
Chapter Two

The Human Civilizational Project

All human civilizations have told stories about themselves –about their origin, development, and future prospects. These stories almost always have some basis in fact, but they serve first and foremost to provide a framework of meaning in the context of which the members of that civilization can make sense out of their current situation. For the earliest human societies these stories were, for the most part, epics which told the story of the people through the exemplary stories of its greatest heroes. Thus the Epic of Gilgamesh, the Iliad and the Odyssey. Later, epic histories gave way to salvation histories which recounted God’s work of redemption or and/or humanity’s ascent to enlightenment –works such as the Exodus narratives, or the Mahabharata and the Ramayana, the Gospels, Augustine’s City of God, Dante’s Commedia, or, on the very edge of modernity, Milton’s Paradise Lost.
Modernity claims to have transcended such story telling and to have replaced it with a scientific history of the human civilizational project. And there is more than a grain of truth to this claim. The techniques of modern historical scholarship can, indeed, ascertain what actually happened in a way that older narrative genres did not even attempt to do. And analyzing what happened by abstracting from particulars to broad sociohistorical structures is different from merely telling a story. And yet the result of this work remains, whatever else it might be, a story about modernity –its origins, development, and future prospects— a story to which members of modern civilization can turn in order to make sense out of their current situation, every bit as much as the Epic of Gilgamesh or the Ramayana. And to the extent that people buy into that story and see themselves as part of it, the modern project is legitimated and sustained.

This much, of course, is now a commonplace of postmodernist critiques of modern “grand narratives.” In the previous chapter we have, however, suggested a critique of the modern project which runs much deeper than postmodernism, a critique which, while acknowledging the rootedness of our ideas in definite social structures and their the powerful role in legitimating social interests, avoids the radical relativism of the postmodernists and suggests that while there may be no “final theory” and that while no story can encompass the rich complexity of the truth, there are better theories and worse, and better stories and worse, both from the standpoint of their capacity to explain reality and from the standpoint of the way in which they order human action. We have also argued that if humanity is to overcome the current crisis we need a new theory (which we began to sketch out in the last chapter) and a new story which can inspire and legitimate a new civilizational ideal. Here we will subject the modernist grand narrative to critical scrutiny from the standpoint of the theoretical framework elaborated in the previous chapter. We will then suggest an alternative account of human history which, we believe, has both greater explanatory power and a greater ability to inspire action to address the current crisis. 
If what follows –both our account of the modernist narrative and our alternative reading of history in the light of a dialectical sociology and a Convivencia theology—reads a bit like a condensed course in world history that is because it is in two very specific senses. First, methodologically, I became aware of many of these issues when called on to teach a course in Western Civilization to a predominantly Diné (Navajo) student body at the University of New Mexico – Gallup in the years between 2001 and 2006. In the process I was forced to subject to critical scrutiny the whole concept of the “West” and the self-understanding embodied in the Western Civilization course, a self-understanding which is reflected in even the best textbooks and anthologies. It is this self-understanding which we have set forth in our account of the modernist narrative. Second, our aim in presenting an alternative narrative is not to write a complete scholarly history of the world –something which would surely require a multivolume work—but rather to present something comparable to the narrative we have criticized, but more adequate, both from the standpoint of its explanatory power and the way it orders human action. 
The Modernist Narrative
What, exactly, is the modernist historical narrative? It resides, as much as anything, in a certain periodization or cluster of alternative periodizations and in the way certain critical breakthroughs are theorized. The first of these breakthroughs is the development, on the part of a group of hominids, of the capacity to make tools and thus subdue their environment. This breakthrough is understood as itself just a random, spontaneous variation in behavior. For thousands and thousands of years it capacity amounts to nothing more than an ability to compensate for the fact that these hominids are neither fast breeders nor very strong or very fast and that they do not have claws or fangs or other “built-in” weapons which might make them more effective hunters. Eventually, however, human beings learn how to domesticate plants and animals –the second breakthrough-- subduing them and ordering them to human ends. The resulting increase in the social surplus product makes it possible for humans to begin building permanent settlements around which they completely reorganize the pre-existing ecosystem.

The third breakthrough is the development of urban settlements with writing, something which occurs around 3000 BCE in Mesopotamia and shortly thereafter in the Nile Valley, the Indus Valley and the Huang He (Yellow River) Valley. This is understood as the product of some combination of demographic pressure, technological innovation (agriculture and metallurgy), increased trade, and the emergence of conquest as a strategy for economic development. 

The fourth breakthrough is what is generally called the “Axial Age,” the period between 800-200 BCE which witnessed the development of mathematics and natural philosophy as well as humanity’s root salvation religions –Judaism, the Hinduism of the Upanishads, Buddhism, Confucianism, and Taoism (Jaspers 1953). Modernists, as we noted in the previous chapter, read the Axial Age as fundamentally a step towards secularization, the beginning of the “great disembedding” of the individual from society, cosmos, and the divine (Taylor 2007: 146-158) which is completed only the in the modern world. The salvation religions are regarded as progressive because they involve an at least partially rationalized (systematized and abstract) content, because they recognize that there is something wrong in the world which needs to be changed, even if the solutions are often otherworldly, and because they encourage systematic rational activity towards an end (Weber 1921/1968). In the older, more purely Eurocentric versions of this narrative this is, of course, the great “classical era” when humanity took the first steps towards democracy and towards the development of a scientific worldview and produced its first great humanistic works of art.

This brilliant period of rationality and creativity could not, however, be sustained. Liberal theory attributes this to the incomplete character of the disembedding –the people remained immersed in popular religious practices focused on the use of essentially magical means to realize innerworldly goods, historical materialism to the low level of development of the productive forces. Humanity collapsed back into a long period of darkness and superstition during which the salvation religions --apparently having expended their progressive potential— kept human beings from exercising their rational capacities and extending their control over their environment. In the West, this period is generally refereed to as the Middle Ages (“middle” between the enlightened ages of Classical Antiquity and Modernity), though many students are still taught in school to call the entire period between the collapse of the Roman Empire in the West and the “discovery” of the Americas the “Dark Ages.”

This period of superstition ends only when a small minority of intellectuals in the mercantile cities of Italy and the Low Countries rediscover the beauty of classical antiquity and when the Reformation breaks the hegemony of the Catholic Church, which had hitherto maintain a stranglehold on humanity which held back scientific and technological progress. The rediscovery of reason leads, in turn to the Scientific Revolution, as humanity finally begins to unlock the secrets of nature and, understanding how the universe works, learns to bring it under rational human control. The industrial revolution is essentially just the practical side of the scientific revolution, the first step in a systematic reorganization of the natural environment. The Enlightenment extends this process of rationalization into the social and philosophical realm, giving birth first to the democratic revolutions, which sweep away all that is old and superstitious and irrational and, eventually, to the social sciences, which open up the prospect of a rationally organized social structure which, making optimum use of human labor, will be able to carry out hitherto inconceivable civilizational feats. 

Liberal and socialist theory both put forward variants of this narrative, but reject none of its major features. At the level of social theory, historical materialism would, for example, put more emphasis on the way in which social structures (modes of production) occasionally became obstacles to further technological progress and either disintegrated or were swept away in revolutionary transformations. Later liberal theory (Hayek 1988), trying to distance itself from historical materialism, would put a bit more emphasis on the role of intellectual developments and might treat socialism as a replay of the old Asiatic empires. And in defining the modern ideal itself there are some nuanced differences. Liberalism has usually focused on humanity’s ascent to a mastery of nature which points ultimately to divinization by means of scientific and technological progress and socialism has usually focused on elevating humanity, through the medium of the party, to the status of Subject of the cosmohistorical process. But there are liberals who have focused on rational autonomy and democratic citizenship (a kind of subjectivity) and socialists who have understood socialism as primarily a means of unleashing the development of the productive forces. 
Where does this narrative end? That is one of the great divides of the present period. For a few, who still believe in it, it extends into a brilliant future in which humanity will, through genetic engineering, vastly extend its lifespan or even conquer death entirely (Wagar 1999) and will eventually give birth to still more complex and intelligent forms of organization, will bring the universe fully and completely under their mastery becoming, in effect divine. This is the case with transhumanists like Frank Tipler (Tipler 1994), who argue that the development of artificial intelligence will make it possible to “download” or fully emulate human consciousness and then load it onto microprobes which will then expand out into the universe, exploring and reorganizing, and eventually taking control of its evolution in such a way as the guarantee both the permanent survival and omnipotence and omniscience of life and intelligence. In the socialist version it leads to all this and more –a kind of collective transcendence of contingency in which the “social individual,” rationally autonomous and acting through noncoercive networks of cooperation beyond the party and the state, becomes fully and completely the Subject of the self-organizing cosmos, in such a way that the contradiction between existence and essence is resolved and humanity becomes –in the full Thomistic sense of the word—God.
Others –those who call themselves postmodernist— have recognized that this narrative, its scientific foundations notwithstanding, is simply one of many possible narratives that humanity has produced throughout its history, and seek to deconstruct or at least relativize it, thus undercutting its legitimating functions. Indeed, some, such as Taylor (Taylor 2007) define secularity as that point at which all narratives are “one among many.” 

The vast majority of people, however, I would like to suggest, are in neither camp. Rather, when they think about such things, wonder what has happened to the dreams of the past five centuries, the future promised in the science fiction narratives on which so many of us grew up. But few question the basic outlines of the modernist narrative. Whether as tragedy, comedy, or melodrama, it is still very much the story we tell about ourselves. And we must have a story.
What is Wrong with the Modernist Narrative?

From our point of view, however, it is not enough to say that the modernist narrative is “ideological,’ i.e. that it is at once the product of and a mechanism for reinforcing-- definite social interests. That, by itself, does not speak to its truth value one way or another. We have argued elsewhere (Mansueto 2002b, 2005) that the human intellect, however constrained by social location, can in fact aspire to at least a relative and partial objectivity. We must take seriously the claim of the modernist narrative to such objectivity, and evaluate it on its merits.

Let us say, first of all, that the modernist narrative does, in fact, point to an important truth: that of progress. We agree with the modernists, that humanity represents a real advance over merely animal life and that the human civilizational represents an ongoing dynamic of growth and development which adds to the complexity and organization of the universe, and thus represents a real value (Mansueto 1995, Mansueto and Mansueto 2005). The difficulty is not with the claim of progress, but with the modernist understanding of progress and of its relationship to humanity’s transcendental end.
This is apparent, first of all, in the modernist understanding of scientific and technological progress. Central to the modern ideal is the claim that by understanding how the world works we can subject it rational human control, gradually extending the sphere of human sovereignty. In reality, however, human civilization was dependent from the beginning on certain potentials latent in the physical and biological universe, potentials which we have not so much brought under our control as catalyzed and nurtured. Gradually, to be sure, this process becomes conscious. But throughout most of its history, science was understood as an attempt to understand the latent potentials of matter and technology as a way of tapping into and cultivating those potentials. Reducing science to mechanics and technology to industry, which breaks down existing forms of organization in order to release energy and do work is a modern mutation and one which, we will argue, may in the long run do more to undermine than to build up the complexity and organization of the universe.
This same misunderstanding of the nature of progress is reflected in modernist political economy. Liberal and socialist theory alike share the conviction that progress is best served when the principal resource allocator (be it the state or the market) has full access to the entire social surplus product and allocates that product in accord with rational norms. They simply differ regarding the nature of such an allocation and the best structural mechanism for ensuring it. Liberal theory favors the market and socialist theory the state, in part because the former understands rationality in terms of a purely quantitative growth and the latter in terms of a substantive development of creative capacity. In both cases, however, the expropriation of small producers (peasants, artisans, and the autonomous intelligentsia) is regarded as progressive, and both (capitalism in principle and socialism in practice) make the wage relation the principal means of organizing labor. We will argue, on the contrary, that the most progressive periods of human history have been characterized by structures which secured a high degree of autonomy for primary producers, which allowed them to retain a significant portion of the social surplus, and which favored persuasive over coercive means of surplus centralization. This will be reflected in a number of specific differences in historic analysis, e.g. regarding the origins of urbanization and the reasons for the industrial revolution. 
The modernist narrative also errs in confounding rationalization and secularization and in regarding the latter as a condition for democracy and progress. This is apparent in the modernist accounts of the Axial Age and the Scientific and Democratic Revolutions, of which, as we have suggested, we will give very different accounts. Indeed, we will suggest that the very concept of the secular is itself a lie, and conceals a very specific political-theological agenda: the modern ideal of divinization by means of innerworldly (scientific-technological and/or philosophical-political progress). 
Finally, the modernist narrative misunderstands the relationship between innerworldly progress and humanity’s transcendental end, and misrepresents the way in which this relationship was understood by the great spiritual civilizations of the Silk Road Era: Christendom, Dar-al-Islam and their Jewish subculture, the Buddhist civilizations of India and Southeast Asia, the Hindu civilization which supplanted Buddhism in India, the Confucian/Taoist/Buddhist civilization of China and the Confucian/Shinto/Buddhist civilization of Japan. On the one hand, we will argue, there is a fundamental ontological boundary, that between necessary and contingent Being, across which no innerworldly progress can carry us. At the same time, innerworldly progress, because it increases our degree of participation in Being, does have real spiritual significance. Modernity, by posing a false alternative between innerworldly civilizational progress and otherworldly spirituality, an ideal it falsely attributes to the civilizations of the Silk Road Era, fundamentally misleads humanity regarding its nature and destiny. It is this latter error, we will argue, that specifically condemned the socialist project, which did not so much misunderstand divinity (as did liberalism) and attempt to achieve a false godhood by means of scientific and technological progress, but actually proposed to pub humanity in the place of Esse as such, something which is ontologically impossible and which, the power of historical materialism as a social theory and the civilization building contributions of socialism notwithstanding, was doomed from the beginning. 
With this said, let us now try to formulate an alternative narrative of the human civilizational project –one with both greater explanatory power and greater promise as a guide to our future development.
Civilizational and Spiritualization
The Origins of Human Civilization

