scholars, be more 
precise in our definitions and in our research. We will arrive 
eventually at a more careful bounding of the entity in question, 
one that obtains a greater consensus among scholars. The limita­
tions of the use of the concept lie, therefore, not in the concept 
itself but in its less than optimal manipulation by the analysts. 

· A second usage of culture in the literature is quite different. 
Culture represents one-half of a basic human antinomy, that 
between mind and body, : God and Mammon, good and evil. 
Richard Weaver makes this most explicit in the introduction to his 
book The Southern Tradition at Bay: "I expect to speak of the South 
therefore as a minority within the nation, whose claim to attention 

8 George Brown Tindall, The Ethnic Southerners. Baton Rouge, 1976: Louisiana State 
Univ. Press, pp. 86, 241. 

9 Richard N. Current, Northemizing the Sauth. Athens, Ga., 1983: Univ. of Georgia Press, 
p. 1 1 .  
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. lies no� in its success in impressing its ideals upon the nation or the 
world; but in something I shall insist is higher - an ethical claim 
which can be described only in terms of the mandate of civilization. 
In its battle for survival the South has lost ground, but i t  has kept 
from extinction some things whose value is emphasized by the 
disintegration of the modern world." 10 The same view appears 
less personally, more indirectly, in E. Garvin Davenport's discus­
sion of Southern history as a "regional myth" that has served 
national needs - that is, as someone else's myth. In discussing the 
nineteenth-century version of this myth, he says : 
The imaginative history of the post-Reconstruction period of the South is 
directly related to the central body of myths by which the national community 
defined itself in the nineteenth century. Henry Nash Smith has noted that most 
Americans defined the distinctive national uniqueness which separated them 
from Europe in terms of a nature vs. civilization dichotomy. The United States 
represented a state of nature, while the Old World represented historical 
civilization. Thomas Jefferson believed that the majority of Americans, because 
they were yeoman farmers, could be free individuals - free from restraint by 
social institutions or traditions; free to live in harmony with nature's laws. This 
meant, for Jefferson, that Americans, unlike Europeans, could live in a state of 
innocence rather than corruption because power would be virtually absent from 
a community of free and equal men. In such a social and economic condition, 
there would be no rulers and no ruled . . .  

The democratic yeoman farmer, therefore, became the symbol of the ideal 
American citizen. And it was agafost that ideal that the myth of the Southern 
Cavalier was contrasted. Yeoman vs. Cavalier represented democrat vs. aristo­
crat, nature vs. civilization, .American culture vs. European, innocence vs. 
corruption. Ultimately these symbols seemed to find dramatic confirmation in 
the Civil War when the yeoman democracy of the North, according to national 
mythology, successfully defended national innocence against the conspiratorial 
effort of the undemocratic Cavaliers to impose the corruption of the institution 
of slavery on the entire nation. It was viewed as a righteous war led by the 
yeoman figure Abraham Lincoln against the sinister plans of the Cavalier, 
Jefferson Davis. 

Davenport sees the Southern agrarians as retaining the mythical 
story and simply inverting the cast �f characters: 
For while the Agrarians were participating in the continuing national quest for a 
rehabilitation of agrarian innocence and simplicity, they professed a regional 
uniqueness . . .  The South was the America of Jeffersonian ideals and eighteenth­
century agrarianism . . .  

This Old South, of which the twentieth-century South is the only remaining 
manifestation, was -seen as a land of small farmers and planters, each group 
10 Richard M. Weaver, The Southern Traditimi at Bay. New Rochelle, NY: Arlington House 

I 968, p. 29 (itali�s added). 
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serving as a force of moderation on the other. The aristocratic element kept t.he 
democratic element from becoming too acquisitive, either politicallr. or- economi­
cally. The democratic element returned this same favor and, presumably, also 
helped to keep the albatross from becoming too removed from the virtue-giving 
soil. Civilization modified the materialism of the frontier; the frontier in turn 
shed its democratic spirit on civilization.1 1 · · 

In this kind of analysis, culture does not refer to the traits of  a 
group but to those of a minority, almost inevitably a beleaguered 
minority, within. some larger whole. This minority could be a 
regional minority, a class minority, an ethnic minority. Culture as 
virtue - that is, culture as anti-barbarism - turns out to be much 
more hidebound in its implications than culture as tradition. 
Traditions may be less than perfect. There are times and ways in 
which traditions ought to be changed. But virtue can only be 
defended. This is the explanation of Tindall's correct obser­
vation: "The belief that the South is forever disappearing has a 
long and honored tradition."12 

There is a third way to discuss culture: as the expression of a 
binary relation, South is the counterpar_t of North. They are 
defined in relation to each other. This comes out in the almost 
antithetical titles of two books, John Egerton's The Americanization 
of Dixie: The Southernization of America and Richard Current's 
Northernizing the South. Both books see this binary relationship as 
changing over time and coming in some sense to an end, 
something not necessarily positive for either author. 

What Egerton means can be seen in his epitaph. He quotes 
Malcolm X ("As far as I am concerned, [the South] is anywhere 
south of the Canadian border") and then a Ku Klux Klansman 
("The South is going to die . . .  [the South is] going the way of the 
rest of the country"). He concludes his book on this plaintive note: 
"The South, no less than the nation as a whole, is under the 
influence of neo-elitism and assimilation, being pulled both 
toward fragmentation and t.oward homogenization. If there is a 
middle ground, an integration of cultures that thrives on both 
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1:1nity and diversity, that exalts ·both relationship and differences, 
it is not very much in evidence."13 

Current sees this "Americanizaton of Dixie" in a somewhat 
more positive light than Egerton. He observes that there have 
been many different analyses of the ways in which the South has 
been northernized: "Whatever the process, the result to be 
anticipated has been, in reality, not so much a South resembling 
the North as a South conforming to the modern world. North­
ernization has generally been synonymous with modernization." 
Nonetheless, he too ends his book on a plaintive note: "And so, 
after two hundred years the idea of Northernizing the South, as a 
project to be either welcomed or resisted, continued to live on. 
Whether the South itself still lived on - the South as a basically 
and truly distinct entity - was another question. "14 

On closer look, culture as a reflection of a binary relationship 
may turn out to be nothing but a variant of culture as the efforts 
of a minority defending virtue, seeking to hold back the tide of 
homogenization which is reduction, corruption, the return to the 
lowest common denominator. 

For all of these writers, without exception it seems, culture 
represents a problem, a concern, a moral element. Culture turns 
out to be less an analytic concept or analytic construct than a 
rhetorical flag around which one rallies, a weapon in the larger 
political battles. This use of the concept of culture as shorthand 
for a political program is not about to disappear, in the South or 
anywhere else. But unless we distance ourselves from it just a bit, 
our vision of social reality risks being obscured. I should like, 
the�efore, to attempt to see how the rhetoric is created and why it 
is treated as "culture." 

Let me start with one more quote. In his book Social Origins of 
Dictatorship and Democracy, Barrington Moore writes: "The South 
had [prior to 1865] a capitalist civilization, then, but hardly a 
bourgeois one."1 5 While in some sense I can discern what Moore 
is talking about, I cannot imagine a more infelicitous and mis-

13 John Egerton, Tllli Americanization of Dixie: Tllli Southernization of America. New York: 
Harper& Row, 1974, p.  208. 

14 Current, Northernizingthe South, pp. 12-13, 117. 
15 Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the 

Making of the Modem World. Boston: Beacon Press, 1966, p. 121. 
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leading way of talking about it. Since however, Moore's for­
mulation is in many ways typical of almost all such statements�(in 
form, not of course in content), allow me to dissect it. It hinges 
around the implicit assumption that there is a smaller entity, the 
South, and a larger one which Moore does not name but which I 
call the capitalist world-economy. When he says the South had a 
capitalist civilization, he refers to its participation in this larger 
entity, which means that people in the South were subject to 
certain structural constraints and therefore operated within the 
norms of a "capitalist civilization." When he says the South did not 
have a "bourgeois civilization," he means that the socio-political 
influence of urban industrialists and merchants was relatively less 
than that of large landowners in this particular part of the 
world-economy. Both statements are surely true of the antebellum 
South. But if capitalism is a system in which the bourgeoisie 
dominate the socal arena, the distinction between capitalist civili­
zation and bourgeois civilization makes no sense. It only seems 
plausible by attributing to both the larger entity and the smaller 
geographical entity distinctive "cultures" despite the fact that the 
one encompasses the other. 

Of course, as soon as we allot "cultures" to entities within 
entities, there is no logical end. The West has a culture, the 
United States has a culture, the South has a culture, Georgia has a 
culture, and I suppose Atlanta has a culture. In addition, Blacks 
and Whites in Georgia/the South/the United States have distinct 
cultures. And so on. Why not each comrnunity, each kin network, 
each household? And why not each generation of each group? 
The answer is there is no reason why not, and people do speak of 
cultures at each of these levels. Can we then assume each of these 
cultures represents some kind of enduring set of behaviors and 
values that is resistant to change? We can if we want to, but where 
does that get us? 

As soon as we look closely at the smaller-scale entities, we 
become very conscious of how constantly changing are the sets of 
practices and values of small groups - within an individual's 
lifetime, not to speak of over longer periods, and whenever a 
group or an individual finds itself in a different location. 

Furthermore, we know that even if group values remain 
constant over any period of time, we can never assume that all 
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individuals in that group either ·affirm those values or engage in 
behaviot consonant with them. At most, the statement of group 
v_alues is · a statisti<;:al mean of specific ways of behaving or of 

. professed beliefs with a presumably low standard deviation. As to 
this presumption, we have in practice virtually zero hard evi­
dence. Perhaps the standard deviation varies from group to 
group, from time to time. Perhaps? All too probably. 

In what is clearly a maelstrom of constantly varying behavior, 
does it make sense to assume that constancy is the norm and that it 
is change which is to be explained? Would it not be far more 
defensible intellectually to assume that variability is the norm and 
that continuities are to be explained? If so, then perhaps we 
should set aside the very term culture as having quite misleading 
implications. . 

What we can say is that all historical systems have structures, 
and rules/norms/values corresponding to these structures, which 
are part of their operation. These structures always include some :.� kinds of mechanisms that partially constrain deviance in some 

.'.4 fashion. Such an historical system is, for example, the capitalist 
. :� world-economy, which has its history, its changing spatial bound­
·�! aries, its culture or "civilization" if you will. 
:l� Since this system has a structure that is hierarchical and involves ·_:_�_:_·. variegated and often spatially distinct groups, the politics of this ;� world-system involves the efforts of these multiple groups (whose 
'i existence is the result of a combination of self-definition and .1� other-definition) in struggles over benefits. One of the ways in 

"«� ·\1. which groups struggle is by seeking to impose norms and behavio-;� ral px:actices on their members, with middling degrees of success. 
i� Since the world�system is continuously changing, the position 
I and definition of these groups is continuously changing. Hence �- the "local cultural definitions" that groups find useful is contin­
;� uously changing. How, then, has it been possible in such a system 
;.;;. to talk of things like "the mind of the South"? It has been possible t: because groups, in seeking to pursue their interests, will be more 
.1 �bl�to do so in�ofar as the��a� r��adelh�ir "me�btrs" �o ac� '-�--� m t e present in some um e as ion. n a crucia mo e o ·-�- persuading these . individuals, who in fact hold multiple group 
·� memberships (and, hence from the point of view of any particular 
:! group within which they are defined as falling, are individuals of 

�---
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divergent interest), is to persuade these individuals tha.t the 
desired behavior is normal, "traditional," hallowed by time a11d 
therefore expected in the present. The re-creation of ar.1 ever­
varying tradition requires the spread of the belief that no change 
has in fact occurred. 

What we have been calling the culture of a group - say, for 
example, that of the South - is thus something far more fluid and 
flexible than our collective discussion heretofore has made it out to 
be. Each writer, each "spokesman," each orator is seeking, when 
he talks of this "culture," to create it as a set ofrules and priorities. 
In the process of doing this, he claims longevity and pervasiveness 
as the cachet of his version of the culture. To the extent that his 
efforts are consonant with those of some others, he thereby 
creates a momentary theoretical justification of actions in the 
present. This is why still other persons are always in the business 
of reanalyzing and debunking any statement of the key features 
of this so-called culture. The extent of the debate that has gone on 
in the South about its "mind," about the boundaries of the very 
South that is supposed to have a mind, is in fact not significantly 
different from comparable debates everywhere else within the 
time-space boundaries of the capitalist world-economy. There is 
nothing special about the claim to be special. There is nothing 
unusual about the ambiguities surrounding all the claims. The 
claim to specialness is part of the world-systemic political game, 
and it plays a central role in the operation of the system. 

Interpreting the specific content of the successive claims 
requires looking at the evolving position of particular geographic 
zones in the developing world-system. For example, it seems to 
me, without in any sense claiming expertise in Southern history, 
that the South and therefore its "mind," its "culture," its "civili­
zation" has changed drastically at least several times over the past 
350 years. 

Before the American Revolution, was there really anything 
much to be called "the South"? There were juridically a set of 
British colonies, which were agricultural-exporting peripheral 
zones of the world-economy, using a good deal of coerced 
cash-crop labor. On a world scale, their economic role was not that 
different from many other such zones at the time - not only some 
Caribbean islands and Brazil, which are often referred to as 
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comparable areas, but Quebec, Andalusia, Sicily, Poland, and 
Hungar·y among others . If one takes a close look at the cultures of 
,these zones, the f�atures which make them different at that time 
among themselves (and there are of course many - language, 
dominant religion, historical origins of their local structures, etc.) 
pale before the striking similarities of the attitudes we associate 
with "plantation" or "seigniorial" zones of the capitalist world­
economy. What we usually think of as feudal values - the 
combination of the harsh exploitation of labor with paternalism -
is in fact less a picture of Europe in the Middle Ages than of these 
"plantation" zones of the capitalist world-economy. 

The basic economic situation did not change after the Ameri­
can Revolution. If anything, the invention of the cotton gin 
reinforced the pattern. What changed was a theoretically acciden­
tal phenomenon. The Southern states found themselves part of 
the United States, a sovereign state which contained other zone.s 
of differing economic role, and in which they were numerically a 
minority. To pursue their interests, the dominant economic 
forces in this agricultural export region had to create a cultural 
entity kn.own as the South. It was an essential weapon. The 
development of U.S. nationalism led quite logically, given the 
situation, to the development of Southern nationalism. As John 
McCardell correctly noted, this nationalism, "as a political move­
ment, did require the exploitation of the proslavery argument."16 
More than that, it required the sense that there were within this 
one political entity "two distinct peoples, two distinct civilizations, 
one in the North and the other in the South."17 I am not saying 
that .the Civil War was inevitable; this would be absurd. What I am 
saying is that it was not at all surprising given the ways in which 
the capitalist world-economy operates, and it was not at all 
exceptional. And I am also saying that the concept of the Old 
South was a construct useful to many in the world political 
conflicts of the time. The Old South was in some sense created as a 
mental construct only a short time before it was historically 
eliminated as a material construct. 

The defeat of the Confederacy changed all that and, most of all, 
16 john McCa:rtlell, The Idea of a Southern Nation: Southern Nationalists and Southern 

Nationalism, 1830-1860. New York: W.W. Norton, 1979, p. 49. 
'7 Current, Northcmizingthe South, p. 17.  
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culturally. The U.S. federal state thereafter pursued energetic<1;lly 
an economic and political policy geared to transforming the r.ole 
of the United States in the world-economy. This federal state was 
not particularly anxious to change too much in how the South 
operated locally, at least in the following fifty to seventy-five years. 
Yes, reconstruction and carpetbagging were traumas from the 
point of view of many persons in the South. But they changed less 
than we often argue. What they changed most was how the South 
thought of itself- that is, what political line it was going to follow. 

Clearly the old line hadn't worked and had to be shed. Basically 
two new lines were put forward and their proponents fought for 
supremacy. On the one hand, there was the line of the New 
South. The New South was the path of cultural assimilation. It 
was no different than a hundred variants we see across the globe. 
Advocates of the New South essentially said that if "we" are 
behind, it is because "we" are outdated - technologically, to be 
sure; culturally, at least in part. Let us therefore modify our ways, 
retaining nonetheless some label so as to make a political claim for 
"aid," and we will catch up. 

The other possible line was that of the Southern agrarians. 
Catch up to what? was their watchword. We are conceding 
everything of value in the effort to "catch up," which, even if we 
try, will never really succeed. Even at the end of the horizon, there 
will be no true material equality, and our quality of life will have 
disappeared. Once again, this· kind of claim to particularistic 
"agrarian" virtue has been put forward in every zone of the 
world-economy undergoing an intensification of its peripherali­
zation. 

I am not here to mediate between the proponents of the New 
South and the Southern agrarians. They are both dead-end 
positions, and they are also the only two that were really available. 
What I wish to insist upon is that they were both very different 
from the Old South and were both claims to create a "culture" -
claims at best only partially realized. Neither the New South nor 
the agrarian idea swept the other from the scene and became the 
true, the only culture of the South. 

When the United States moved into its position as unquestion­
able world hegemonic power as of 1 945, all changed again. It was 
no longer in the interest of the dominant political forces of the 

r ! 
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.U.S. federal �tate to have a "backward" geographical zone, just as 
it was no longer in its interest to have the denial of political rights 
to minorities such as the Blacks. The homogenization of America 
was an urgent political (and diplomatic) need of the U.S.  federal 
state. The industrialization of the South and the Civil Rights Act 
were all part of a larger picture of "cultural" reorganization. The 
question was only how various subgroups would react to it. Blacks 
in the U.S. reacted by asserting, in many ways for the first time, 
their separate "culture." This is easy to explain, but not our 
subject here. The South reacted to it, it seems to me, largely by 
beginning to disappear as a construct. 

Perhaps you will not think this is so, and this very forum may be 
negative evidence - or it may be an effort to stem the tide. Of 
course, there.are people in whose interests it would be to stem that 
particular tide, but surely not, for example, most of those who 
have become active in the Republican party, part of whose effort 
has been for the last thirty years the redrawing of U.S. cu1tural 
regional boundaries. This is what they mean by constantly refer­
ring to the "new majority." Egerton put forward the argument in 
1 974 that "it is mostly Southerners with a particular perspective -
for want of a better term, it is Southern liberals - who still gather 
to talk introspectively about their region."18 One can see why this 
might be so. 

And now that the United States is entering its post-hegemonic 
phase (despite Mr. Reagan's Canute-like efforts to order the 
ocean to recede), will there be a place for a Southern mind? 
Perhaps, but if so, of a very different kind. The decades ahead for 
the .United States are probably decades of increasing internal 
struggle as the nation adjusts with difficulty to its slow economic 
and hence geopolitical decline in the world-system. For many 
Americans this will be the opportunity for new or renewed 
egalitarian claims; for others, this decline holds the promise of 
great short-term programs of enrichment. 

Many ''cu1tures" wlII be born or renewed in the decades ahead. 
The growing worldwide attacks on the capitalist system include 
attacks on the "universalist" system of values which is used to 
sustain it. This encourages thereby the reassertion of "particular-

18 Egerton, The Americanization of Dixie, p. 15. 
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isms." We are seeing this throughout the world. Why not t�e 
South? But also why in the South? Perhaps rather in Georgia. If 
we see such new particularisms, you may be surprised what 
traditions they may begin to invoke in the South - perhaps the 
ultraradical claims of some threads of early Protestantism. On a 
worldwide measuring scale, the South may move from being a 
concept towards the right of the political spectrum to being one 
towards the left. Or it may not. 