Emerging Humanity
Our story begins very differently than the modernist narrative, because it is rooted in a fundamentally different understanding of matter –i.e. as ordered to Being and thus to the development of complex organization. What we call the sapient
 form of matter emerges when organisms begin to create new forms of complex organization rather than merely reproducing the biological structures encoded in their genome. Specifically, this means the development of tools, the creation of organized social groups, and the development of semiotic capacities sufficiently complex to create within the human mind, and within the intersubjective reality of human culture, not merely images of the world around us, but also concepts which engage questions of meaning and value. Which of these developments came first, or whether, as we suspect, they came more or less all at once as part of a unified phase transition, we cannot say with certainty. 
The first stages of this "phase transition" are already visible to us in the behavior of various animal communities. There is significant evidence that dolphins and possibly even parrots have the capacity for symbolic communication. Canines and other carnivores have a highly developed band organization which permits them to cooperate effectively in hunting animals far larger than themselves. And subhuman primates, especially the chimpanzees, have demonstrated the capacity for organization at all three levels: the use of tools, the formation of organized bands, and use of symbolic communication. What makes human beings distinctive, rather, is our insistence on asking “why?” and on discovering, in answer to this question, ever more complex ends to pursue, ends which are ultimately finite and contingent reflections of the transcendent end which lures us ever onward.
For some reason, the nature of which remains obscure, sometime around 35,000 B.C.E. the rate of progress began to increase rapidly. There were only five major technological innovations between 4,000,000 and 100,000 B.C.E. and only three between 100,000 and 35,000 B.C.E. But there were 16.5 such innovations between 35,000 and 10,000 B.C.E., and 15.5 between 10,000 and 7,000 B.C.E. (Lenski 1982: 110). This is especially interesting in that 35,000 BCE also marks, very roughly, the point at which we begin to see rock art and cave paintings, phenomena which many scholars associate with the emergence of religious thought and thus engagement with fundamental questions (Heyd and Clegg 2005). While it is probably impossible to determine with any certainty the purpose of these paintings, this synchronicity suggests a deeply rooted association between the pursuit of wisdom and human progress generally.
Horticultural-Communitarian Societies
The most critical technological innovation in human history was, of course, the domestication of plants and animals. This process of domestication was not so much a triumph of human power over various plants and animals, which humans bent to their will, as it was a kind of symbiosis, which tapped into and extended the evolutionary dynamic which had led to the emergence of human beings in the first place. Recent research regarding both human evolution and the process of domestication has centered around the phenomenon of neoteny. Neoteny refers to the retention by a sexually mature organism of juvenile and even infantile physical and behavioral characteristics. Adult humans look like nothing so much as infant apes, just as domestic dogs resemble young wolves and domestic cattle the calves of their wild bovine ancestors. Neoteny apparently permits the extraordinarily rapid development of new, evolutionarily progressive, characteristics, in particular a loss of fear of new situations, and a tendency to abandon specialized ecological niches for generalist behavior, which it would otherwise take thousands of generations of intentional breeding or millions of generations of random selection to achieve. Many ecologists now believe that the existence of human settlements, with their tendency to clear away wild plants, and to accumulate piles of scrap food, in effect created a niche into which opportunistic members of various plant and animal species settled, and which created powerful forces which selected in favor of rapid neotenization (Budiansky 1992: 85-86). 
The domestication of plants and animals, and the emergence of the horticultural mode of production, was not, therefore, so much a triumph of human control over nature as it was a development within nature itself of a more complex mode of organization, and one that advanced the survival interests of all of the species involved. Horticulture was part of the self-organizing movement of the cosmos from less complex to more complex forms. It represents the emergence within the cosmos of organisms capable of grasping the latent potential of matter, and working matter in such a way as to release that latent potential.

Humans now established permanent settlements, characterized by an emerging division of labor. Growing surplus permitted an increasingly large part of the population to be relieved from the responsibility to produce food. Specialists in various crafts emerged, as well as a priestly stratum, which organized more complex productive activities, and engaged in protoscientific study of the motion of the sun and stars, the rising and falling of the tides and of rivers, and other aspects of the natural environment which bore on their people's survival. This was, in many ways, a remarkably productive period in human history. 

Before the agrarian revolution comparatively poor and illiterate communities had made an impressive series of contributions to man's progress. The two millennia immediately preceding 3,000 B.C. had witnessed discoveries in applied science that directly or indirectly affected the prosperity of millions of people and demonstrably furthered the biological welfare of our species by facilitating its multiplication. 
Among the discoveries of this period we should note 

artificial irrigation using canals and ditches; the plow, the harnessing of animal motive-power; the sail boat, wheeled vehicles; orchard husbandry; fermentation; the production and use of copper; bricks; the arch; glazing; the seal; and, in the earliest stages of the revolution --a solar calendar, writing, numerical notion and bronze (Childe 1951). 
This rapid development of human social capacities was facilitated by the emergence of new socioeconomic forms, the most important of which was the village community, which gradually displaced the clan and the tribe as the basic units of social organization. The domestication of plants and animals made possible the establishment of permanent settlements which usually, though not always, included people drawn from different clans. This in turn facilitated the development of inter-clan relationships based on something other than marriage. Sometimes these relationships grew out of collaboration in the clearing of fields or the construction of simple public works such as the irrigation systems or ritual centers. At other times it was the need to mobilize the able bodied adults of the village for warfare which catalyzed the emergence of inter-clan ties. In still other cases it was the religious cult itself which united members of different clans, as in the case of the various religious societies of the Hopi, Zuni, Keres, Tewa and Towa. Because of the role of the village community in organizing production, we call these societies communitarian. 

The village community was the effective owner of the land, which in most societies was parceled out to individual families for cultivation, and periodically redistributed in order to insure a rough equality. Collective labor was not uncommon, and woodlands and grazing land were generally used, as well as held, in common. Mandel has collected extensive documentation of this phenomenon (Mandel 1968:32-35).
There is widespread evidence that many if not most early horticultural communitarian societies were matrifocal if not matriarchal. This, at least, was the view taken by the first students of these societies –nineteenth century theorists such as Bachofen, Morgan, and Engels (Engels 1880/1940). After falling out of favor for some time, this “primary matriarchy thesis” was revived during the 1970s by feminist scholars (Giambutas 1974, Stone 1976) and has been the focus of intense controversy ever since. 

The evidence for the hypothesis is threefold. There is, first of all the archeological evidence. Giambutas, for example, based her claims largely on archeological evidence from sites such as Catal Huyuk in Anatolia and other sites in Southwest Asia and Southeastern Europe. These sights, Giambutas, argues, show relatively little evidence of weapons or fortifications. There are relatively few rich burials and these are as likely to be of women as of men. The most common images, she says, are of pregnant women or of women with exaggerated sexual features. Given the fact that in such societies images are generally made for religious purposes, we can conclude that these are, in fact, statues of goddesses of some kind. And since religious symbols reflect the structure of the society which produced them, this must mean that women were at the very least held in high regard. Indeed, given the paucity of male figures, we might even conclude that they ruled. 

Merlin Stone has extended this work by drawing extensively in ancient literary sources. These sources are of two types: mythic texts in which goddesses predominate and legends which speak directly of times and places where women ruled. The pivotal role of Goddesses in the myths of Bronze and early Iron Age peoples is well documented. On the one hand, in most such societies there is a well defined male high god: Anu among the Sumerians, Amon-Ra among the Egyptians, or Zeus among the Greeks. On the other hand, it is, often as not the goddesses who drive the action or, at the very least, serve as the principal teachers of advocates for humanity. The Mesopotamian Inanna and the Egyptian Au Set (which means "exceeding queen"), for example, seem to have functioned as authentic high gods, bearing titles such as "Great Goddess ... Queen of Heaven, Lady of the High Place, Celestial Ruler, Lady of the Universe, Sovereign of the Heavens ... (Stone 1976: 22). As Ishtar, Inanna was the Morning Star, and more generally the Goddess of the whole night sky. Au Set was the cosmic writer, whose pen directs the course of the world, librarian of the gods, a great physician and healer, and the one who established justice in the land (Daly 1984: 118, Stone 1976: 32). In the Epic of Gilgamesh, it is Ishtar who comforts humanity after the war god Enlil causes a great flood. 
What is the relevance of these myths, which come from Bronze Age civilizations, for our understanding of the Neolithic? We know that religious symbols reflect the structures of the societies which produced them. We also know that Bronze Age civilizations were overwhelmingly –if not entirely uniformly—patriarchal. The argument is that these myths must have originated in the near Neolithic past of the great Bronze Age civilizations, in a time when women ruled or were at least equal with men. 

There is also a whole complex of myths which record the displacement of the goddess by a male war god. Merlin Stone describes the incorporation of the Indo-European god Horus into the myths surrounding Isis.

Hor, (later known as Horus to the Greeks) was described in various texts as fighting a ritual combat with another male deity known as Set ... generally identified as the uncle of brother of Hor. The fight symbolized the conquest of Hor over Set...

In Sanskrit the word sat means to destroy by hewing to pieces ... It was Set who killed Osiris and cut his body into fourteen pieces. But it may be significant that the word Set is also defined as "queen" or "princess" in Egyptian. Au Set, known as Isis by the Greeks, is defined as "exceeding queen." In the myth of the combat Set tries to mate sexually with Horus; this is usually interpreted as being an insult. But the most primitive identity of the figure Set, who is also closely related to the serpent of darkness known as Zet, and often referred to by classical Greek writers as Typhon, the serpent of the Goddess Gaia, may once have been female ... perhaps related to Ua Zit, the Great Serpent, the Cobra Goddess of Neolithic times (Stone 1976: 89-90).

The final form of the myth of Isis and Osiris, in other words, actually encodes the defeat of the original form of Isis (Au Set or Ua Zit) by Horus, the sun god of the patriarchal Indo-European invaders who introduced kingship into Egypt.

Sometimes there is an explicit attempt to rationalize the displacement of the goddess in terms which might be acceptable to the peasantry. Inanna, for example, was said to have lost her royal scepter to Enki, who discovered how to build irrigation canals (Stone 1976: 83). In other cases the transition from a gynocentric to an androcentric pantheon is presented without much comment. In Hesiod, for example, it is Chasm or the Abyss –a vaguely female figure who is “first.” She gives birth to Gaia, who in turn gives birth to Ouranos, who becomes her lover. Gaia and Ouranos give birth to Kronos and Rhea, who in turn give birth to Zeus and Hera. We proceed, in other words, from a single female deity to a female/male pair in which the female has priority, to two male/female pairs, in the latter of which the female (Hera) has been reduced to clearly subordinate status. 
We see this same memory of a transition between mother-right and father-right recorded in the Orestaia, which wrestles with the contradictions between kinship relations, which seem to have been principally a concern of women, and to have been defended first and foremost by the female Furies, and the imperatives of the public arena of the polis, which was an exclusively male domain defended by Apollo. And the original statement of the settlement of this conflict, which was foundational for the identity of Athenian society, does not represent a total defeat for the Furies and the mother-right which they represent. On the contrary, Athena says to the Furies:

Thou art mine elder, wiser then than I.

Yet Zeus hath not denied me understanding.

Find out a new race, other soil; yet here

Your heart will be; I speak this for your warning.

The tide of Time shall for my people roll

With ever-mantling glory: thou shalt have

Thy mansion here hard by Erectheus’ house,

And men and women come with frequent pomp

And greater laud than the wide world can give. (Aeschylus. Eumenides 848-869)

The Furies are invited to share the land with Athena, in a subaltern role, perhaps, but with honor nonetheless, something which marks the enduring significance of the archaic matriarchal tradition they represent.

Finally, the cult of the goddess plays an important role in the development of philosophy. Plato situates two of his most important dialogues, the Republic and the Timaeus at festivals of the goddess, and wisdom, which philosophy serves, is increasingly personified as Sofia, the highest manifestation of the feminine dimension of God.
The legendary material is equally suggestive. Diodorus Siculus is typical in this regard. Writing of Egypt he says that

... it was ordained that the queen should have greater power than the king and that among private persons the wife should enjoy authority over the husband, husbands agreeing in the marriage contract that they will be obedient in all things to their wives (Diodorus Siculus in Stone 1976: 36).

Similarly in Ethiopia

All authority was vested in the women, who discharged every kind of public duty. The men looked after domestic affairs just as the women do among ourselves and did as they were told by their wives ... (Diodorus in Stone 1976: 35).

H.W.F. Saggs writes that "the status of women was certainly much higher in the early Sumerian city state than it subsequently became (Saggs in 1976: 39)." Heraclides Ponticus writes of the Lycians that "from of old they have been ruled by women (in Stone 1976: 46). Indeed, this seems to have been the pattern throughout the Mediterranean basin.

Among the Mediterraneans as a general rule society was built around the woman, even on the highest levels, where descent was in the female line. A man became king or chieftain only by formal marriage and his daughter, not his son succeeded so that the next chieftain was the youth who married his daughter ... Until the northerners arrived, religion and custom were dominated by the female principle (Seltman in Stone 1976: 47).

The Amazons of ancient lore may well have been communities of women who banded together to resist the new patriarchal order (Stone 1976: 46).

The comparative ethnographic evidence in support of the thesis is also compelling. A majority of such societies do, for example, have matrilineal kinship systems. This does not, to be sure, imply by itself, that women held power. But the fact is that in many, if not most, of the indigenous societies of the Americas the women also had effective control of the land, which was the principal resource. This is true, for example both of the Iroquois and of many of the Puebloan peoples, especially the Keres, the Hopi, and the Zuni. Among the Iroquois the women cultivated the land themselves; among some of the Puebloan groups the men cultivated it and were conceived of as laboring for their wife’s clan. While the official leaders of these societies were mostly male, there is some evidence that this may not always have been the case, or that official office may not correspond to effective power. Among the Iroquois the clan mothers stand behind the men when they sit in council and “advise” them. Among the Aztecs, one of the two highest officials –the chief priest-- was known as the “snake woman.” While always a man in historical times, the name suggests this office may once have been held by women. Given the fact that it corresponds to the role of cacique or “inside chief” among the Puebloan peoples, it is quite possible that many of the horticultural societies of Southwestern North American and Mexico may once have had female priestly rulers (Eggan 1973). 

What we do know is that these societies, while they were not without powerful male deities, also had goddesses who look suspiciously like the Mediterranean goddesses of wisdom and fertility. Thus, Spider Woman, the great goddess of Southwestern North America, is known in Keres as Sussistinako, or "thinking woman," "who thought outward into space and what she thought became reality (Tyler 1964: 89)." In Hopi she is known as Huruing Wuhti, or "hard beings woman," and is credited, in some accounts at least, both with creating the universe and with instructing humanity in the arts of civilization (Tyler 1964: 82ff). 
There is, in other words, very strong evidence to support the primary matriarchy thesis. There have, however, been some credible criticisms as well. This criticism has centered on the interpretation of purported goddess images and of the archeological evidence used to support the claim that Neolithic societies were peaceful and egalitarian. Much of this concerns the interpretation of the archeological evidence. Bryan Hayden, for example, charges that Giambutas in particular has been too liberal interpreting various symbols as evidence of Goddess worship.

These symbols encompass a wide range of phenomena, including: oblique parallel lines, horizontal parallel lines, vertical parallel lines, chevrons, lozenges, zigzags, wavy lines, meanders, circles, ovals, spirals, dots, crescents, U's, crosses, swirls, caterpillars, double axes, chrysalises, horns butterflies, birds, eggs, fish, rain, cows, dogs, does, stags, snakes, toads, turtles, hedgehogs, bees, bulls, bears, goats, pigs, pillars, and sexless linear or masked figures. One wonders what is left. Over 10 years ago, I drew attention to this deficiency in methodology (Hayden 1986) and to the fact that at least some of these forms are more generally associated with male deities (pillars, stags, bulls, snakes). Given this poor quality foundation of the basic data, it is difficult to take Gimbutas' subsequent claims very seriously (Hayden 1998). 

More important, Hayden points out, Giambutas ignores the most important image in the Neolithic societies of Southwestern Asia and Southeastern Europe: the bull, which is the image of masculine strength par excellence. 

Hayden also finds fault with the idea that Neolithic societies were peaceful and egalitarian. The Neolithic Pre-Pottery B Culture expanded, he notes, at the rate of one kilometer per year from the Near East towards Northwestern Europe –too fast a rate for the expansion to have been peaceful. The arrowheads found at such sites are of quality generally used only in warfare. And Giambutas’ claims notwithstanding, many sites have fortifications, weapons caches, mass killings (including human sacrifice), and burials rich in prestige goods (Hayden 1998). 
What are we to make of this debate? We should begin by pointing out that Hayden and the other critics of the primary matriarchy thesis are involved in some very significant obfuscation, even if this obfuscation has, in some measure been made possible by a lack of conceptual and terminological clarity on the part of the advocates of the thesis. Thus, while Giambutas may well claim images for the goddess which do not really belong to her, Hayden does the same. While there are, for example, obvious images of bulls in Neolithic art, there are also many images which could be bulls or could be, for example, a moon above the sun. And we know that even Goddesses –Isis for example—sometimes appeared in headdresses which could be described as horned. 

Second, while Giambutas and her associates may sometimes have suggested otherwise, the primary matriarchy thesis in no way requires that warfare or even human sacrifice were unknown. On the contrary, the very institution of the year king seems to presuppose both, together with an attempt to limit the gradually increasing importance of warfare as an economic strategy. Part of the difficulty here comes from the insistence that warfare and patriarchy were imported into Europe and the Mediterranean by Indo-European invaders at the beginning of the Bronze Age and imposed on peaceful indigenous societies of non-Indo-European stock. This seems to be a mistake. While it is likely that the Indo-Europeans, coming as they did from less favorable ecological niches would have been more inclined to opt for warfare and raiding as economic strategies, we would also expect that warfare would gradually have increased in Europe and the Mediterranean as the more favorable niches filled up and competition increased. Indeed, the fact that matriarchal communitarian societies eventually gave way to patriarchy and the tributary mode of production means that we should expect, at the end of the Neolithic, to see evidence of just precisely such a transition. 

The primary matriarchy thesis, in other words, has considerable merit. We cannot say with certainty that all Neolithic societies were once matriarchal or that that those that were peaceful and egalitarian; what we can say is that there is good reason to believe that women did exercise more authority in these societies than in others –and that later gynocentric myths must be interpreted in this light.

Participation in the village community, matriarchal or not, provided a basis in experience for grasping the universe as an organized totality. Day to day collaboration in the work of bearing and raising children, growing food and producing tools, building the complex social relationships necessary to carry out these tasks, and investigating the latent potential of the various forms of the material universe made the village quite literally a microcosm of the organizing process which constitutes the universe itself. Each of the tasks of daily life provided not only a window on, but an actual means of participating in, the work of the cosmos. 
Humanity's emerging vision of the universe as an organized totality was symbolized in countless different ways. Nearly all, however, reflected an ordering to wisdom and to fertility or generativity –and a conviction that these two principles were intimately bound together. It is increasingly the human rather than the plant or animal which provides the symbolism for representation of the divine. Ancestor worship becomes increasingly central, reflecting the enduring importance of kinship ties, but also a marked advanced in understanding kinship as a system of relationships among human beings. It is no doubt also from this period that the memory of "culture heros" derives --gods, demigods, or rulers who taught humanity the art of civilization: the Chinese Shen-nung for example (Chang 1963), the katchinas of the Hopi (Waters 1963) or the Greek Prometheus and the other Titans.
It is interesting to note that while most communitarian societies have some concept of a high god, their operative religious structure is radically polytheistic, with high gods, demiurges, gods of various natural phenomena, and culture heros all participating in important ways in the mythic cycles, and all sharing in the community's worship. As Durkheim suggests (1911/1965) the emerging concept of a high god probably reflects some sort of dawning awareness of other peoples, and thus of a social reality which transcends the tribe. The actual activity of organizing society, however, remains the work of the community as a whole. There is no warlord who alone organizes the society. To the extent that communitarian societies did worship a high deity, this deity was (as we have already suggested) more likely to be a goddess than a god. 
What does this tell us about the civilizational ideal of horticultural, communitarian societies? The universe is understood as in some sense the expression of an underlying, organizing principle, often symbolized as a divine creatrix. But it is also a collective process incorporating the diverse efforts of a variety of different kinds of beings. Organization is immanent to matter itself, just as the capacity to give birth to new life is immanent in the Great Mother who gives life to all, and does not require the intervention of an ordering power from on high. The hierarchization of the various deities under the mantle of the Great Mother is less a mark of their subordination to her than of their integration into an organized cosmic totality. The task of humans is, quite literally, to participate in the divine by means of their own creative activity, an activity which is centered first and foremost on understanding and nurturing the creative potentials of matter itself. Thus the link between wisdom and techne which is characteristic of these societies.
Urban Civilization
If we understand communitarian societies correctly, their dynamism naturally pointed beyond itself, to systems of villages grouped around ritual centers and eventually to cities, just as the largely oral wisdom traditions of communitarian societies point beyond themselves towards writing. It is just precisely this claim, however, which is contested by modern and postmodern theory alike. For modern social theory, civilization, understood in the narrower sense of urbanization and writing, are the product of some combination of demographic pressure, technological innovation, trade, and conquest. While it is generally regarded as a positive phenomenon, it is also regarded as a representing a sharp break with the relative egalitarianism of horticultural, communitarian societies, one marked by the emergence of stratification and even exploitation, depending on the particular strain of modern theory in question (liberal or socialist). Bryan Hadyn’s views are typical in this regard. 

Civilizations and even chiefdoms simply cannot and do not function in an egalitarian fashion. Hierarchical control is their defining feature and no amount of philosophical or idyllic reverie seems capable of changing this characteristic in the real world. The topic is too vast to deal with in detail here, but I know of no ethnographic or archaeological examples where any credible claim of a nonhierarchical chiefdom or state exists. In the European Neolithic, fortified sites were often at the top of local settlement hierarchies indicating at the very least the existence of political hierarchies, while their sheer size (up to 300 hectares) and complexity indicates centralized political control by elites (Scarre 1984: 242, 335; Milisauskas and Kruk 1989; Anthony 1995; Demoule and Perles 1993). On the basis of community sizes, settlement hierarchies, wealth discrepancies, and craft specializations, archaeologists do not hesitate to ascribe a chiefdom status to the most important Old European sites described by Gimbutas, and a state level of organization to the major centers on Minoan Crete. These are some of the most certain conclusions archaeologists have established in the past half-century. Describing Neolithic Old Europe as egalitarian and non-hierarchical is simply inconsistent with all the current ethnographic and archaeological data. For an archaeologist, maintaining that complex societies can develop without socioeconomic inequalities or hierarchies or hierarchies is on a par with arguing that the earth is flat or arguing that the world was created without the process of evolution (Hayden 1998).
Most accounts are also at pains to point out that writing was used, at least initially, larger to keep economic records, and had little to do with the pursuit of wisdom or other higher civilizational aims. 

Postmodern theory, both “secularist” and religious is even more critical, ultimately calling into question the value of the human civilizational project itself. This view was especially prominent in the neopopulist socialism of the 1970s and 1980s, which sometimes regarded civilization as itself inherently oppressive, for the simply reason that it involved the extraction of surplus from the countryside (Miranda 1971/1980), an approach which reached its most extreme manifestation in the policy of the Khmer Rouge. Religious critics such as Jacques Ellul (Ellul 1975) go further, arguing that the city represents humanity’s ultimately hopeless and self-defeating bid for autonomy. 
Postmodern approaches to the development of writing, similarly, stress the fact that it creates new structures of oppression. The first such structure is that of logocentrism (Derrida 1967a/1974). Logocentrism is not a product of writing as such, but of a certain attitude towards it, which regards it as a representation of speech. For Derrida and the deconstructionists, this reflects a metaphysics of presence, in which all signs point beyond themselves to a signified, which is their meaning, what is really real, and in which all meanings ultimately point towards a transcendental signifier, God or the Logos, which constitutes and governs them. In this context writing becomes a kind of theurgic magic in which the transcendental signifier is captured and manipulated, constituting a technology of domination. This fundamental logocentric structure is reinforced by the constitution of a literate intelligentsia and the fact that writing facilitates the emergence of fixed meanings and thus official, legitimating ideologies. This is by contrast to pre-literate cultures in which everyone participates in creating meanings, which remain fluid as oral traditions pass from one voice to another. Finally, literate societies invariably believe themselves superior to preliterate societies, so that writing becomes yet another way of legitimating conquest and domination.
Finally, there is the fact that even if urban civilization is possible apart from conquest and exploitation, most actually existing urban civilizations not only engaged in but were constituted by these practices. What does this mean for our larger argument?