Since culture is so fluid and so flexible, it is virtually impos�ible 
to make any sensible projections of this. We do better to make 
projections about the world-economy and the world political 
system (including the antisystemic movements found everywhere) 
and assume that the protagonists will make "cultural" claims 
whose details may vary enormously but whose utility can be 
analyzed. The point is that if we want to know the traditions of the 
near future the last place we should look is at the traditions of the 
near past. 
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l 14 .,,. The modern world-system as a 

civilization 

The word civilization, it is well-known, has two rather distinctive 
meanings, both of which are reflected in the very title of our 
conference, "Civilizations and Theories of Civilizing Processes." 
On the one hand, it is  a term with very positive connotations 
which by its logic is grammatically singular, denoting processes 
(and their results) which ha_y..e.madeJne.n-m0Ft'!-�!G�vil/�.t-OO:t-iS""less 
"animal"-like or less "savage." When French colonialists in the late 
nineteenth century launched the slogan of "la mission civilisa­
trice," no one had any doubt a�,the_u.niq�.awl J;he.refore 
the universality of the civilizationJ9_�hich they ref erred. 

On th� hand, there is the plural usage, in which a 

civilization refers to a particular concatenation of world view, 
customs,;:s.Jructures, ana.;Curfore(60tll'materlarculture and high 
culture) whi�i11ormssome"I<:iri'lf"0fhr;i'ori�C;t;OI�-;;d which 
coe?Cists (if not always simultaneously) with other varieties of this 
phenomenciiilfiis'"Us-age-rS""a--bieffi'dre"'"'Ilehtra1"�m tonality than 
the other, or rather the ideological overtones are more complex 
and more subtle. 

Lucien Febvre starts his discussion of this very concept of 
"civilization" with the assertion, "It is never a waste of time to 
write the history of a word". 1 It turns out, on looking into the 
matter, that the two meanings have been with us almost from the 
beginning, and reflect two very fundamental developments in the 

· 1 Lucien Febvre, "Civilisation: evolution d'un mot et d'un groupe d'idees," in Pour une 
histoire a part entiere. Paris: SEVPEN, 1 962, p. 481 .  
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modern world-syste,m as a civilization. That is to say, and let me 
/ emphasize this from the outset, the v�eprof civilization .( (a bimodal on..rj iS itself an historical product. But it is the product � of �-
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����l��tlon��oes it, 'there�or�, by tliITTei=y fact, call 
· lfilo question one of·tne ·usages? Or 1s it · the product o.f the 

"civilizing process," thereby calling into question the other? 
Before, however, we get lost in this mirror within mirrors, let us 

review briefly the terminological history. Usage number one, 
civilization as the (singular) civilizing process, civilization a� the 
opposite of barbarity, appears first in the middle of the eighteenth 
century in the works of two quintessential Enlightenment scholars 
- in French with.J�'.fir��AY.-in 1756, in. Eq.glish with .Adam 
F:�r.guson in l 76Jj\s Raymond Bloch says, the word came at the 
righi:''momenf 'and corresponded to a notion that had been 
gradually developing and was destined for a great future, the 
optimistic and nontheological idea of a contin22lllLP!QSiess in the 
cofl4Wiofr 9£:.ifiiiii filJ.a:.so.dety:2�-·�, •. '..,.,.-.�·-·�·--

_ 

In short, · the concept reflected the intellectual triumph of 
"rational and experimental science" expressed by the .thinkers of 
the Enlightenment, for all of whom _;.:w:ilizatimLrs;._�ains primar­
ily an ideal - in very large measure, a moral ideal. "3 

The French' Revoluti:on�ettrr-ed·p'f.'i::cisely in the wake of this 
triumph. This is not the place to review either the causes or the 
consequences of this major historical moment in our modern 
world.  Two points, however, · are necessary to note for our 
discussion. First, the French Revolution was not only perceived as 
a fundamental structural change in "society," a "revolution" - let 
us not debate whether or not it really was - but it also legitimated 
the idea of deliberate, manipulated construction and recon­
struction of a social order as nothing had.-��"�2L�:,, This legitima-

/.Jion �ad an intellectual c:9,nseq_'-':�I1-��.:�!.£� wer�s.s��onstruct 
_.,· a soCial WQik!J.Q.Il..� �'/as led log1cally to anayYZe by careful study the ) alt_�!n,�tives. The groun![_�-�Vlf!!!,p���]lJOf...tli��gence in 
.. the ntneteen_tl_i century. of.the.sQ.cialSGi.eru;es. 

· Secondi),; Napoleon's empire first expressed in concrete prac-
tice all the a�lf.�!.�f_gf��!!!m�i!li&ns:.���-�hich we are so 

2 Raymond Bloch, "Preface" to A Soboul, La civilisation et la Revolution franfaise. Paris: 
Arthaud, 1 970, p. 1 1. · 

3 Febvre, "Civilisation," pp. 499, 505. 
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conversant today. On the one hand, the French Revolution and 
hence Napoleon's armies were seen . not only by · the French 
themselves but by other ·Europeans as t�x:ie:i:-o.f:.a..-uni.v.er.sal 
idea, precise1¥-tbat of !;ivilizajion, and were welcomed as such. 
But, .on the other hand, many of thesamewetcomin-g-Earepeans..-z 
very soon reacted as ��-�!!.'!.llimalis.ts:'..ag.ains.t.Er��h "imperi- j;." 
alism." Indeed, one CQ.aj..d_arg:ue..thaw.h.e..r.� bir_th of nationalism · 

as a political c�pt:"earrbetm:ated-inthis--.�T.ap.oleOiiic era. 
The grouncrwas therefore ri�fo�c! usage of the 

word civilization, civili��il...J!aI:tirumri!l:..m!:h;:-n;:an civili­
zation as�-sffi�"'6Yamt".l:ttn1�cites4 Guizot in 1 828 in---�.::· 
this latter sense but Febvre gives prior credit5 to a book by (, 

Ballanche written in 1819 ,  which hl
d

shys first used civilization in / 
the plural. 'J'..he two meanings wou enceforth remrunwl.iJn.ls 
because the antinomy universalism/particularism not only became 
ever more acute but, as it slowly became clear, was inherently 
unresolvable within the premises and practices of the modern 
world-system as a civilization. 

· 

The prq!!!_em is struc�R-IYi'Sl.Orical social system that is 
built on hierarchy and inequalit,Y-, which _g;_ th��f..tlli;:J:�pitalist 
worl�-economy, umversalis�s-_$is!:.fI��io�!J�ea�-� ..... �

oal can 
only m the long..1;:!JD:ire:uiii�·ersalisnras·1deology, 1ii:tmg well-the 
classical formulation of Marx, that the ruling ideas are the. ideas of 
the ruling class. But if this were all that universalism was, we 
would not be discussing it today. Uaj_y0�£t'!U�!!L!U! .. '.�Jt: of the-;;2 
P?werful ,�o·_--�-�

.
-� -��_.:��- �hich confronts _the ��_.�:r_���h a · d

-

oublec:::lt;�") 
bmd: to refuse tlie gtftis to fose;to·acceprtlle gift 1s to lose .. The 
only plausiOle. :I'eactiOn"of�lhe�wealCis-·mm:fierto�reffisenor to 
accept, or both to refuse and to accept - in short, the path of the� 
seemingly irrational zigzags (both cultyral and political) of the 
weak that has 2h.aTacteti-z-e-t:t-nro-sn:51nineteenth and especially 
twentieth-century history. 
. Marxism, th�_g!_<E��pposition_a� W��hf!:..1!:!!:.1.!.g of the modern 

world, solved nothing 11itli1s regard. In some ways it compounded 
the problem. As Abdel-Malek has noted quite correctly, Marxism 
is perceived in the "Three Continents" as "the most advanced 

4 Larousse, Pierre, Grande diclicmaire universal du XIX' sitcle, vol. II• P· 750. 
5 Febvre, "Civilisation," p. 507. 
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critical synthesis of Western civilization and cultures".6 And 
therefore what? One response is that of Abdallah Laroui .. It is i:o 
perceive the existence of two Marxes - Marx the neo-liberal, .the 
"scientist," and therefore the Western ideologue, and Marx the 
student of "backward humanity," the historicist, the scholar. To 
the former Marx, Laroui says, "The Third World will always have 
the reaction that Europe had to Napoleon, the Napoleon of 
universalization by force of arms, for this abstract universalization 
by imperialism is a disguised murder." To each his Marxism, he 
says : the Third World intellectual "will express his own version, 
born out of the conditions of the world in which he lives".7 

This problem of the ambiguity of civilization/civilizations is not 
merely a political problem, if "merely" can be used of such a 
major issue. It is even deeper than that, since opening up this 
issue reopens the fundamental issue of the very nature of science, 
which seems to me to have been the basic building-block of our 
present civilizational consensus. There is a sense in which this 
consensus had already been achieved at the dawn of the capitalist 
world-economy. It was located in the triumph of the so-called 
Baconian spirit which John Herman Randall defined as follows: 
Not power over men, but power over Nature, and that power is the fruit of 
knowledge. Nature to be commanded must be obeyed; not by the anticipation of 
Nature in some magic dream, but by the study and interpretation of Nature will 
there rise the kingdom of man. 8 

Thi� Bacon_ian/Cartesian/Newtonian worldview posed science a?amst �ag1c, anywhere and everywhere, and always. This world­v�ew log1cally co�ld tolerate the concept of civilization only in the s�np��ar. Those imbued with the scientific spirit were civilized and �lVlh�m�; al� others were not. No doubt many resisted such 1mphcat1ons m the name of humanism, or of relativism or of the concept of original sin, but after five centuries it i� hard to contend that science as the "disenchantment of the world" has not 

6 Anouar Abdel-Malek, "Marxisme et sociologie des civilisations", in Marx and Crmtem· 
porary Scientific Thought. The Hague and Paris: Mouton, 1969, p. 498. 

7 Abdallah Laroui, "L'intellectuel du Tiers Monde et Marx, ou encore une fois le 
probli!me du retard historique", in Marx and Conl.emporary Scientific Thought, p. 281 .  

8 John Herman Randall, The Making of the Modem Mind. New York: Houghton Mifflin, 
1940, p. 224. 
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come to predominate our intellectual world in  ways both obvious 
and overt and ways more hidden and deep-rooted. 

The link between science as "tbe disenchantment of the world" 
and capitalism as a civilization based on the "rational pursuit of 
renewed profits" has been stated many times, and no doubt most 
influentially by Max Weber. It is a pity his many disciples ignore 
Weber's own warnings about the dangers inherent in this link as 
"the rosy blush of [religious asceticism's] laughing heir, the 
Enlightenment, seems . . .  to be irretrievably fading . . .  ;' Weber 
worries that, of the last stage of this cultural development, it 
might well be truly said : "Specialists without spirit, sensualists 
without heart; this nullity imagines that it has attained a level of 
civilization never before achieved ''.9 

Having sai9 this, Weber typically begs off from pursuing the 
issue on the grounds that he was now talking in the "world of 
judgments of value and of faith" .� implicitly not the worl• of 
seience. Perhaps the moral is to be a specialist with spirit, but only 
after hours . 

Freud, that other late nineteenth-century genius come to fulfill 
the Enlightenment, was no . doubt bolder than Weber in Civili­
zation and its Discontents. The whole point of Freud's essay, after 
all, is to see civilization as a s�crifice, "built up on renunciation of 
instinct or renunciation of instinctual gratifications . . .  This 'cul­
tural privation' [of powerful instinctual urgencies] dominates the 
whole field of social relations between human beings. "1 0 
. While Freud sees this as somehow inevitable in general, its 
,particular manifestation in the modern world was not; is not, 

. inevitable in detail, according to Freud. He raises "objections . . .  
[to] · the ethical standards of the cultural super-ego,''1 1 since it 

· -0.oesn't take into account the possibilities to obey, the limits to 
. man's ability to control the id. Indeed, Freud concludes: 

·' Fot various reasons, it is very far from my intention to express any opinion 
l · � concerning the value of human civilization. I have endeavoured to guard myself 

I : against the enthusiastic partiality which believes our civilization to be the most 

9 Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. New York: Charles Scribner, 
1930, p. 182. 

. 

10 Sigmund Freud, Civilisation anditsViscontents. London: Hogarth, 1957, p. 63. 
Freud, Civilisation, p. 1 39. 
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precious thing we possess or coul� ac�uire, and thinks it must inevitably lead _us 
to undreamt-of heights of perf ecuon.1 . · ·· . . . , . 

But, in the end, he says: "My courage fails me . . .  at the thought 
of rising up as a prophet before my fellow-men, and I bow to their 
reproach that I have no consolation to off er them."13 �t _let1:st, 
unlike Weber, he does not seek refuge in the value-neutrality of 
science, but only in his own human fallibility. 

Still, one must ask why such keen and wide-ranging intelli­
gences as Weber and Freud, having put their finger at the key 
dilemma of our civilization (singular or plural usage), quail at 
going further. No doubt, the sanctity of the Baconian worldview 
holds a very strong grip on their imaginations . Fin de si�cle 
pessimism as counterpoint no doubt was acceptable if melancholic 
but only if it was self-restrained. Weber and Freud, as we know, 
gave rise to whole academic industries, but not Nietzsche. 

And yet today, within the very inner sanctum of physics, this 
worldview is being challenged, not with melancholic self­
restrained pessimism, but with a sober insistenJe on the range of 
human possibility. The challenge, raised by I\'}ra Prigogine most 
dramatically, is precisely against the historic seJf-image of science, 
accused of reproducing the very sin it claimed to oppose - the 
divinization of the world: 
We echo the complaint that science, and in particular physics, disenchants the 
world. But it disenchants it precisely .because it divinizes it, because it denies 
diversity and natural coming-into-being, which Aristotle made the attribute of 
the sublimer world, in the name of an incorruptible eternity alone susceptible of 
being the object of thought in tn.1th. The world of dynamics is a "divine" world 
on which time has no impact, from which the birth and death of t_hings al'e 
forever excluded.14 

We are reminded that Kant admired as two inevitable orders the moral law and the eternal movement of the stars, but: 
We know that we can no longer guarantee even the stability of the planetary 
movement. And it is this instability of the trajectories, it is this bifurcation 
wherein we rediscover the fluctuations of our cerebral activity, which serve us 
today as our source ofinspiration.15 

12 Ibid., p. 142. 
13 Ibid., p. 143. 
14 Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers, La nouvelle alliance. Paris: Gallimard, 1 979, p. 266. 
15 Ibid,, pp. 268-269. 
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That Prigogine is ready to break the idol in ways that Weber and 
Freud feared to do is less a .commentary on his moral qualities 
than on the evolution of the real world in the 50-75 years that 
separate their writings. The basic paradigms of social science 
which were also the basic paradigms of the social movements were 
products of a nineteenth-century world-system, itself rooted 
ideologically in a Baconian worldview that had been firmly 
elaborated and established by the sixteenth century. If these 
paradigms can be challenged tod'!ly it is because the capitalist 
world-economy as an historical system, what Schumpeter called 
"the civilization of capitalism,"16 is in fact in serious historical 
crisis, and therefore the most basic consensuses are open for 
discussion for the first time since they were established. Prigogine 
echoes a complaint whose most visible expression can be read 
about every day in our newspapers. 

An historical crisis is however a major phenomenon, not an 
everyday event. It involves the coming to an end of one historical 
system and therefore an historical choice, the bringing into being of 
one or more successor systems. The choice before us is a double 
one that hinges on the two usages of civilization. Will the successor 
system(s) be more "civilized" than the present one? What is the 
relationship of this transition to the existence- of multiple "civili­
zational" processes, and will the successor system(s) have a place 
for2e concept of multiple civilizations? 

I will not restate here my views on why the particular historical 
syste which is the capitalist world-economy is in crisis, 1 7  except 
to say that the source of the crisis is the cumulation of internal 
contradictions such that the system will find it impossible, is 
finding it impossible, to reproduce itself as the same kind of 
system. These contradictions find their roots in economic pro­
cesses which lead to solutions of short-run difficulties which create 
long-run ones and in politico-cultural processes which are the 
consequence of the increasingly visible strains caused by the 
economic dmtradictions, but which in turn create political contra-
diction� d::: O,.fVfU j 
16 Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. London: George Allen & 

Unwin, 1 943, ch. XL 
1 7 Immanuel Wallerstein, "Crisis as Transition," in S. Amin et al., Dynamics ofGlobal Crisis. 

New York: Monthly Review, 1982, 1 1-54. 
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We are consequently living in a period of transition in my vie:w. 
But a transition to what? The only reasonable answer . to · that 
question is thar the answer is uncertain. That in some sense is 
always true of crisis-periods/transitions. We can never be sure how 
they will be resolved. But it is particularly true of this transition, 
because of an historically new element in the picture. � 

If we now take the planet Earth over historical time and 
describe the patterns of coexistence of the three varieties over 
time, we quickly arrive at a periodization which has only thrt:e 
moments thus far. Moment one is before circa 8 to 1 0,000 BC. At 
that time there were presumably only multiple mini:S¥S.tems. We 
do not know how many, how long-lived a given one was, or even 
very much about how they operated. Our ignorance is quite large. 

/ that th
. 
e whole is, from

_ .
both a mate

. 
rial and a social standpoint, de /.-.,facto autonomous.-A-mirri.,,.system is simply a small-scale division of 7 labor within which one finds a single cultural and a single political 

process. Wollt:ksy-s-tems then are the opposite in scale, larger 
divisions

_ 
offabor within which multiple cultural processes can be 

seen to operate.-Two types of such larger systems can be obser-
ved : the woFld-empire with an overarching political structure, 
and the w0i"1�.::�ommiywttllo'ii!..6ne. 

If we now'1al<.e""nrepraiie't Earth. over historical time and 
describe the patterns of coexistence of the three varieties over 
time, we quickly arrive at a periodization which has only three 
moments thus far. Moment one·!!.h�fo.r.e .. f.fa:�!!-�.!QJ .. O.J)qO BC. At 
that time there were p'i'emrfra15I'y !l!!!r.m9.!tiJ?.k.Jn·in�tems. We 
do not know how many, how long-lived a given one was, or even 
very much about how they operated. Our ignorance is quite large. 