Let us address these arguments in turn, looking first at the question of the origins of urbanization and writing, and then at their value, and finally at the contributions, if any, of those urban civilizations which were constituted by warfare. 
With respect to the question of urban origins, two distinctions are in order. First, while urbanization clearly was associated with all of the factors which modern theory cities: growing demographic pressure, technological innovations such as the plow and metallurgy, the expansion of trade, and the emergence of conquest as an economic development strategy, there is significant evidence that these processes were layered over another, deeper and more profound dynamic. The principal evidence of this is the existence of societies which were developing towards full urbanization, but largely because of the attractive, organizing power of a ritual center rather than because of demographic pressure or the development of agriculture, trade, or conquest. This form of organization we call the archaic, because it reflects an ordering of humanity to a well defined first principle or arche. Villagers provided grain; priests studied the stars and created calendars which told the peasants when to plant and when to harvest. They also stored grain to provide for the people in times of famine, coordinated the construction of irrigation complexes, and –most important—provided a framework of meaning and values in the context of which cooperation and the production and surrender of surplus made sense. This appears to have been the structure of the earliest urban settlements in Mesopotamia, the Nile Valley, and the Huang He Valley, as well as later developments in places like Chaco and Stonehenge, which yield very little evidence of fortification, systematic violence, or exploitation.
 It should be noted, furthermore, that at least some of these societies used writing for purposes other than commerce and administration: witness the Chinese oracle bones, used for divination, and the records of astronomic observations at sites such as Chaco. 
Second, it is important to distinguish between differences in status, differences in power, and differences in economic position (Weber 1921/1968). It is also necessary to distinguish, when considering economic inequalities, between differences in consumption levels and the existence of exploitative structures. It is true, for example, that social complexity requires the conscious leadership, and precisely to the extent that the leaders actually are more capable than the rest of the population, they will attract greater respect. Their work may, furthermore, require greater access to resources. Priests require access to sanctuaries and ritual objects; experts in empirical lore of various sorts (who are often identical with the priests in communitarian societies) will acquire a variety of objects in the course of their researches. Political leaders, in the course of organizing people also organize their resources to which they inevitably gain some preferential access. All of these leadership activities require some release from the obligation to produce food. In all these ways complex societies are inevitably hierarchical and involve the centralization of surplus. The question is just how the surplus is centralized and just how it is used. Is the surplus extracted coercively or noncoercively? Is it invested in a way which develops broad sectors of the population or is it squandered on warfare and luxury consumption? There is no reason a society could not have existed which was both hierarchal and nonexploitative. 
Finally, the fact that many urban civilizations did emerge out of warfare and conquest does not mean that warfare and conquest were the driving force in their development. On the contrary, warfare and conquest are themselves ways of seeking Being. Not all human communities were endowed with a fertile ecosystem which made it possible to generate a significant surplus by means of agriculture. Such societies roamed the steppes with their herds, periodically raiding established settlements. They generally retained a tribal structure, and were generally patriarchal, their principal deities taking on increasingly warlike qualities. Indeed, it is such societies which have generally cultivated a warrior ideal in its pure form. Where warfare is the principal source of sustenance, the gods themselves are understood as warriors, and human beings achieve divinity, if at all, on the battlefield.

These tribes must have grown increasingly envious of those who lived in the emerging urban communities. It is in this context that we must understand the rapid spread of warfare and conquest around the year 3000 BCE. 

In the course of a few centuries the villages of the plain fell under the domination of walled cities on whose rulers the possession of bronze weapons, chariots and slaves conferred a measure of superiority to which no community could aspire (Watson 1961 in Lenski 1982).

The story was much the same throughout India, in the Mediterranean basin, and in Africa. As Gerhard Lenski puts it 

For the first time in ... history, people found the conquest of other people a profitable alternative to the conquest of nature ... One might say that bronze was to the conquest of people what plant cultivation was to the conquest of nature (1982: 145).

Victorious warlords put the villages which they conquered under tribute, forcing the villagers to perform unpaid labor on their fields or to build temples, palaces, and fortifications. They imposed taxes, or distributed village lands to their retainers, who imposed rents. Warlords, meanwhile, continued to fight each other, with the strongest eventually emerging as monarchs and emperors.

This new form of social organization, which we call tributary, represented the only way that the nomadic peoples of the steppes could gain access to –and participate in-- the development of human civilization. Its emergence was neither a necessary evil, something required in order to extract surplus from indolent peasants who would otherwise have consumed it nor a mark of the intrinsic evil of human nature and something which marks the human civilizational project as inherently sinful from the beginning. On the contrary, it represent an organic expression of the underlying drive of humanity towards ever higher degrees of participation in Being, simply under the less favorable conditions created by a difficult ecological niche. 

This brings, us, in turn to the question of the value of urbanization and the associated phenomenon of writing. As we noted above, modern theory values urbanization, but largely as a stage along the way in humanity’s gradual rise to sovereignty over nature and ultimate technopolitical divinization. Postmodern theory, on the other hand, is anxious to defend the values of the pre-urban and pre-literate, and treats the city and writing both as vain expressions of humanity’s drive towards sovereignty and as instruments of domination. 
We would like to suggest a very different approach. Both cities and writing add something vitally important to the universe. As we have noted above, the centralization of surplus by cities does not, in and of itself, constituted exploitation. The question is how the surplus is extracted and how it is used. Early urban centers, even many of those formed by conquest, provided important services to the peasant populations which supported them, including irrigation systems too large to be managed by single village, calendars which told peasants when to plant, and a wealth of artistic, scientific, and religious knowledge. And far from representing a bid for human autonomy, cities grew up around temples and other ritual centers which acknowledged their foundational ordering to the divine. If these religious forms do not meet the standards of Protestant critics like Ellul, then the reason is theological and not sociological.

Writing, similarly, represents a precondition for the full and open engagement with fundamental questions which defines human beings as sapient. More specifically, it is essential to the development of formal definitions and thus to the formal arguments which define a dialectical ascent to the first principle. This is, of course, just precisely the sort of discourse which deconstructionists attack as logocentric. The existence of a transcendental signifier is a philosophical and not a sociological question, and will be addressed elsewhere. For now, suffice it to say that even if this is a sort of theurgic magic, it does not follow that it is inherently oppressive. On the contrary, the development of formal argument is also the precondition for open public debate around fundamental questions of meaning and value. Writing, in other words, opens the theurgic magic involved in seeking wisdom to wider public scrutiny and eventually makes it a kind of open source code which can be accessed by everyone. While these developments come much later, with the Axial Age (800-200 BCE) and with the extension of literacy in the later Silk Road and modern eras, development of writing represents a critical first step. 

Neither the creation of a literate intelligentsia nor the fixing of meanings compromise the positive contributions of writing. On the contrary, the creation of a literate intelligentsia sets the stage for a struggle for access to the full and complete literacy which remains the province and privilege of this intelligentsia, and thus for the multiplication of intelligentsias –priestly, scribal, philosophical, scientific, humanistic, literary, etc.—and the development of a more complex public arena. Precisely because it fixes meanings, writing sets the stage for ideological conflict and thus the emergence of an open, pluralistic, public arena. Finally, writing creates a standard language which permits communication across various dialects, expanding the scope of the public arena. This does not, however, mean that it is necessary to devalue the band, tribal, and communitarian (i.e. preliterate) societies which are thereby brought into the oikume. On the contrary, nonurban, nonliterate societies not only enrich the diversity of human civilization, but also constitute an ongoing reservoir out of which new pathways of development, urban and literate or not, can emerge. 

There is, finally the question of the distinctive contribution of tributary societies to the human civilizational project. First, this form of civilization cultivated, in a way that more pacific communitarian and archaic structures could not, the virtues of the irascible appetites –our capacity to strive for things difficult to obtain, or to contend with things which are dangerous or harmful. Second, while we certainly reject the more extreme claims advanced by the religions of some tributary societies –e.g. the Aztec and the Aryan—that creation comes about through destruction, the experience of warfare as the foundation of civilization cultivated an appreciation of the creative role of conflict and contradiction and its critical role in clearing away the room necessary for new growth. 
These civilizations also developed a very distinct civilizational ideal –one the traces of which endure to this day. If communitarian societies aspired to participation in the creative activity of their gods, tributary societies aspired to actual individual divinization –something which is apparent from an examination of an epic like Gilgamesh or the funeral practices of the Egyptians. There were, to be sure, real limitations. Divinity was understood simply as immortality. Only the ruling classes, and sometimes only the king himself could aspire to it. And the means by which this divinity was to be achieved was, furthermore, sacrifice –a ritual form of the violence which actually sustained tributary societies themselves. We cannot understand the modern willingness to pursue a scientific and technological utopia at the cost of millions of lives and centuries of brutal exploitation apart from the background of this earlier ideal.
 Even so, the drive towards divinization, in the sense of seeking Being, is itself constitutive of humanity, and bringing it to consciousness represents a real contribution. 

This said, it is clear that by sometime between 1500 and 1000 BCE –what is traditionally called the Late Bronze Age-- most of the tributary societies of Eurasia had entered a period of crisis. There were a number of factors involved in this crisis. First, tributary structures proved to be a nearly insuperable obstacle to the development of human social capacities. While there is some evidence for the use of bronze to produce plowshares, the supply was always strictly limited. Bronze production depended on the mining of tin, a rare element, the trade in which always remained a ruling class monopoly. Fearful that the peasants would produce weapons which could be used against them, or reasoning that their wealth could be increased more easily through warfare than through investment in agricultural production, the ruling class blocked the extensive development of bronze agricultural technology. This is why the promise that they might someday "beat swords into ploughshares" evoked such powerful passions in the peasants of Israel and Judah.
Indeed, the tributary mode of production put a real brake on technological development in general. The ruling class was able to extract almost the entire surplus product from the direct producers. This had the effect of removing any incentive for innovation on the part of the peasantry, which knew that it would not benefit from its own increased productivity. In many cases of course, the peasants were ground down below the subsistence level, and had neither the time nor the energy to innovate. The ruling class on the other hand, invested its energies in extensive accumulation through conquest --extending the area subject to its taxing power-- rather than intensive accumulation based on improved agricultural techniques. Warriors and priests increasingly held all forms of manual labor in contempt. The two thousand years after the advent of the warlord state 

say from 2,600 to 600 B.C. produced few contributions of ... importance to human progress ... They are the "decimal notation" of Babylonia (about 2,000 B.C.); an economic method for the smelting of iron on an industrial scale (1,400 B.C.); a truly alphabetic script (1,300 B.C.) and aqueducts for supplying water to cities (700 B.C.) (Childe 1951).

The result was a global (or rather pan-Eurasian) period of crisis and decline which lasted from roughly 1200-800 BCE. In some places the collapse was complete –the Mycenaean civilization of Greece, for example disappeared and along with it both urban life and writing. The Indus Valley civilization seems to have suffered a crisis of similar proportions. In other places the crises was less severe. Egypt and Mesopotamia, for example, simply declined enough to allow a new form of social organization –the revolutionary communitarian society of Ancient Israel (Gottwald 1979)-- to emerge in the Syro-Palestinian corridor. And China seems to have suffered little more than a dynastic crisis. 

Axial Civilizations
The Axial Age

It is against the background of this crisis that we must understand the Axial Age, which above all represents a revival of the civilizational impulse beginning around the year 800 BCE. We noted above that the modernist narrative treats this period as a kind of early, partially abortive, attempt at secularization. We will see that the reality was quite different. 

In order to understand why, we need to begin by looking at what was happening at the technological and economic levels. The Axial Age was set into motion, first and foremost, by the emergence of specialized agriculture and crafts production, the development of which continues up into the early modern era. In the Mediterranean Basin this meant, above all, oil, wine, and the pottery in which to store and transport these agrarian products (Anderson 1974, Ste. Croix 1982), though there is some evidence that the Greeks also exported the occasional sophist for the amusement of Indian rulers (Thapar 2002: 178). China produced silk (Frank 1998), India pepper and other spices, teak and ebony, and cotton textiles (Thapar 2002). Southeast Asia entered the system largely as an exporter of spices and specialty woods. Peripheries such as the Horn of Africa and Southern Arabia exported frankincense. Gold and textiles came from West Africa. Porcelain and tea entered the system later from India and China. 