From that time up to circa 1 500 AD, the three varieties of 
historical systems S'e'em·to»illi•ve""Coexim'c.'!cf: That is to say, we could 
in theory (if not in practice) construct maps for any point of time 
therein and physically locate a whok. . .sel"ies"tlf historical systems, 

>a-I""' ..... �, .. --� .. ��� reaching an JJllGel:.tatn�tot:QLJUl.111.QSi!..J.�pattern, of course, was 
constantly .cHangi�_s:..�i..u�e.��!!ce of each variety of histori­
cal system was mortal. Historieal·"s·ys-t-@ms,�came.in.to and out of 
existeni;.e,,...,,,.,_��" 

During this period, the worlc:l:.�mpite ... ��ed.tQ�be the "strong 
form." By that I mea,!LlE.at world--em.pir.es..s.eeme� to expand and 
contract largely by a J_g_gk •. inte.tnaLtG--them:-\t forgo here a 



. 
Modern world-system as a civilization ,/·2{3-) 

_c;lisc�ss�on of th
.� dynamics of

_ 
this process.) Also, s.uch ��· 

emptres as were successful" seemed to have a longer hfe than any 
mini-system or world-economy, which seemed on the whole more 
"fragile," due bo..th..J2 .. their int�nal Q.)'..ne..i.niq_<rn!L!h�!!: _y�I_i:er­
ability to outside attack. The history we have written up to riow 

<( ---;--,-,--·--�. has primarily been the hlstory of the expansion and contraction of 
these worJ4:.empires.-:-.&£ll:-fC1R§::.7£5v0rla::-emp'irF-expanded, it 
absorbed'- surroun_<§.i,g. __ .rnim..s.y.stems..::a:ruL0W .. Q!.ld.�economies, 
destroying_,_,�ir-..futtonom.ous.....existeJJ&e .•.. -0.f course, a world­
enipire sometimes also conquerec!__Eart or all gf..another world­
empire, but this wa'Sact.Uanycoffiparativelyii;frequent. When the 
world-empire contracted, it left a social void in the abandoned 
zones, within wh�t;!Lne:w�mi.nts.f.�ti'Qij_:�}i"nd-world-economies ...... � .. arose. ---� 

Somewhere �C..�L1..�2,9.,, .. � .... ,9�li�����.��� ... �!:.iE-.,.!!!��-- -E�!��.r..n---· ·:;. occurred ..... Eo.t.-.th.e.J;it�L.ttm� m uman mstory, an mstance of a t'' 
world-economy suntllled--it.s-�'-fr-a:gili�n<leousolidated itself as i..�. 
capitalist system. l;!!i:S'"'in:l:f�m.�Q..tld,;;_sy�tem we all know Z .... 
and in which we live. Why this qualitative change occurred is not ( 
relevanf"lc>cms""tliscussion, though I have explicated my views 
elsewhere. 18  When this ���' the world-economy suddenly 
became the "strong for!!!:�.�ThatTs:-Iiow"·tt-was-.. ·this�capitalist 
world-economy whic1iei'panded by virtue of its inner dynamic. In 
the process of its expansiottf.:itJ:r;ie�eret�aaO.-dmroyed the 
autonomy of multipl��Land....:wru�I:!!P.lt�§·. �y the 
late nineteenth ce1H1!.:_l� i�. ex}2f!D.§.i9�!1f..Q.Q!P_3:�§!=!d J}J.e whole 

, globe. Now another qualitative change ·occurred. For the first 
time, there existed on planet Earth only QJ!� histID.:kal.1iy.§J�gi. We 
are still in that situation totlay. I t  is out of this new situation, 
anticipated in the eighteenth centur1 and_.r..e.alized in the nine­
teenth, that the ambiguo-uS:.d4iu0Ie:ffieallin�civilization" arose. 
We can now see.� whal.t;,.ach IJ!§�@in.,:g,ill:.1!,.<;turally referred. 
. Civilization Jn the singglfil....Wa.Ub.�.id.e..Qlogic..al..construct of the 
proponents oTtfienew all-encompassing histor�c;.�L§.y_stem�Civili­
zation (singular) impliea�t�fh-e:�xclu§i__

.
vity_QLthis new system, its gr1) 

all-encompassing nature; were both �!!�Y.ita.ble...and .. desh:able. In  /f 
. � ............... ,..-.-..--,._-rt . ..,.,..,..-_,,,_ 

18 Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern Wwld·Systein, Vol. I. New York: Academic Press, 
1974, chapter L 
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'"\ .. _ . .........,.-
the language that became widespread, the capitalist wor�d­
econom y represented progress because it was ''civilizing." It 
should be noted that this was the argument not only of the 
advocates of the system, but also of its major intellectual oppo­
sition, Marx and the Marxists. For Marx too (at least in one of his 
guises) argued that capitalism was pr<2&!.��s . .  l:l�J!lerely added that it was only the penultimate andllOt: the_�!mate stage of progress. 
This was no doubnn:fi:iCiarfiioBification of the analysis, but it still 
left civilization as a singular concept. 

The f:Oncept 9f,c:iyilizations-�ur.alf..arose as a defense against 
the rava:ges.J).f�lvilizatilsfr�ingular). The defense was sometimes 
given a "conservativ��!-�<?.!.P�.�iiPei_��:iii:!i�" tone. It came to 
the same thing. It was a rejection of the hypothesis that capitalism 
in its only CQ!lcrete .. '.ex.1_$t�t.!gJ<:jtm;· a· -world-economy in fact 

. dominated .b.y . .the -'.�.West,n _wils JDP.i�l!f��J:��!,�!ically "better" than 
./'., alternative.historicaJ .. systems. The most concrete alternative his­
'-'7 torical systems to which reference could be made and was made 
,[___ were the world-empires that had been incorporated into and 
11 destroyed by �he expanding world-economy: . ' I have prev10usly referred to the double bmd 9f those opposmg 

/. the system. :ro as�imil�te 
.. 
t? ci�lziiion�(sin!�§:l.was to acknow­

/ ledge prev10us _,.m.f�r19:rity : ·ao.d·-·:.acqu1re·: . .. a.J. h�-fil:Cond-class 
"? ci!izemhip. To rs:j��!5�.�-�!i_��t.iQ.� Js.i��l��LLI!Jhe...name of civili­
'--·; zations (plural) was to risk immolation in archaisms that may not 
/ even have harl'lp.e-Viitue-c)f'be'ingtruiy-fraditional and may 

( further have been £.rrii.Plii:!g::Q;�<;;iiiJliS'DE>:i:t:�gt_Q.W.ing. There was no 
solution within the terms of the debate as given. This can be easily 
verified by looking at the personal and collective trajectories of 
the various spokesmen of the oppressed strata of our world­
system as they tried to utilize th� _!Il.!�IJiRl�-�r.apg� cultural 
nationalism (lato sdifu); weapcins whid:t.s.o.metim�es-worked very 
well against 'i:he'.ene'my;Jmtl'l)iica:i'Cother times blew up in their 
faGes.---· .. , · 

We are thus before a moral and politicaJ. dilemma of no mean 
proportions when we talltabcnii' the relevance of the concept of 
civilization to our current problems in the late twentieth century. 
It will not do to try to hide the dilemma by abandoning the 
concept and avoiding the difficult analysis. Rather, let us embrace 
it as the central issue of our time. 
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First. of all, what are our real d1oices? Since we now have only 
orte historical system existent; we have, I believe, three main 
possibilities. One is that the single system break up into multiple 
historical systems, �ach agai.1:1 .... with--a-..separate-Bncfafal.Y.ision of 
labor. In sh�rt;Wecould. go back in this sense to the pre-1 500 
situation (or pe!!'!�.aJ:he . .pr.eJtQQQJ!� one). This seetns implaus­
ible, other than· via the route of a nuckar.Armageddon, which I 
do not rule out but which also seems to me eminently preventable. 
If we go this route our present discussion will prove largely 
irrelevant. 

The other possibilities involve the transformation of the pre­
sent Earth-wide historical system into a different kind of Earth­
wide historical system. This seems"f(i'm�·ifie . . more likely. Indeed, I 
believe we ai:e already in the early stages of that process. But, in 
this case, we have the question of what �l_t�!ll�t�y�Jm.ures exist, 
which are more likely, which more desfr'able, and what we can do 
to make the more desirable more likely? I shall address each 
query in turn. 

Which alternative futures exist? In detail, no doubt, the answers 
are legion. But in basic structure, there are really only two 
possibilities. We could construct ,a system that would be, as is our 
present one and most of our previous ones, hi�rarchical, inegali­
tarian, a!J.d oppi:��ve. There have, of course-;··-a:rways"'oeen 
persons �eatnafa""ll':!tt.mn:ica1"systems (or at least all 
complex ones) had"'tu·l'fave-fliese-Cliaracterlsi:ics necessarily. Alter­
natively, we could construct one that was relatively egalit<t!.§n.and 
democratic, fulfilling the slogall.2!J.h!;.J'):.fit�lilte.volii.ti0n...T.tiere 
hav� long been advocates of such a system. Others, of course, _ .. , have regarded such advocates as Utopian. If Utop��n .... m@ans / 
socially impossible, 1...do-ll0t--agr e-·with"this··cts'Sessfuent, though /. 
any arguments I could-hFffig--te-b@a-r.�would-ne-cessarily be specu- � 
lative or deduc�a.tbased on empirical experience. 

If, however, you will provisfonally' granfl:Hafwe are talking of 
two realistic long-term alternative historical possibilities, then the 
question remains : what can we say about the historical probabili­
ties? Thecth�g!.}!.Of.pro.gress in both its liberal andMarxiSiveT'Sion 
has argued the inev��)?.!!_U:yJ!f.P-.�..rh;;i,p..s. a .. slq.w�one) .. o:Lr.�aching a 
democratic, egi!t!�i.'!UJs;.ality ... ..l..sme.ly..x�j�cJ!J,gyJ�QJJCept that this 
is histori�!!J:'..!.��.Y.i�.�=·

� 
I s��idenee.fortliiS'wliatsoever. For -
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( one thing, I do not_ believe t�at every 

.
succ�ssive histori�al syste.m 

up to now has been more ' progressive" than the ·prior one. I 
specifically do not think that the capitalist world-�conomy �as 
represented progress over its predecessors. At best, it has been no 
worse. It could be argued it has in f act been much worse. i 9 

It follows from this premise that we need to examine structural 
likelihoods. What are the pressures in one direction or another? 
The main pressures in favor of a democratic, egalitarian alterna­
tive are usually thought to be those deriving from mass consciou.s­
ness and hence mass will in favor of such an alternative. The 
creation of such mass consciousness in turn has been thought to 
be a conseque.nce of technological development and its social 
consequences: ����}'e.ased"'-�tr,"'""mrre-ased-'Comm unications, 
increasea'mass- access to instruments of power, and ergo decreased 
advantages of the "elites." You will not�e familiar themes of 
the Enlightenment and the nineteentncentury about the "civiliz­
ing pr9��ss.��. Even the.Fr�·U'aiallp��;fl';1�trf"l.civilization and 
itf'd"i'scontents" has been mitigated by the b�_tl.!P��.l23Xticular 
health technolQgy ___ of:._p.s..y:cho.fueta� . ..(d.dine)igroadly) could and 
would CQD.ti:i\2u.te . .to .. this.Eivilirittg'p'I'0cess. 

Personally, I do not deny any of this. I do believe that these 
processes all do operate, and do have the suggested consequences, 
up to a point. The question is whether there are not simultan­
eously other processes at work, going in an opposite direction. For 
each simplification that technofogy has brought (and therefore 
accessibility to non-experts), have there not been coordinate 
complexities? In tht;._ twe��!-�!.h .. sru.tu:cy,.-imprm:�.d communica­
tions has been .Ei.c! .. �Q}m· ly:...Ri.g-Bffl�he,r�at-l@a.st as much as the 
ability of the WO!�i!1.g�!ass to organize. H.'.;l.§..JlB-H:he mass access to 
instruments of power "been'�'l'N:at:ehct'.l'"" by the high cost and 
extremely tight access to the most powerful and technologically 
advanced of such inst,�) could go on, but the point is 
simple and ha�(f'tr;' refute." There is no clearcut case for a 
technological road to one system or the other. At the very least, we 
must say that we cannot be sure whether technolQ.g:y .... w.ill6-Ver have 
irrefutabkimpll(:i!tiO!!� for this social � -

Furthermore, I believewenaveffilssed a major process in our 

19  See Immanuel Wallerstein, Historical Capitalism. London: New Left Books, 1983. 



I 
( Modern world-system as a civilization 227 

_analysis_ of processes of consdousness. · Most of the discussion 
about consciousness ·and ideology revolves around a scenario with 
two stages. In �e A, _t���S real Q�.t...00J.:1trol the 
mechanisms tHat..fu.r.m..OOllSCiousn.es.s ... �l:hey have cultural "hege­
mony," in Gramsci's phrase. In stage B, by some process or other, 
the majority acquire a true consciousness of their self-interest. 
The veils are liftea;-i:11eofcfsystem-oollapseS,·-o;-·rs-re1'0rmed. 
There seems to have been.�ielat'tveIY-Iittte'-cte5a�bout the 
possibility that the very same people who created the old veils 
might construct new ones. But surely this is not all that implaus­
ible. Surely this is one way we can describe much of past history, 
and indeed is one way we do so describe it. 

Furthermore, the most obvious technique for the holders of 
current power to construct new veils would be to take the lead 
themselves in destroying the old system in the name of construct­
ing the new. I believe this is what happened in the so-called 
transition from feudalism to capitalism, although I know this is a 
controversial position.20 If, however, this is acknowledged to be a 
structural possibility, then our attention must inevitably shift from 
the ostensible political foreground of the struggle between anti­
systemic movements and the def enders of the existing system to a 
close look at the history, nature, probable trajectories, and inter­
nal struggles of the antisystemic movements themselves. 

Before turning to this issue, let us discuss the third query -
which alternative future is more desirable? In fact, the modern 
educational system everywhere in the world preaches on the 
surface the �a}�e�_of a de�cr�t�, _egaJit<i;!!l!!lJAL?rld. It s_ee�s 
alm<;>st gratmtous toCfJeniI its virtues. And yet, this preaching is 
done with such clear and obvious smirking that it is in fact 
necessary to talk on occasion about these moral fundamentals. 

The arguments for the inevitabili.!X...oL.sodal-hierareh:y"aerive 
either from the irredm:ibility-oil1uman different.§!§_�Q.tlle people "=:":-�? 
are always more ifftelttgerrnr-morecompetent than others) .., 
and/or from::.�-�-.��!:�-�-��!l..2..LSQQr�U!!�����.2,f _�Q_�E!Pk�-llID:..�, .. 5 
cesse�-�oordinatlon m · t��!�q."'!i!}EJL!&��r��J'.: . .J� seems to me · 

-----......... ..__..._...,..,,,...,�rnc•f'--"":,.. 

20 Immanuel Wallerstein "Economic Theories and Historical Disparities of Develop­
ment," in Eighth International History Congress, Budapest 1982, J. Kocka and G. Ranki, 
eds., B.I.: ��P.!l���:!�d�est:�:,�.Ei .. Ki�_j 
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that the case is weak on both counts. No doubt there are hum_�J;l 
differentials, and one might even assume that they. contain ·a 
biological component resistent to (perhaps even inaccessible to) 
social determination. But how significant are they? And would 
they necessarily imply negative consequences for a polity 
organized in a truly democratic fashion? And even if they have 
been significant in the past, is not the impact of technological and 
educational advance such as to reduce their significance? Finally, 
even if there remained some residual impact on collective 
decision-making, are there not social mechanisms (for example, 
structuring delays into decision-making processes to leave more 
time for collective analysis and reflection) that might reduce the 
impact still further? I do not propose to write here the disquisition 
that would answer these queries; merely to pose them, however, 
indicates, it seems to me, that the spokesmen for the inevitability 
of hierarchy based on the irreducibility of human differentials 
have a difficult case to demonstrate. 

There is then the second argument against the possibility of an 
egalitarian world: complexity requires coordination which implies 
hierarchy. Here the argument is usually an empirical one. It has 
always been thus; ergo, it must aways be thus. But this kind of 
assessment seems to me to underplay (indeed ignore) the 
incredible amount of human collective ingenuity that exists, also a 
lesson to be drawn from past history. We have been inventing 
institutional structures for at least 10,000 years, and the later ones 
always were unpredicted in the earlier stages. Human sociability is 
too young as a biological phenomenon for us to announce grandly 
that complexity can only be coordinated via hierarchy. We know 
on a small scale this is not necessarily the case. And the technical 
difficulties of complex information-gathering, storage, and retrie­
val are in the process of being enormously simplified these days. 
Here I make appeal to our knowledge of biological adaptation to 
assert that it is impossible to rule out that we can create an 
historical system that is both complex and egalitarian. 

Having engaged in this elementary, perhaps simplistic, but 
nonetheless necessary exercise in arguing the possibility of an 
egalitarian world, I must then add my moral assertion of its 
desirability, on the very simple grounds that inequality not only 
hurts the obvious victims, the oppressed, but hurts as well (if not 

I 
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to ah even greater degree) its immediate beneficiaries, by 
depriving the latter of their human wholeness and their possibli­
ties of self-reali;zation. Privilege is a barr!��fiUment, 
forcing its holders int� actiVIBE"��JlQ.lQ!b.,_en�dst:..e:hoose 
and constraining ..th!.!!31!�m.atill.es.�-.. .i\h<ra-ham·timmw-sai:d it 
quite simply�__'..'.b.LLwoukl.--11et--be·-'ft-sla¥ers0--I-we-tH0--net--he-fi" 
m_ester .::_ _________ _ 

All that I have written is but a prelude to the important 
question: if we have a real historical choice before us at this time, 
and we also have a reason to prefer one alternative to the other, 
how can we arrive at the preferred social choice? I must start by 
saying that I cannot give a good answer to that question, nor can 
any other individual. It is not a matter of mere individual insight, 
but of sociaJ praxis socially arrived at. The locus of this social 
praxis, it seems to me, lies more in the arena of the antisystemic 
movements (broadly defined) than in the state mechanisms, the 
economic area strictosensu, or the cultural-ideological sphere. 

It is a matter of envisaging the overall framework of a tran­
sition, which might be posed as a choice between a controlled 
reconstruction or a looser, . less structured disintegration. One of 
the strongest and perhaps least useful heritages of the Enlighten­
ment is the feeling that since change�_possible, it is only possible 
or optimally possible tbrotlkh rational sOC@'pTann"""m:g�-have 
had planned social change ad nauseam, from Jeremy Bentham to 
the Bolsheviks. Ancl...�I!§!!!t�J!ID'.�Jl�__kss...than�-l:i-appy. Our 
rationality has involved ?a.t.ionalizat:ierr;-bol1YifiWe6er'S-S-e-nse and 
in Freud's sen�.:W�J1ay.e.llad'"the�wer.st-e�€ae&-sense: the Iron 
Cage and Jli$.�s_el�-:.1<;£�E.ti?.!!: �.!'�!'P.fil?.t it is time to experiment 
seriously with alternatives. · · 

Perhaps we.�should deconstruct without the erection of struc­
tures to deco�tri'ict1 'wliicli"lU.m'out'"'tO'b"e-"Sttu:cture&-te-t0ntinue 
the old in ··i:ti.-;; · g�i�� -�f --the°"''iiejV:�'pii.haps�we -s'.gould have 
movements that mobilize and experimentbut not movements that 
seek �rooperafEwTtnTntli;-pow�r structures of �m_rtiey 
are t;Y!n1(�d:·un:���:·Perlrn:p�w�-"S'lrdtiltl�upf0tnilto an uncertain 
future, trying merely to remember in which direction we are 
going. Perhaps .we should�c:.oru;tarucy_.ree.valuate whether in fact 
what we are doing is de��on���-�5!!.P.Z,.!�.-�arian system or 
reinfor,rjm3:�.:.,!�'! this will seem both vague anCfruu�t? our 
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hardheaded�zational biase�,2.f the past 100 years have n�.t 
been all that successiUT-:--·-"""".'·-�... · 

.· . . - _ · . · 

What is least clear is the r..e!_e of the multi_�ivilizations in this 
process of deconstructing. s� no�more interest in 
re-creating the world-empires of yesteryear· than in refurbishing 
the universalizing_ domination of a capitalist civilizatiOnr-These 
multiple civilizatiQ;;:�bowevcr:-are fudeed the-foci of important 
antisystemic_m.ffile-fflen�-��@€���� rapidly in 
their wake._. than with�-Indeed, can we deconstruct 
without the�?--l"Clo-libt it. In any case, a new social praxis must 
clearly be built out of a family of movements that encompasses the 
wisdom and the interests of all sectors t�!}�.ave been put down 
and marginalized in our present system. An liichlsive-funily of 
movements"lifiirnofonrfoeiilimeficai1y-s1for1gerTirwm also have 
the great advatl'.�.::Qf::.�ri�J;!J;@.}�rj�!iQ!l. and hence .of 
increasing the likelihood,,gfpj��03;.�jng.c..on:�tt�ths. 