Initially the development of specialized agriculture seems to have taken place under the sponsorship of archaic or tributary structures. In Greece, for example, civilization seems to have revived around tribal and inter-tribal sanctuaries which, because they drew pilgrims for seasonal festivals also became important market centers (Snodgrass 1980). Elsewhere, where civilization had not collapsed altogether, tributary states sponsored investment in these new products (Thapar 2002: 137-279). But in the long run specialized agriculture meant the emergence of markets –first local, then regional, and eventually “global” (i.e. Afro-Eurasian) in scope. Increasingly investment decisions were dictated by the complex interplay of supply and demand. Thales of Miletus, for example, who is generally credited with taking the first steps towards the development of an abstract mathematics, also discovered the law of supply and demand. Foreseeing an unusually good crop of olives on year, he secured control of every olive press in his region, and then demanded monopoly prices for the their use --though at least one story suggests that having made his theoretical point he relented and let the presses at their "fair" or "natural" price (Turnbull 1956: 79-82). Archaic and tributary structures became subordinated to what eventually, with the completion of the Silk Road around 200 BCE, became a global petty commodity system in which resources were allocated, at least in large measure, by a global market in luxury goods.
 

It is important to be clear what is meant by a petty commodity system. On the one hand, this system must be distinguished from one in which there is trade –even a substantial quantity of trade— but in which resource allocation is still primarily driven by the decisions of some centralizing authority, such as a temple complex or a sacral monarchy. We now know that there were significant trade relations between many of the great civilizations of the Bronze Age –Mesopotamia and the Indus Valley, for example. It is not, however, correct, to speak as Andre Gunder Frank now does (Frank and Gills 1992, 1993) of a 5000 year old world system, in the sense of a market structure which regulated resource allocation. For the most part, resource allocation in these societies took place through the extraction of surplus, through religious or coercive means, from dependent peasant communities, and its redistribution by temple or state structures, not through the mediation of a market in which a large number of producers responded to market forces. It is the emergence of authentic market forces, documented, for example, by Thales’ decision to buy up all the oil presses and extract monopoly rents, which marks the emergence of a petty commodity system.

Petty commodity production differs from capitalism, on the other hand, in that there is a market in goods and services, but not in labor-power or capital. Once again, this does not mean that there is no wage labor or usury. Certainly there were. But these forms are marginal and secondary. The organization of labor in the remains either coercive –tributary forms persist, for example and are supplemented by chattel slavery— or else peasant and artisanal, and most borrowing is for the purpose of covering expenses either on the part of the peasantry or on the part of the ruling classes, and is not a source of capital. This means that while individual producers, large and small, are beginning to engage in an economically rational calculus, they are not dependent on a pool of investors who require that they guarantee the highest possible rate of return on investments.

Politically this was a period of fragmentation. The Hellenic poleis were, first and foremost, sanctuaries become market towns which extracted surplus from their hinterlands by religious means or later by means of exchange rather than by coercion. Debt servitude and chattel slavery were later developments, which depended in part, at least, on the absence of a state structure which could provide effective economic regulation (Snodgrass 1980, Anderson 1974, de Ste. Croix 1982). Small states prevailed in areas which, like China and the fertile crescent, had previously been dominated by large empires. Northern India was just undergoing what seems to have been a primary process of urbanization, largely independent of the earlier Indus Valley or Sarasvati Civilization, which in any case did not extend east into the Gangetic Plain, north in to the Himalayan foothills, or south into the Deccan or the peninsula. Some of these states were gana-sanghas, a sort of republic in which power was held by the senior lineages of what was still in part a tribally organized pastoral-raiding society which had only partly adopted agriculture. Others were small kingdoms (Thapar 2002 98-173). Where larger tributary structures persisted they gradually altered their economic strategies, seeking to tax trade rather than direct production and thus to capture for themselves a portion of what was becoming a very healthy commerce.

The emergence of specialized agriculture and crafts production and of petty commodity production offered to humanity an extraordinary new opportunity. By using the principle of comparative advantage it was possible for distant regions to profit from trade with each other, and thus grow rich without the systematic exploitation of either their own populations or their trade partners. Such an outcome, however, required conscious leadership and intervention into the marketplace. The spontaneous tendency was towards rapid economic differentiation, as those with better land and better access to markets grew rich and those less well endowed grew poor. Peasants, who in many places had just been emancipated from tributary exploitation, found themselves falling into debt peonage and losing access to their land altogether. Nouveau riche elements who cared nothing for the traditional obligations between classes challenged sacral monarchs and priestly elites for power, so that political structures lost their integrity altogether (Anderson 1974, de Ste. Croix 1982, Chaney 1986, 1993)

Life in a market society is, furthermore, alienating as well as liberating. People experience the society –and thus the universe as a whole—as a system of only externally related atoms (individuals) without any obvious ordering to a common end. The result was the emergence of radically skeptical and materialistic ideologies such as Hellenic atomism and Sophism (Collins 1998: 86-89, 145-148), the Indian Caravaka school (Chaterjee 1954: 56-64), and Chinese Legalism (Collins 1998: 148-155), all of which restricted the scope of human knowledge to objects of sense perception, denied the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe and the existence (or at least the actual supremacy) of the gods, and regarded morality as at best a set of conventions necessary for humans to live together and at worst as simply a way of legitimating particular social interests (Mansueto 1998b, 1999, 2000, 2002b). These ideologies effectively disarmed the people, giving them no moral leverage against their oppressors.

This is the common social context of all the “Axial Age breakthroughs.” Where the great tributary empires of the bronze age had used religious meaning to legitimate exploitation, allowing the people to appeal above the heads of their rulers to the gods those rulers claimed as their patrons, petty commodity production called meaning itself into question, and made it a problem –the problem which constituted Axial Civilizations. Humanity’s principal wisdom traditions, which all flow out of this period, are simply different ways of approaching this problem: different ways of answering the question of meaning. 
This common context led to some common patterns. First, as we have noted, meanings which were previously shared and taken for granted became problematic, partly because trade brought societies with different myths into contact with each other, but more importantly because life in an emerging petty commodity society undercut the basis in experience for shared meanings and engendered atomism and skepticism. But even where skepticism did not dominate old stories had to be retold in new ways if they were to continue to be meaningful. Thus the transition from myth, for which meaning is taken for granted, to literature, for which it is contested. 
Second, Axial Age societies experienced a process of religious rationalization, as imaginative discourse generally (myth but also literature), which approaches fundamental questions through images and stories, was supplemented by philosophy, which uses concepts and arguments. This was also the result of the emergence of petty commodity production, which gave people the experience of society, and thus of the universe, as a system of quantities (prices) and led eventually to the emergence of an abstract mathematics. One sees this in the way the divine was conceived. At the beginning of the Axial Age (e.g. for Homer) the gods are characters in a story, with fully developed personalities. A bit later, for Hesiod, they are personified natural forces. Still later, they appear as natural forces without personification (e.g. in the natural philosophers), and are eventually described by mathematical terms such as the One (Anaximenes) or the Infinite (Xenophanes). 

Third, Axial Age societies underwent a process of religious democratization. The much vaunted democratic revolutions of Ancient Greece, for example, were as much struggles for full cultic participation as they were for political participation. Indeed the two were inseparable (cf. Milbank 1989, referring to the French traditionalist Ballenche). Thus, in the wake of these struggles, the archontes, who were first and foremost religious leaders, were elected, the secrets of access to deification, originally the province of eupatrid families who believed themselves descended from the gods, were now accessible to all through mystery cults, and the business of interpreting religious traditions, historically the work of hereditary priesthoods was now thrown open to philosophers, poets, dramatists, etc.

Parallel developments, furthermore, took place in India, and China. Witness the emergence of Upanishadic Hinduism, Jaina, and Buddhism, which contested establish Vedic norms, took a more abstract approach to the sacred, and opened up full religious participation and even leadership to those who were not Brahmins. And witness the Confucian and Taoist rationalization of Chou religious ideas such as tian and divinization texts such as the I Ching, and the retheorization of nobility as a matter of virtue rather than birth. 
From here patterns diverge, yielding distinct civilizational ideals. Israel, which had come into being as a result of a peasant revolt during the crisis of the Late Bronze Age (Gottwald 1979) –a revolt which re-established communitarian and egalitarian social structures-- gave birth to a series of prophets who at once called the people back to their revolutionary heritage, but did so using an increasingly abstract language, eventually giving birth to the name YHWH –the causative form of the verb “to be.” Some of these movements advocate a return to the structures of the premonarchic period; others argue for a monarchy which is faithful to the revolutionary values of earliest Israel but which can protect the people effectively against foreign oppressors as well. In either case, however, we witness the emergence of a civilization which is ordered to Being as such, and seeks being first and foremost in the just act and in the struggle for a just social order (Gottwald 1979, Chaney 1986, 1993). 

In China the principal Axial Age breakthrough also took as its point of departure an earlier uprising at the end of the Bronze Age –the one which had brought to power the reforming Chou dynasty. The movement which eventually became known as Confucianism argued for a return to the principles of that dynasty. Countervailing trends such as movements such as Taoism were more skeptical about the possibilities of a “just” monarchy and which put forward alternative approaches to fundamental questions of meaning and value. What eventually becomes the dominant Confucian ideal is ordered to realizing the mandate of heaven (tian), which is the creative power behind the universe, by means of ethical conduct and harmonious social relationships. The countervailing ideals –Taoist and later Buddhist (see below)— subordinate tian or the creative to the unlimited or to emptiness—and seek peace in withdrawal or detachment, or nonaction (Gernet 1985, Williams 1989, Yao 2000).
In India, during the early part of the axial age, we witness a gradual rationalization of the Vedic tradition as the Vedic gods gradually give way to a more the abstract concept of Brahman and as the focus on animal sacrifice yields to a doctrine of ascetic, internal sacrifice. The Brahmin monopoly on religious leadership is challenged by these ascetics, something which leads first to the development of the Jaina and Buddhist traditions and eventually to a popular Puranic Hinduism which allows the Brahmins to find a new place for themselves in a complex, pluralistic tradition which speaks more adequately than the Vedas had to the interests of warriors, merchants, peasants, and even outcastes. The characteristic ideal of Indian society is moksa or liberation from the cycle of rebirth, though there are many different ways of understanding what this means: union with or devotion to Brahman or the creative, liberation from matter, or the various Buddhist conceptions of nirvana which themselves range from a kind of cosmic compassionate generativity (in certain strains of the Mahayana) to complete extinction (in some strains of the Theravada). Liberation can, furthermore, be sought in many different ways: through meditation and knowledge, through right action and the accumulation of merit, through devotion, or even through Tantric rituals which cultivate detachment through the experience of pleasure rather than through asceticism as it is usually understood (Chaterjee 1954, Williams 1989, Kalupahana 1992, Collins 1998, Thapar 2002). 
In Greece, finally, we see a rationalization of the old warrior ideal, in which the gods challenged human beings to seek excellence and a divinity which was always just beyond the horizon (as in Homer). Now, however, excellence is not simply martial, but above all intellectual and moral. In its high form this is the via dialectica charted by Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, in which a rational ascent to first principles grounds ethical conduct which in turn cultivates moral virtue. Closely associated with this struggle for intellectual and moral excellence is the ideal of democratic citizenship which we noted in the previous chapter, in which free human beings enter the public arena with rationally autonomous approaches to fundamental questions of meaning and value and engage similarly rational peers in struggle around those questions. Together these ideals constitute what we have called classical humanism. 

For the majority of the people, to be sure, the process of religious rationalization was less complete, and democracy meant something different. The popular form of the Hellenic axial ideal the gnosis of the mystery religions, participation in the rituals of which make available to the masses the secrets of divinity (understood here as simple immortality) which formerly belonged only to the eupatrid elite (Cornford 1952, Vernant 1962/1982, Detienne 1967/1996, Wood 1978, de Ste. Croix 1982, Collins 1998, Mansueto and Mansueto 2005). 
This formulation of the axial age thesis helps to explain why some peoples had “breakthroughs” and others did not. Those societies whose cultural forms remained mythical rather than scientific or metaphysical were precisely those into which market relations did not penetrate and in which meaning did not, therefore, become a problem. It also allows us to see how distinctive civilizational ideals emerged in response to a common problem: the utter failure of the tributary ideal centered on seeking divinity through sacrifice. Finally, it makes clear the fact that the problematization of meaning, the rationalization of the ways in which societies seek meaning, and the democratization of the public arena do not necessarily mean secularization. On the contrary, they mean a reconfiguration of the religious, which nonetheless keeps religious questions at the center of the social order. 
This latter point is especially important in our argument with Taylor who, we will remembers, reads the Axial Age as the beginning of a “great disembedding” of the individual from society, cosmos, and the divine, a disembedding which at this point extends only to religious elites. We can see that both aspects of this claim are erroneous. There is not sense in which any of the axial or post-axial religions disembed the individual, even the religious virtuoso. Consider, for example Buddhism, which he cites as going furthest in this regard (Taylor 2007: 146-158). In what sense can a doctrine organized around the concept of pattica samupada (dependent origination) be seen as disembedding anything from anything else? Rather, it rationalizes our understanding of this embedding and theorizes it in a particular way (i.e. as something other than a participation in Brahman) and thus problematizes, while making the religious ideal defined by it accessible to a much wider range of human beings. And even those civilizational contexts which “disembedding” seems least advanced (e.g. China) the problematization of meaning, religious rationalization, and religious democratization in some measure affect the whole population. Even peasants, for example, become aware of the existence of and competition between Confucian ru, Taoist priests, and Buddhist bikkhus and their academies, temples, and monasteries. While they certainly operate in a universe which is still largely mythological (many people even in advanced industrial or postindustrial societies still do today), in interacting with religious leaders, encounter and must engage more rationalized concepts. This is easiest to see in the use of concepts such as infinity or unity to define God in Western religions, but the same would have been true of the different way in which postaxial ru spoke of the Tao or of tian, or the way in which even simple Buddhist bikkhus gave discourses on the doctrine of no-self and the origins of suffering. Finally, religious leadership, the status of religious virtuoso, and the higher spiritual ends defined by the axial revolution became accessible to ordinary people in a way which was not true before that revolution. This does not mean that the first in particular was achieved by them as frequently as those from more privileged backgrounds, but history is full of stories of prophets who tended sycamores or worked as carpenters, of sudra religious poets and peasants who rose to become great ru. . 
We need now to see how the civilizational ideals which emerged during the axial age became the basis for new, world-embracing civilizations.
The Silk Road Era
If the Axial Age was not the period of incipient secularization which the modernist narrative claims it to be, then neither was the period which followed a reactionary era of repression and superstition. There were, to be sure, some profound changes in the way human societies were organized from about 200 BCE on. As specialized agriculture and crafts production spread, it lead to rising population density and increased competition. When only a few cities are exporting oil or wine or silk or pepper they can make a decent living doing so on a local scale. When everyone in the same region gets in on the act profits decline and economic crisis sets in. The only solution is to find new markets –or else to conquer a wide swath of territory and tax the declining revenue being generated by each of the conquered cities. 