It will norbeeasyTonuild such !..&Wl!x..2.t.:mQ�1ents, and �he 
opposition will be fierce. Norbert Elias ends his book with a 
citation from Holbach: "Ia civilisation . . .  n'est pas encore ter­
minee."2 1 Indeed not, and the obstacles seem to me great indeed. 
But I take heart from this conclusion of Prigogine and Stengers: 
The ways of nature cannot be foreseen with certainty. The elements of accident 
therein cannot be eliminated, and it is far more decisive than Aristotle himself 
understood. Bifu.u:.!\!!!!g_nru;!!!!.. is that in which small differences and insignifi­
cant fluctuations can, _provided ibefciii:lirln�umstances, spread 
out thi>Qugh.tb��wli'QJe.s.Y.�m-an'cTbnngliUo"IJeing a new mode of functioning.22 

� .............. ___ ___ -------......_._...,__� 
The circumstances seem to me opportune. Let us encou.rage by 

our actions this bifurcating process and let us try to engender a 
new mo0e-Of'fiiiiction1ng}n""Which the distin£.ti,Qo.,,benveen civili­
za tio��!�giJ1afrana�·cfufut.1011s..fPlu.i;a.�..;l�ag:6'r-has--a social 
relevance. 

__ .......... -,, .. � . .,.. 

! 

21 Norbert Elias, The Civilizing Process, Vol. II: Power and Civility. New York: Pantheon, ' . . 

1982, p. 333. 
22 Prigogine and Stengers, La nouvelle alliance, p. 271 .  '( 



15 .,.. The renewed concern with 
civilization(s ? )  

Civilization is not a term widely used in the literature of the social 
sciences. I doubt that you would find it in very many sociology 
textbooks, I'm sure you'd not find it in any economics textbooks, 
and probably in no political science textbook. The concept was in 
favor in some pre- 1914 anthropology, where it appeared at the 
end term of a presumed evolutionary sequence: savagery to 
barbarism to civilization. In that usage, civilization was the name 
for "us," and its usage was in the singular mode. But that kind of 
grand-sweep anthropology has more or less disappeared, 
although it reemerges from time to time in new clothing. 
Nineteenth-century historians sometimes used the term but in the 
twentieth century its use has been largely restricted to the grand 
comparativists (who were often simultaneously doomsayers) like 
Spengler and Toynbee. However celebrated, these authors were 
distinctly marginal to the profession of history. Civilization has 
thrived as a term only in the bastard field of Orientalism, which 
came to be defined precisely as the study of other "civilizations" 
(there used in the plural), such as China, India, the Ottomans, the 
Arab-Islamic world (and analogoui;ly classical Antiquity). Orien­
talism is in poor repute these days, although it still has its 
advocates. All in all, however, the social sciences have been averse 
to talking about civilization, either in the singular or in the 
plural. 1  

1 I have discussed the significance of the distinction between talking of civilization i n  the 
singular or in the plural in "The Modem World-System as a Civilization," chapter 14. 
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Yet here we are in 1987 holding a Thematic Session of the 
American Sociological Association on the rise and fall of this 
conceptual stepchild, civilizati�n(s). What is going on? I� thereal 
world, it is clear that there are two principal phenomena that 
account for this renewed concern with the. concept. On the one 
hand, once again there are serious doubts, especially in the 

,/wealthier zones of the world-system, about the Lq�yili!hlli!Y,�of 
�'r progress.,JlmLthe-desirabiHty-o-f·1ts-·pfincipaI-·-nrodern lodestar, 
\.. te.chn.alo.g.i.c.al.adllance. 

Progress,::flS-We--knG-W;-emerged--as-t:he-great moral desideratum 
of the Enligh,�,T�.gfJbe...eig:hooeB� and became the 
official QQg}E;�.2,fJlJ£ ... 1V�e.��cu:ld-in...tb.e...b.eyday of British 
hegemoiu.�.!he .�J>!.1$!;-D..�J.�m�in.ibe.mi�oth century. It 
was subsequently subjected to serious skeptical reassessment, first 
in the fin de siecle questioning of the pervasiveness of human 
rationality, then in the gloom of the 1930s about the spread of 
fascist ideas, and finally in the widespread fears of the deterior­
ation of the world environment in the 1970s. It is no accident / that each of these reassessments o{;rno;.e@..-dtrrlirg·"'Kmfdratieff 

£..; B-phases and each occurred primarily in the core countries of the 
(. capintli��eeooe�-�·�-----·'"-·�� 

If the doubts about progress are stronger today than pre­
viously, it is because, in addition to the Kondratieff downturn 
(after all, B-phases are normally followed by A-phases), there is a 
second. consideration, one of fundam�[!t!!Lg�9-P.9lit.�al change. 
The exp�ign..0£.Eµrope, which went on essentially unchecked 
from the sixteenth to the twentieth centuries, has now been 

/ re:���� : .. �e .�!�. liy.i,p...g:lb-��ru?Ji!�.S.�E..t...·e· .2L_tI::Xl:!i!li World and / ine cultufa1.g�g.lwnza.t1on.,of.tM.w.o.�te.m....I.h�§��cess may 
< be slower than some wish (and faster than others wish), but it 

seems quite inexorable. 
Faced with a conjunctural, Kondratieff downturn and a struc­

tural reversal of the expansion of Europe, the Western world (for 
it is their intellectual ideas which .hav._�J.?��.n.-�.dJn question) is 
trying to understaiia-tiiisiiew,�st� of things, no doubt hoping 
that the social changes it implies will turn out to be less unsettling 
than many fear. Hence the social scientists of Western countries 
have turned in recent years to dabbling in an historically ground­
ed macrosociology which, however feeble, at least is concerned 

I '  i 
I i 
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with explaining this g'!!�zlffig_,a,od.a.nxiety..::pro.d.uci.ng. transforma­
" "tion of the r.t:al..wtJ"rltl-. 

Still, �-; have only been dabbling in historically grounded 
macrosodology. We have not collectively been taking it very 
seriously, because we are afraid. To take seriously the subject of 
the rise and fall of civilization means to open up a debate about 
two of the long-accepted premises of Western science: universal-
ism an�tf-r- · .,........_ . ....,,,,� ... --��-.,,,._,,,�, 

Universalism is dear to the Western heart. It finds its roots in 
the three great monotheistic religions -Jud�ism, Christianity, and 
Islam. It was nourished bx_!!!�-B���tonian paradigm of 
science, and it received its ultimate philosophical imprimatur 
during the Enlighten�t. Universalism has a simple enough 
premise. 'It l;'! that human behavior is subject to general laws that 
can be discovere<t a��e!k.�t�J�-iE::��,!?6able form and which 
apply across •'(ifne and space. This is presilifiabJii a general 
scieitttHe-�fsI:@P.Ii��r:tq:!h£J:rn.�.,.a£ooa:- 'I'Ilirrllesis has 
been challenged from the outset, in a sort of rearguard way, in the 
name of humanist values. ThiLhmn..anis.Lc�ied the 
existence of� laws governfng human behavior q_iJ.-the grounds 
that huma:Q ... l:!dngs_ai£6oili .. s.eiifient:iifiCl-:".c0nscf017s and therefore 
nqt_§.l!b.ject�-t·<'MTlechanieal··laws. Human beings, the humanists 
have argued, h���f!:�«:.�-��-���-�h,��o�e �S�.!� .. .!'�X�_Qiat science 
canno..! • .P!�Qi£tJ!:J§ consequently pomtless, even counterproduc­
tive, to search for such laws. In .. this..vi€.w, .. all .. pa.r1iU!1i!rJ2�haYi2d§ 
said to be-idios-yner-atie:"�' 

This so-called idiographic-nomothetic debate is more than a 
century old. What is new today is that universalism is being 
challenged from within science, and on, scientific grounds. Classi­
cal dynamics, tliafls'Newtolf:la:npllyili:s, is based on the calcula­
tion of linear trajectories which were said to be lawful, 
determined, and reversible (that i!l, atemporal). Contemporary 
science has, however, discovered to its surprise that "such a 
description is not valid in general . . .  [and that] 'most' dynamic 
systems behave in a quite unstable way."�i:nsiG--r-a-ru:hmmess 
and intrinsic irreversibili�_""°(m: ... tlu!l-->frrrow�crr·-fime) are being 
discovered tk>•"Be.:tn1J:-Oasiii;,£physicahJrtle'f�·' 

2 llya Prigogine and l�abelle StengerS: O;de;O�;��fCh-;� New York: Bantam, 1984, p. 263. 
\. / 
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Instead of linearity and equilibrium, scientfats are saying today 
that systems move away from equilibrium states and t_hat, when 
they do, bifurcation replaces linearity, a bifurcation being defined 
simply as 'n'ffie-:·appearance of a ne�--�-ori!'!!9Il0f1ne equa�cms for 
some efitieal--vahI�3---Biffil_�ati"QWJ:.,.j,rri_p!y. ele!E�s which an� 
deteflninisticofil�-betweeu bifurcation .. pt!in.ts. As the bifurcation 
points are ap_g���-{:]1._ed,.�£1.uGtuations_P-l�r..��n.aI r.Qle,"4. and 
there are constant innovatio�3nd_ID.!!ll1Jions . . 

Thus;aillie' verfinciment that physical scientists are saying that 
"bifurcation introduces history into physics and chemistry ,"5 and 
that "there can be no end to history,"6 at this moment when 
physical scientists are experiencing a "profound change in the 
scientific concept of nature,"7 many social scientists are still 
clinging to their versions of universalism and linearity, derived 
from an older view of physical science. The implications for social 
decision-making are obviously even more immediate and more 
threatening of established interests than .the implications for 
engineering and technology. 

· · 

This is what the renewed interest in civilizations is about. The 
concept of civilization (singular) is a Newtonian idea. The concept 
of civilizations (plural) is consonant with ah understanding that 
order emerges from chaos, that chaos is itself creative. I have used 
the phrase "is consonant with" deliberately. This is because the 
concept of civilizations (plural) has had other connotations in the 
past which we must clear away if we are to find it relevant for our 
understanding of human complexity today. 

The idea that there have been multiple civilizations has long 

) 
be�n tied to

_ 
a

.
cyclical chronosophy.8 Civilizations ris� and ci�ili­

zat10ns fall, It is argued. They are presumed to do this followmg 
, some kind of stan_91!.& fo�at. Here, under the pretense of r cultivating a partfuularist-..view-g£ . .th�e find a hidden 

universaJjsm. _lL.is.... . . me.rely-. ..a... .. univ..ers.aJ.!§1!_1 without progress -

. 
probably ... the .war-st kind. There are fortunately not too many 

3 II ya Prigogine, From Being to Becoming, San Francisco: Freeman, 1980, p. 105. 
4 Ibid., p. 106. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid., p. 1 28. 
7 Prigogine and Stengers, Order Out of Chaos, p. 312. 
8 On chronosophies, see K. Pomian, "The Secular Evolution of the Concept of Cycles," 

Review, II, 4, Spring 1979, 563-646. 
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advocates any longer of this particular usage of civilizations 
(plural). 

There is, how�ve� derived notion which is logically very 
similar and which is still popular. It iS'Wflat I would call the 
"decline and fall" thesis. The great civilizations "decline and fall" 
and, when they do, are overwhelmed by the barbarians.9 This is 
nourished directly by il'ie-westefff-�X'perien-ee-6·f-t:h6. fall of the 
Roman Empire and the invasions of Europe by so-called barbar­
ian tribes. The leitmotiv of this theorizing is cultural pessimism, 
and the message is that, once the American empire has declined, 
the world will go to pieces. Today, we are even getting movies on 
this theme, albeit Quebecois in origin and sardonic in style. But of 
course, if the scientific model of birfurcating tells us anything, it 
tells us that we cannot predict that the outcome will be a 
pessimistic one. 

Finally, the concept of civilizations (plural) can dissolve into a 
sort of mindless c�aLpluFalisn:r:-IitIITr@tty'J:ras invented many 
versions of socia�.e--is...,.n('.)··way-·of·�crrrft'paring them 
morally or e_valuatmg .��..m.hi.s.tor.ic;;ally,-We-simp1y have to accept 
the reality of-pasfiina futur�.Y£triatkw...This is a sort of___ultimate 
abandonm��,!'rai'l�ajrt,y ...... a. .. game-l..:f�i::Oil�ot;.::.ready to 
pl� . . 

ls there then a more viable conce.P!.9f QY.j]zations (plural), one 
which will help tffiii.ourmterpretation �f human history? I think 
there is. 

I would start by making..9-.diatinc.tic.m.-bet�an historical 
system and a 5!.Yilizat-i:on"";'·":itff�'historical system refers to an 
empirical refifrty. The Tang dynasty in China or the Roman 
Empire ·or-th� Mughal e�_pi_re_ we� his.toricaL!!.�J.l1S. A civili­
zation refers to a co�orary claim about the p�_st in terms of its 
use in thep..f�ft!f.W.Jw;iit'YJf��§£ara1eiiess�rights., 

Chinese civilization, Western civilizat100,Indian civilization are 
such contemporary claims, The��-daims-0.e""ftoeh-av€tolJ·e'"based 
exclusively �piriwtl-data. These claims are in any 
case based on,£,@t©-mporary--eheiG@-s-about-historical boundaries 
of inclusion. ,tlllP�reD.tly, neither Chinese "civilization" nor 

9 See the debate on "Civilizations and Their Declines," between Johan Galtung, Tore 
- Reistad, and Erik Rudeng on the one hand and Samir Amin on the other in Review, IV, 

l, Summer 1980. 
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Indian "civilization" lays claim to a direct heritage from Cent�al 
Asia but Western "Civilization" lays claim to a direct heritage from 
Greece and, perhaps even from ancient Israel. TJ;i� reasons for 
such claimef cannot be loc���g)n vt,ha.th:aP.P-e.o.e.d..ii!'.!epasCout in 
whaLi.L�a.P.P�·!ii�g--iJi--��� pr_es.ent.....'.f-hese claims about historical / boundaries of inclusion ��Y..?!...��Bj-��.J_g_§§pJficaTv'ttifu:ation, L7 except �� curre]}.tisleology�Btudying the situation in the past will 

t.-, not throw light on the validity of regarding certain prior time­
( place structures as part of the "heritage" of a contemporary 

group. This is because a cultural heritage is non-material and can 
(0 5be appropriaiM by multiple:iIQ.\ip§.'"TI c�fiDe""'appropriated by 

whoevei· wishes to appro.rr!';ltd1..JnQ�--:------
civmzat1.ons -11ave "not risen and fallen. R'!-_t_!iE�Q.�!£!:empires 

have come into existence, fl.ourished�-.and:declined. In some 
geographicaCzon�-s of ihe-woaci'(china is an excellent example), 
there have been successive world-empires with overlapping geo­
physical coordinates:l.:afer worlO.-$,!!ipJ.reilia�often (not alw�ys) 

, laid claim. t9 a '�Cl_Vilization�t�hf�tiJ..�_gt.J...,QgSed On a certain degree 
L.--. . of ctµtural continuity. 

The form of continuity can be varied : for example, that of 
language':<>! of relfgiO'i-i;or.oTWeft;;;;;;auung, or of food habits. It · 

is never perfecfand sometimes-1.he��orC:ontinuity can 
be quite...straine,P,.-Take-·the'·tift:K'octween-·ihe-·contemporary U.S.  
and Greece of the fourth century BC and reflect upon the degree 
of closeness of language, religion, Weltanschauung, and food 
habits. There is 11o_c:l.9nb_t..somelinls.J2\!.t!!Ql1£.!htless . . . 

Let us therefore turn to our own historical system and see how 
the coi:_s_ep� _<:>f.cjviliz;;i,tio.n!), -�-�UJ.�b�umost useful to us. We have to 
remember that, as empiri�al. �C:e!i�Y�.Jb.�. c.apitalis.Lwodd-economy 
in its own process of expansion��tf..Q�d-�Qth.e.r.hi�Qti<;.�l systems. 
They_. . .ce!lsed �9 e?ti��- �s· .. sJsf�!Ils· �JJ1t;t1;:jnfiµs:p.,ce-.r.@mained as 
civilizational claims, that is, as claims in the present within the 
existing · h1siOriCaI-::SysffnF'alJ'ouT"ln�rirage;-separateness, rights. 
They are as valid as they are asserted effectively. When we say 
there has been an Arab ba'ath, renaissance, it means that some 
large group of persons are claiming to be "Arabs" .�thin the 

,/'modern world-system and�the1:e£orn,ai;:e,_f!1l.ttin�d political 
'-7 demandsin. cultural clothing. Can Christians as well as Moslems 
f... be Arabs? Are Mauritanians Arabs? There is no way of answering 

:i. ' '.£ 

' . .. , ·�.· 
·-�·: , . .... 
': ._: .. _··.;···' '· · 

J . ;. 
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. Renewed concern with civilizations(s)(. 23;·-.) 
this except in terms of contemporary ideology. Today Se�-ha.i:ait"/ 
Jews fri Israel arenofi\raos. Torrmrrow·thertould be, however 
far-fetched this lllay seem now. These are neither moral questions 
nor factual ones; ��.E!:t1E���l'.,E�!i£�Questions. 

We know two things principally about our existing capitalist 
world�economy. One, it �-

apP_�.�aching �E.££��!.�m point. And 
two, one of the elements ofth1s process 1s what;J_�y<;_.9,ll/.>d Jhe 
culturaj_decolonization-.ef··t:he··world-&y-srep;i.;'t"he latter is mani-:_ . .. ··:· fested in two ways: political renaissance of civilizational claims, -�· _,. 

and concerns aLhistorical sociat:::s.ciciltt.sfswTtn.concepts like 
"civiliza.ti..au.." ·�"-····-.. -, .. .... 

The · prQ£��§.. of_ . .b.ifm:.r..a.ti.on...is....gging forward. Its results are 
unpredictable. That does not mean that they are unamenable to 
human decision-making. Quite the contrary. Because the con­
straints of determined outcofne are lifted in situations of bifurca­
tion, even small changes of the input can create great changes of 
the output:-q;{:) .. tJ::an,sJJt,WJ;hat.int:o·-evt!ryday language: it is now that 
it really matters what we do collectively. There is real historical 
choice precisely because the�BL9���.�j§ •. fil:.Q£h�,gf�:i��[iiiiu:'.J.Ui�ai.·:--

We maffllereIOre:--snoufd therefore, pursue our desired objec­
tives, our fulfillment of human potential as we can imagine it. To 
do this well, we must draw upon the widest range of options. 
Civilizational claims widen-our range of options, provided that 
they are d"O'hl'!'itnl'i"e_.spfrit of Senghor's "rendez-vous du donner 
et du recevoir." The decline of the West, the decline of the 
American empire, the decline of capitalism - however we wish to 
word it - are not occasign§J9.I-�c..IJ.ltu..xaLP.��i.tuit.:rn�.;But they are 
eq�ally not occ�sions��for cultural optimism. They offer the 
possibility - but only th��p.ossibilicy •. -..ot:ueating a new and better 
histori,c_al sY,�!���.PJ:9Yi.ded..2(,e judge well (with care, with imagina- .. ,._., __ 

tion, with courage). Studyi�g __ .���-:,<?J?�_!}!t!.2.�s of past historical -:.:' 
systems w:.ith�:t!.Uh� distortinglens of linear unlVe'rSali.Smmay well 
be an essentiafele:mf�g'gie:-----·---,�·-.. ·-� .... 

�---
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