This is, in effect, what happened during the period between 400 and 200 BCE. In Greece, for example, prosperity bred population growth and population growth colonization. But the colonies, which spread out all around the Mediterranean and Black Sea basins, engaged in roughly the same economic activities as their mother cities, something which resulted in a major economic crisis during the fourth century BCE. Similar patterns affected India, as the Ganges Basin became increasingly urbanized, and China, as small states competed to control trade and territory.

By 200 BCE, however, a new pattern was emerging. As we have already mentioned, by this point all of Afro-Eurasia was linked up together in one unified trade network which reached from Britain, Iberia, and the Sahel in the West to China in the East and South to the Zanzibar and Malabar coasts. Luxury goods circulated throughout this system, with wine, oil, gar, and wool textiles flowing east from the Mediterranean and silk, spices, and eventually porcelain traveling West. Throughout most of the next 2000 years China was the principal economic engine of the system, followed closely by Dar-al-Islam during its peak under the Abbasid, Fatimid, and Umayyad Caliphates, and by the spice exporting depots of Southeast Asia and the Malabar coast towards end of the Silk Road Era. The West suffered an enduring balance of trade deficit with China and the rest of the system (Anderson 1974, de Ste. Croix 1982, Gernet 1985, Frank 1998, Thapar 2002)
Politically, this was a period of great empires. These states were, however, different from the old empires of the Bronze Age. Where those states generated most of their revenue by taxing the peasantry directly, the new empires also taxed trade, which they promoted aggressively. Indeed, the whole raison d’etre of these formations was just precisely to build roads, protect trade routes, and to centralize revenue on behalf of a ruling class which would otherwise have been in danger of seeing its revenues decline as specialized technologies spread and competition increased.

This said, it must be noted that there were significant differences among the imperial formations of the Silk Road Era –and these differences have everything to do with the impact of the salvation religions that emerged out of the Axial Age. Even where, as in the case of the Hellenistic and Roman Empires, axial age ideals had little impact on the economic structure, which remained brutally exploitative, imperial structures were ordered to the realization of axial ideals (in the case of Hellenistic-Roman Civilization, the classical humanistic ideal of the free human being and citizen). Increasingly, however, the great empires of this era were forced to look to Axial Age ideologies or their derivatives (Christianity, Islam) for legitimation. And the price of this legitimation was a more progressive political economic strategy. In some cases the change was marginal. Christianity, for example, as it was appropriated by the Roman Empire, legitimated the existence of vast differences in wealth, but it rejected the nearly ontological difference between slave and free which had characterized the Hellenistic and Roman civilization and helped the empire make the transition from slave labor, on which the West in particular had relied, to dependent peasant labor (the coloni) at a time when the closing of the limes had undercut the supply of slaves (de Ste. Croix 1982, Theissen 1982, Kyrtatis 1987). 
In other cases, however, the impact was dramatic. The adoption of Buddhism by King Ashoka of the Mauryan Empire motivated him to carry out radical land and credit reform and to invest heavily in infrastructure and in the monasteries and other religious centers which eventually gave birth to one of the great universities on the planet –Nalanda (Sarkisyanz 1965, Thapar 2002). 
In China, the impact varied depending on whether Confucian or Buddhist ideologies were ascendant, but both discouraged exploitation of the peasantry and encouraged investment in human development and civilizational progress. Thus the great reformer Wang Ming (9-23), founder of the short-lived Xin Dynasty, systematically nationalized estates and slaves and attempted to reorganize agriculture on the basis of the Chou-li (Gernet 1985: 149-151). Under the Sui and the early Tang the ruling classes patronized large Buddhist monasteries which eventually came to control fully 25% of the arable land in China and which played a major role in encouraging economic development. Under the Song, the reformer Wang An-shih (1069-1076) proposed taxing landlords, imposing price controls, extending low cost credit to small farmers, and reforming the system of exams to include engineering and science instead of just the literary classics (Gernet 1985: 305-309, Collins 1998: 301-302) Somewhat later Chia Ssu-tao (1213-1275) tried to limit land ownership to 500 mu (about 27 hectares) and have the state buy 1/3 of the surplus to support the armies (Gernet 1985: 315). 
The most dramatic example of the impact of these ideologies, however, was the emergence of Dar-al-Islam. At the very heart of Islam was the aspiration to actually realize –on a global scale— the vision of a just society which had emerged out of Judaism and which Christianity had distorted into a vision of an otherworldly paradise (Crone 2004). Thus the emphasis on establishing a polity which could actually command right and forbid wrong (al-amr bi’il ma`ruf wa`l-nahy `an al-munkar). While this project eventually became bogged down in conflicts between the Sunni and the Shi’a over the relative importance of political-military power (lest Islam become an impotent minority like the Jews) or intellectual and moral leadership (lest it become simply a form of legitimation for an oppressive empire like the Byzantine Christians), there were key aspects of the Islamic system which contributed profoundly to human development and civilizational progress. The most important of these was the zakat, a tax on net wealth of 2.5% which ensured that taxation fell most heavily on the wealthy and not at all on the poor, which created an incentive for economic development –lest fortunes be taxed away—and which provided a ready stream of income for mosques and madrasas and for institutions such as the Bayt Hikmah (House of Wisdom) established by the Caliph al-Mamoun in the ninth century, which became one of the planet’s principle research centers. 

Western Europe during the middle ages was simply another variant of this general civilizational pattern. On the periphery of the Silk Road network, Europe beyond the Alps had no history of indigenous urban civilization. The decline of Roman authority in the West, however, and the displacement of slavery by dependent peasant labor (facilitated by Christianity) led to declining rates of exploitation and permitted the development of a cluster of progressive new agricultural technologies: the alpine plow, the three field system, and increased use of water and animal power among them. The result was an increase in agrarian yields from 4:1 in the fifth century to 9:1 in the tenth. This more than doubled the available surplus, which was centralized first by monasteries, which played a critical role in the technological advances of the so-called dark ages, and later by cathedral towns, many of which developed into thriving urban centers (Anderson 1974). The Catholic Church played a critical role in this process. On the one hand, the Church itself was a major landowner, and while as such it frequently engaged in exploitative practices, it tended to put surplus to better use than the warlord elite with which it was in an uneasy tension, distributing alms, supporting religion, science, philosophy, and arts. On the other hand, the papacy and to a lesser extent local bishops served as a kind of counter weight to the claims of the warlord elite, holding them accountable before the court of natural law and opposing policies which were exceptionally exploitative and brutal (Goerner 1965, Gilson 1968, Gleason 1936). 

All of this was possible because the ideologies which emerged from the axial age breakthroughs all effectively grounded a framework of meaning and values in the context of which material progress was seen not as an end in itself but as a means to even higher spiritual ends. Confucianism and Taoism, Buddhism and Hinduism, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam all approached this problem differently, to be sure, but they all played a critical role in ameliorating oppressive structures and redirecting surplus toward human development and civilizational progress. In the case of what eventually became the dominant Confucian ideal of Chinese civilization, human society was ordered to the realization of the mandate of heaven, which was conceived as pointing to the cultivation of intellectual and moral virtue. In the case of the Buddhist minority tradition in China and the Buddhist societies around its margins to the South and West, human society was ordered to the cultivation of enlightenment, understood as a recognition of the emptiness of phenomenal reality and the radical interdependence of all things, and to the ripening of being. In the case of India, civilization was ordered to the cultivation of union with or devotion to Brahman, or to a radical independence from the material world. In the case of Dar-al-Islam civilization was ordered to the actual realization of the will of God in a just social order. In Christendom, finally, human society was ordered towards the cultivation of both the natural (intellectual and moral virtues) and the theological virtues which prepare human beings for their final end: the beatific vision. The Jewish minority subculture in Dar-al-Islam and Christendom, meanwhile, held these civilizations accountable for their forgetfulness of the foundational event in which they both claimed their ultimate origin: the advent of Being in Israel’s struggle for justice, and thus played the role of a critical leaven which, in Christendom in particular, eventually helped to shape the emergence of a new critical ideal. 
In any case, this broad civilization impact on the part of the axial and postaxial religions is further evidence against Taylor’s claim that the axial revolution affect primarily religious virtuosos. Through its impact on the great empires of the Silk Road Era it affected –and improved—the lives of nearly everyone in the vast Afro-Eurasian network.
The Crisis of the Axial Civilizations
Why did this pattern of development not continue, with markets expanding but also being regulated by political authorities at least partially accountable to religious leaders who forced them to limit exploitation and devote an increasing percentage of the surplus extracted to activities which promote human development and civilizational progress, and with humanity’s gradually increasing technological capacity being understood as a contribution to the cosmohistorical evolutionary process --and not as a bid for cosmic sovereignty?

We have already noted above the rather subtle differences in ecology and demography which led Europe to focus on the development of labor saving devices rather than on the exploitation of cheap human labor. This might be enough to explain how Europe was able to catch up and even surpass China, but it not by itself sufficient to explain modernity. At first, the labor saving devices being developed in Europe were classically alchemical (based on tapping into the existing potentials in matter) rather than industrial (based on breaking down existing forms of organization in order to release energy and do work). And the broader civilizational pattern in Europe –political authorities drawn from the warlord class held accountable by religious leaders rooted in an Axial Age tradition— was in no sense fundamentally different from that in the rest of the world. Rather, I would like to suggest, the European eco-demographic pattern was overlaid by a dynamic of conquest and state building which ultimately transformed European culture --and which coincided with similar developments in China, India, and Dar-al-Salam which undermined the vitality of the old axial civilizations. 

Christendom, it should be pointed out, was already in part the result of a dynamic of migration and conquest: i.e. of the Germanic migrations which accompanied the decline of the Roman imperial system. The last wave of these migrations, that of the Normans, led to the earliest attempt at the formation of a centralized, sovereign state structure in Europe (England). But developments within Christendom itself re-awakened this dynamic and let ultimately to conquests on a global scale which radically transformed the structure of European society and led to the emergence of the modern world.
Medieval Europe, we have noted, grew rapidly as a result of the new agricultural technologies. This led, by the middle of the twelfth century if not earlier, to land shortages (Anderson 1974). These were not so much absolute shortages in the sense that the carrying capacity of the land was being pushed, but rather relative shortages engendered by feudal landholding patterns. The law of primogeniture, followed in varying degrees by most European warlord families, meant that nearly the whole of a lord’s land was bequeathed to his eldest son. Dowries were provided for daughters and perhaps for a second son who chose to enter a monastery or who was able to obtain a senior clerical post. The other sons were sent to be trained as knights and to serve as retainers for other lords. The lived in their lord’s castle as “knights bachelor” until such time as their lord was able and saw fit to grant them a fief, after which they could settle down, marry, and have children. The difficulty is that as the land under cultivation was extended so too was the land which was already enfoefed. This meant more knights bachelor –and what amounted to a sort of aristocratic gang problem, as these armed, unmarried young men did what such men have always done, preying on women and peasants and generally undermining the social order. 

Many aspects of medieval culture can be traced to efforts to address this problem. The codes of chivalry were no doubt in part, at least, an attempt to control armed men by ideological means. But a shortage of land and a surplus of armed men in the long run could only mean one thing: pressure for conquest. This dynamic was already becoming significant in the eleventh century with the beginning of the crusades. These “greater crusades” were eventually extended to al-Andalus, to Africa, to the Americas, and to Asia.

These conquests had two results. First, they gradually improved the position of Europe in the global trade networks and provided the “first installment” as it were in the primitive accumulation of capital, which led eventually to the emergence of an authentic bourgeoisie and to the industrial revolution. Second, wars of conquest helped bring into being strong monarchies which gradually put forward claims to sovereignty which were hitherto unheard of in Europe. Indeed, it is only in those regions of Europe which were touched significantly by these conquests that we see early developments in the direction of the sovereign nation states: England, which was formed by the Norman Conquest of Britain, France, where the monarchy played a leading role in organizing the crusades, and Spain, which was the product of the Reconquista. Elsewhere state formation lagged, sometimes well into the nineteenth century.

It was above all the emerging monarchies which catalyzed the emergence of a new cultural patterns. On the one hand, the development of sovereign states created the basis in experience for thinking of God as a sovereign unconstrained by the dynamics of natural law. On the other hand, neither the emerging monarchies nor the bourgeoisie really wanted to be constrained by a natural law ethic which required them to act in such a way as to promote human development and civilizational practice. The result was a series of attacks, beginning in the 1270s on Aristotelian science and metaphysics, led by Stephen Tempier, the Bishop of Paris, who was allied with the emerging French monarchy, and by Robert Kilwardy, his English counterpart. The whole idea of a teleological universe naturally ordered to God was rejected in favor of a mechanistic model in which the universe is the way it is because God made it that way. Teleological explanation gave way to mathematical model building, a shift which, over the course of several centuries, led ultimately to the Scientific Revolution of the seventeenth century. There was also a shift away from the analogical metaphysics which characterized the older Platonic and Aristotelian traditions in favor of a new univocal metaphysics. By an analogical metaphysics we mean one in which the terms for the first principle (God) are used analogically, so that God is not understood to exist in the same way we do, but rather in a qualitatively higher, pre-eminent way. Specifically, in the Thomistic tradition which developed this analogical metaphysics furthest in Christendom, God is Being as such; we simply share in a Being which is ultimately God’s. The difference between God and the universe is qualitative, a fundamental ontological boundary which cannot be crossed. At the same time, everything participates in the life of God to the extent of its development. This in turn points towards a natural law ethics in which the fundamental moral imperative is to cultivate the potential latent in all things, so that they gradually ascend the scale of Being, participating ever more fully in the life of God. In a univocal metaphysics, on the other hand, the terms for the first principle (God) are used in the same sense as they for other things. The difference between God and the universe is quantitative. God is infinite; we are finite. On the one hand, there is no fundamental ontological barrier which cannot be breached. On the other hand, for precisely this reason, our drive towards growth and development amounts, at least potentially to a threat to God’s sovereignty. This in turn leads to a spirituality of authority and submission and divine command ethics in which things are good because God commands them and wrong because God forbids them. This cultural shift, which we call the Augustinian Reaction, led ultimately, by way of John Duns Scotus and William of Occam, to the Reformation.

At roughly the same time Christendom was beginning its conquests and undergoing the internal structural transformations we have identified, several other peoples were also on the move. The most important of these were the Mongols and the Turks. The Mongols swept across Eurasia during the thirteenth century, dealing a death blow to the Abbasid Caliphate, the traditional center of high Islamic civilization, and subjecting the civilizational heartland of China to brutal domination. The Mongols were followed by various Turkic groups, who took much of India and the eastern part of Dar-al-Islam. Finally, in the far West, in al-Andalus, the weak taifa states which emerged from the collapse of the Caliphate of Cordova, turned to the Almoravids and Almohads for protection, a strategy which ultimately failed as al-Andalus fell to the advancing Christian armies. 

While all of these groups understood themselves as adopting and conserving the ideals of the civilizations they conquered, they also radically transformed them. The Mongols began the long transformation of Confucian thought from a vibrant, dynamic philosophy centered on the development of human capacities into an ossified system directed at legitimating the authority of a declining elite. The Turks, for their part, showed little interest in falasafa and became the patrons of what became the dominant Asharite school of kalam which, like Augustinian Christianity, focused on the sovereignty of God and favored a univocal over an analogical metaphysics. The same was true of the new Berber rulers of al-Andalus, who joined their focus on divine sovereignty to a conservative Malikite jurisprudence. Indian philosophy, during this period, developed a new dvaita trend which reflected Christian and Islamic ideas of divine sovereignty and which focused more on devotion to Brahman than on union with it. 
The Augustinian Reaction was accompanied in Europe by a kind of counter reaction on the part of the “left” wing of the Aristotelian movement. In effect, when the elements in the hierarchy which were allied to the emerging monarchies rejected the accountability of theology to reason, philosophy responded by rejecting the accountability of reason to a higher, revealed wisdom and opted instead for an Averroist hermeneutic in which “revealed” religion was at best an imaginative way of presenting truths which philosophy understands far better to the broad masses who are unable to understand them. In this sense, the spirituality of authority and submission on the one hand, and the spirituality of autonomous reason on the other represent the twin products of the disintegration of the unified and balanced ideal of the axial civilizations. 

It might seem, at first glance, that the result of this fission, at least on the side of the Radical Aristotelians, would yield nothing new. The philosophy of Ibn Rusd himself, after all, was quite sober and even conservative. In rejecting a higher wisdom which transcends human reason, he also limited the scope of any salvation to the identification of the human with the Agent intellect. And this was possible only for a few. He counseled against exposing the masses to philosophy, arguing that the resulting disillusionment would undermine the social order and alongside philosophy he practiced a conservative Malikite jurisprudence focused in fidelity to the Quran. It is little wonder that there was, essentially, no such thing as Islamic “Averroism.” 

Things were different, however, in Christendom, where ibn Rusd’s ideas encountered a religion which took for granted the possibility of full divinization. Liberating reason from faith and philosophy from theology meant not foregoing the possibility of salvation but rather transposing it to an inner-worldly key, a process which is completed only in the works of Hegel, Marx, and their interpreters.
Just how this process played itself out is still somewhat obscure. While Latin Averroism gradually died out as leading philosophical trend, many of its concerns were translated into the Neo-Platonizing Humanism of the Renaissance. And there was, in fact, a direct line between the Jewish Aristotelianism of Moshe ben Maimon and the rationalism Benedict Spinoza, who conserves and advances the concerns of this trend in a new ideological context. Recent research has at least begun to untangle this web. Idit Dobbs Weinstein (Dobbs Weinstein forthcoming a, b) has traced out the lineage linking Spinoza to the Radical Aristotelians by way of Gersonides. Yirmiyahu Yovel (Yovel 2001), for his part, has stressed the converso milieu as the context which nurtured this tradition. It is not hard to see how the cross fertilization of Jewish inner-worldliness and the Christian focus on divinization would trace a pathway from ibn Rusd through Spinoza to Hegel and beyond. 
It is, furthermore, clear that Spinoza, despite his fascination with the results of the scientific revolution, had deep roots in the medieval Aristotelian and specifically Averroist tradition Spinoza frames the question of God not quantitatively, as perfect being, in the manner of Descartes, but rather qualitatively, in terms of the problem of substance, which for Spinoza is that which can exist on its own –i.e. Necessary Being. At the same time, he makes a very subtle move which opens up the way for a modernist transformation of the Aristotelian tradition. Human beings are but modes of this one substance, the product of intersecting networks of relationships. Our only hope for beatitude consists in identification with the whole, i.e. with God. This can be read in the manner of a very sober philosophical spirituality in the manner of Maimonides or ibn Rusd, for whom human beings found fulfillment in identification with the Agent Intellect, simply adapted to the realities of a post-Copernican cosmology, in the context of which the idea of the Agent Intellect no longer made much literal sense. But it can also be read as a challenge: to develop to or at least towards the point at which we are in fact identical with the single substance. 
What happens, in effect, is that for both an inner core of Radical Aristotelians (many of them Jews, moriscos or conversos operating in the shadows of a world in which they are no longer intellectually at home) and a broader periphery of thinkers working in other traditions (e.g. the Neo-Platonism which became prominent during the Renaissance) the developments of the late medieval and early modern era –the scientific revolution and later the democratic revolutions-- are read as actually raising humanity to the a higher ontological level. At first this is simply a new spin on the old Radical Aristotelian soteriology, which terminates (when we understand fully how the sublunar realm works) in identity with the Agent Intellect. But ultimately it pointed, by way of Spinoza’s more ambiguous doctrine of the intellectual identification with Nature = Substance = God, toward the Hegelian doctrine of innerworldly divinization. Because the specifically Averroist form of this doctrine gradually disappears, and because it is increasingly characterized by a focus on inner-worldly human civilizational activity, we will henceforth refer to this trend as “humanistic.”

These twin developments, the Augustinian/Asharite reaction and the Averroist/Humanist Counter-Reaction, place us on the cusp of the modern world.
Modern Civilization

A Spirituality of Authority and Submission

As in the case of the “medieval” Silk Road civilizational pattern, what we are calling “early modern” civilization is a global, or rather pan-Eurasian phenomenon. Its defining feature is its ordering to the ideal of sovereignty. What sets it apart from high modernity is the conviction that it is not humanity which is sovereign, but rather God, with human beings acting as His vice-regents. And this early modern ideal, which we will call the spirituality of authority and submission, was quite powerful. In its moderate forms it drove Mongol and Manchu China, the Mughal Empire in India, the Ottoman Empire and many of the ancient regime states of Europe, from Russia to Spain. In its more radical forms it drove the English and Dutch colonial projects and was the founding ideal of North American civilization. And it has enduring power even in the present period: it is this ideal which is being revived by most Christian and Islamic fundamentalisms. 

This said, early modern Europe was different from the rest of Eurasia, in a way that medieval Europe had not been. Five factors were in play here. The first, which we have already noted, was the contingent fact of its ecological and historical disposition to low population and high wages, which encouraged investment in labor saving devices. This tendency was reinforced by the Black Death at just the time when Europe had begun to develop more “normal” demographic patterns. Second, Europe’s conquests were of more distant and less technologically advanced peoples than those of the Berbers, Turks, and Mongols. This led to the development of a new type of colonialism in which, rather than simply expanding civilizationally and exploiting conquered regions, colonies were plundered and the new wealth repatriated and invested, something which fueled the primitive accumulation of capita. Third, European nation states were smaller, something which made it possible to realize the ideal of sovereignty to a degree of which far-flung empires could only dream. (Colonies needed only to be raped and pillaged, not systematically controlled). Fourth, the Reformation radically democratized the concept of human vice-regency, so that it was not only the King or Sultan or Son of Heaven who ruled in God’s name, but every single one of the elect. The gradual increase in literacy which accompanied the development of advanced handicrafts and the expansion of trade led to a similar development on the humanistic side, as ordinary artisans and merchants began to aspire to a degree and kind of sapiential literacy and political participation which had hitherto been reserved for a handful of scholars. Finally, both Protestantism, as Weber noted (Weber 1920/1968), and humanism placed new value on innerworldly civilization building activity, even if they understood both that activity and its significance in very different ways. For Protestants it was a probable sign of election; for Humanists it was a step on the way towards innerworldly divinization.
For precisely this reason, the spirituality of authority and submission was unable to sustain its hegemony for very long. We will explore the reasons for this in greater detail in the next chapter, by way of a case study: that of the United States. For now it will suffice to say that the ideal is marked by a profound internal contradiction. This turns on the question of who is elect or who (in the Islamic context) is the legitimate vice regent of God. The Reformed Churches soon divided between liberals, who regarded as elect those who were most useful to the community, a turn which increasingly favored those engaged in the high modern projects of industrialization and capitalist development, and evangelicals, who insisted on a personal conversion experience. Meanwhile, continued scientific and technological progress, the gradual emergence of capitalism, and the democratizing impulse embedded in the Reformation itself, which helped catalyze political revolutions, all gave more and more people the experience of actually sharing in sovereignty. This undercut the spirituality of authority and submission, favoring liberal readings of the Protestant tradition and strengthening the hand of the humanists. Little by little the ideal of human vice-regency gave way to that of innerworldly divinization by means of scientific-technological progress, Enlightenment and political revolution. The early modern ideal of divine sovereignty, in other words, soon gave birth to the high modern ideal of human sovereignty –to what we call the secret religion of high modernity. 
The Secret Religion of High Modernity
It is customary to associate modernity with secularism, and to understand secularism as involving a diminishing influence of religion, or at least a banishing religion to the private realm. We have, throughout, the course of this work, been gradually arguing towards a very different understanding of modernity. If, by religion, we understand a cluster of beliefs, values, and practices which grapples with fundamental questions of meaning and value, then clearly every worldview is ultimately religious and the whole concept of secularism becomes meaningless. But modernity, we would like to suggest, is religious even by a much narrower definition. It does not so much reject the drive towards transcendence which characterized earlier civilizations but rather, as we have said, transpose it into an innerworldly key. Indeed, modernity does not even reject –as some religions such as Buddhism do— the concept of God. It simply sees God as something to be built rather than something to be worshiped. 
This secret religion was, as we have seen, the product of two originally very different impulses. On the one hand, the Augustinian reaction led to a repression of Aristotelian science and a shift in the way we did science from teleological explanation, which ultimately served philosophy and theology, to mathematical model building, which focused on understanding how the world works and which were ordered to technological and economic progress. This impulse was applied in both the technological-economic and the political-ideological spheres, resulting in the industrial revolution, capitalist development, democratic revolutions, and the Enlightenment. On the other hand, the humanist counter-reaction set about finding a strategy which would allow human beings to become, at the very least, identical with the Agent Intellect and perhaps even to achieve a sort of divinity. The modern revolutions seemed to provide the means for this, though from the beginning the humanistic trend tended to cast a critical eye on actually existing modernity, asking whether or not industry, capitalism, democracy, and science really offered the transcendence they promised. This ultimately led to the emergence of the socialist variant the modern ideal, the final, or at least the latest, heir of the Averroist/Humanist counter-reaction . Let us look at each of these dynamics in turn.

Industrial technology is a fairly straightforward expression of the Scientific Revolution. Where earlier technological regimes tapped into existing dynamics of growth and development, industry instead breaks down existing forms of organization in order to release energy and do work. Indeed, the very concept of “Work” is defined by the new physics in a way which points directly toward industrial concepts of efficiency. If W is work, f force and s distance, then:

W = f*s

Efficiency can then be measured by the work done per unit of time, energy, or money. It is the birth of this forma mentis more than any specific invention, such as the steam engine or the assembly line which defines modern industry. Rather, these particular technologies just apply that forma mentis to the production process. Engines break down existing physical matter by combustion and harness the energy to work. The assembly line breaks down existing forms of social organization –the village and the guild— in order to harness raw human labor power to a production process guided from the outside. 

In this sense the defining feature of modern economies is neither the market nor rational, bureaucratic planning systems, but rather the wage relationship. It is the wage relationship which allows the employer –whether a private capitalist or the state— to maximize both overall productivity and surplus extraction. Capitalism and socialism (at least in the sense of actually existing, modern, “scientific” socialism) have both insisted on this. Where they differ is around the question of just what structure is most effective at allocating the surplus extracted: the market (especially capital markets) or the state. 

It was, of course, capitalist structures which predominated, at least at first, in the European homelands of modernity, though the role of the state in promoting industrialization and capitalist development should not be underestimated, even in England and the United States, but especially in France and countries which followed one or another version of the Prussian Road, in which state purchase of arms create a protected market for local capital (e.g. Germany, Japan, Russia). Socialism as a real historic movement emerged out of a triple dynamic. On the one hand, peasants and artisans actively resisted the new, more intense forms of exploitation which modern industrial capitalism made possible. On the other hand, capitalist structures seemed limited in their ability to realize the modern ideal, especially in late industrializers which lacked colonial empires to use as a basis for the primitive accumulation of capital. Where the local ruling classes understood this, and rationalized state structures in order to promote capitalist development (Prussia, Japan) revolution was avoided. But where they did not, powerful but internally contradictory movements which joined antimodernist peasants with modernizing intellectuals –(and small groups of artisans and industrial workers ranged in between) came to power with the dual charge of at once humanizing and accelerating the modernist project. Theorizing the whole project, however, were humanistic intellectuals for whom the socialist revolution had aims which were nothing short of metaphysical. They aimed at elevating humanity, through the medium of the Communist Party, to the status of Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, i.e. to the status of God.
Modern secularism, I would like to suggest is, in fact, simply serves to conceal the real nature of the modern project from both the large population which continues to practice premodern or early modern religions, and which would never embrace the high modern ideal if they understood what it entailed, as well as from line practitioners of the ideal who might question it if it became fully conscious. This concealing is not intentional. Indeed, there have been and continue to be open advocates of technological “god-building.” Consider the Bolshevik godbuilders, including the novelist Gorky and the critic Lunacharsky (Rowley 1987) or Frank Tipler (1994) who has proposed reorganizing the whole fabric of the universe in order to build God. Rather it is more a matter of a “self-deception” made necessary by the fact that modernity ran into contradictions very  early on. In the case of the positivistic, scientific-technological variant of the modern project, this took the form of scientific results which called the viability of that project into question: Malthusian demographics, the Second Law of Thermodynamics, the Poincaré recurrence theorem, Darwinian evolution, modern standard cosmology, etc.  In the case of the humanistic, socialist variant, it took the form of a contradiction between the rational autonomy which defines subjecthood and the realpolitik of revolutionary practice. Organizing and directing human history required a disciplined form of political organization which left little room for dissent. And rapidly modernizing backward states proved easier and more attractive to postrevolutionary elites than the hard work of figuring out what an authentic collective democratic subject might look like. It is hard to live a spirituality one knows is false, even if the short term return, individual and collective, is enormous. Let us look at these disillusionments in more detail.
Towards a Civilizational Crisis

The humanistic current which flowed into high modernity was always conscious of its limitations. This is apparent, for example in the work of Immanuel Kant. Kant recognized that both the rationalist and empiricist variants of modern philosophy were running into dead ends and set himself the task of regrounding science, religion, and ethics. He soon found, however, that the unaided human intellect (at least as it was understood in the wake of the Scientific Revolution, as providing formal organization for sense data) is not only unable to rise rationally to first principles; it cannot even grasp things in themselves. Science, for Kant, became simply a way of organizing our experience in accord with the intellect’s innate forms of intuition (space and time) and the categories of the understanding (quality, quantity, relation, and mode). It is only in the moral realm that we can grasp the principles of things (because we choose those principles). And conduct in accord with reason does not necessarily transform the external world of nature. The idea that the universe is organized in accord with a rational moral principle (God) is at best a postulate of practical reason.

These initial misgivings notwithstanding, however, most members of the humanistic trend celebrated the achievements of modernity and simply argued that they needed to be completed in some way. At the economic level this generally meant bringing the rapidly developing capitalist economy under some measure of democratic control, or else transcending capitalism entirely. This impulse was especially strong among the vast networks of guilds, compagnonages (journeymen’s associations), Masonic lodges, and other secret societies which played such an important role in the democratic revolutions up through the middle of the nineteenth century and in the revolutionary socialist organizations which were they successors, and which understood modernity, first and foremost, as a radical democratization of the Axial Age ideal. This understanding of socialism as economic democracy was given voice in the works of the early Marx, who criticized capitalism not for holding back the development of the productive forces, but rather for alienating human beings from the products of their labor, and thus from nature and each other (Marx 1844/1978). Eventually, however, members of this trend became disillusioned with actually existing socialism as well, precisely because it conserved the wage relation and thus instrumentalized human labor in service of technological and economic progress, and constituted a kind of internal opposition within the socialist and communist movements. 
Democracy presented similar problems. The sort of revolutionary democratic movements which engaged masses of newly literate artisans and Enlightenment intellectuals in a world transforming practice which might satisfy their innerworldly metaphysical aspirations seemed inevitably to disintegrate into revolutionary terror and reactionary dictatorship. This was the pattern established by the French revolution and sustained by later socialist transformations. Even so, an entire section of the humanistic intelligentsia continued to support these movements well into the twentieth century, usually operating as a kind of subaltern strain within Leninism. Thus Lukacs, who endowed the Communist Party with functions which can only be regarded as metaphysical (it was to be the “unique subject-object of human history”) and Gramsci, for whom it was a vast network of organic intellectuals rising from the working class to “organize and direct” the course of human history. Moderate liberal democracies did a better job of respecting individual liberties and thus the humanistic ideal of rational autonomy, but tended to exclude the people from full political participation and, in any case, were rarely world transforming. We can actually here the disillusionment in the work of the music of Beethoven, whose late style, Adorno points out, reflects the crisis of the ideal of the rational, autonomous subject (Subotnik 1976). 
It was modern science, however, which presented the greatest challenge for the humanistic trend. Hegel responded to Kant’s critique of the limits of science by proposing that Vernunft, a higher reason, could complete it, layering over its formal, mathematical models a rational explanation of the structure of the universe and the course of human history. Engels attempted something similar in his Dialectics of Nature (Engels 1880/1940). The difficulty was that modern science was increasingly generating results which called the modern ideal itself into question. Thomas Malthus (Malthus 1798), for example, argued as early as 1798 that technological progress, far from liberating humanity from want and need would in fact exacerbate the poverty of the masses. This was because, while food production grows arithmetically, population grows geometrically, making it essentially impossible for humanity to achieve food self-sufficiency. Even if the details of Malthus’ argument are subject to question, his work represents an early recognition of the limits of technological progress. Similar results soon began to accumulate in the physical and biological sciences. The discovery of the Second Law of Thermodynamics, for example, demonstrated in another way that there were limits to technological progress. It is impossible, it turns out, to build a perfect heat engine –i.e. one which recycles all of the energy which it uses. Heat dissipates; systems tend towards disorder. And worse still the universe, which high modernism theorizes as a kind of vast heat engine, will eventually wind down as heat dissipates and matter becomes ever more randomly dispersed. Heat death, not technological godhood is, according to this view, the ultimate future of humanity. The Poincaré Recurrence Theorem, which demonstrates that a close system of particles will eventually return to the its initial state after an arbitrarily long period of time had similar implications for high modern ideals about progress. And even when science continued to theorize progress –e.g. in Darwinian evolutionary theory—it increasingly understood this as a brutal process by which the less fit were weeded out and only the best survived.

The dominant tendency within the humanistic trend was to conclude that real human divinization was impossible and that meaning and purpose were human products which lived and which would ultimately die with human civilization. Thus, strictly speaking, Lukacs “unique subject-object of human history” and Gramsci’s “organizer and directory of human history” are not divine. They are more like a sociologized agent intellect. The more spiritually sensitive practitioners of this dialectical tradition, have attempted a serious engagement with science (Harris 1965, 1991, 1992) which regrounds belief in the existence of God, while taking seriously the results of modern science. These efforts have flowed together with developments within the liberal Protestant and Catholic traditions and significant inform the perspective of this work. But their broader civilizational impact remains very limited. Critical theory which remained faithful to the socialist ideal of rational autonomy tended, over the course of the twentieth century, more and more towards a negative dialectics which analyzes and exposes the causes of alienation but lacks a strategy for transcending it, flowing ultimately into a postmodernist pessimism. This is certainly true of Adorno and Horkheimer but it is implicit as well in the work of Fromm and Marcuse.
Outside the humanistic trend the reaction to the contradictions of modernity was even more profound. Romantic critics began to question modern industry and modern scientific rationality as early as the late eighteenth century. By the middle of the nineteenth century we witness both a wholesale re-assertion of Reformation theology in the works of Kierkegaard, as well as the much darker vision, which prefigures postmodernism, in the works of Nietzsche, who treats the universe as a kind of global and ultimately losing struggle for power. Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and their philosophical offspring set the tone for much of the twentieth century, which witnessed the protracted death of the modern ideal in the long global war which reached, with only a few breaks, and with the last chapter fought by proxy, from 1914 to 1989 –and in the Shoah, in which the modern West’s drive towards divinization finally revealed its demonic core. 
We will address these developments in a later chapter in greater detail. For now, though, we must examine the principal reason why the crisis of modernity has been so protracted, and the modern ideal so resilient: the very distinctive history of modernity’s second homeland: the United States of America. 

� I use the term “sapient” rather than “intelligent” in order to distinguish humanity (and any hypothetical comparable species) from hypothetical intelligent machines which may well match or surpass human beings in their capacity for formal abstraction and formal operations (e.g. mathematics) but which lack the capacity to engage questions of purpose, meaning and value –questions which are, as we saw in the first chapter, embedded from the very beginning in the creative act.


� The Indus Valley represents a somewhat different case. Here there is little evidence of warfare or fortification, but also no monumental religious architecture. Either we are missing the religious monuments because they are so different from what we find elsewhere (we do, for example find tanks or pools, which might have been used for rituals centered on water and on the river) or else we are dealing with what amount to large market towns. 


� The tributary societies which developed much later in the Americas --and especially the Aztecs—represent a distinctive variant of this pattern. The underlying instability of their empire lead the Aztecs to believe that permanence was impossible even for the gods. Their civilizational ideal was centered on sustaining, for as long as possible, the ultimately doomed divine economy which sustained the universe, and economy which was founded on sacrifice by the gods and fed by a steady diet of still beating human hearts (see Brundage 1985). We might call such societies post-tributary. People live the tributary while no longer really believing in its efficacy. This is by analogy with postmodernism, in which people live modernity while no longer really believing in the modern ideal of transcending finitude by means of scientific and technological progress. 


� There is a vigorous debate regarding the point at which an integrated “world economy” or “world system” first emerged (Frank and Gills 1993). In its original form “world systems theory” attributed the formation of a world economy to the European conquest of Africa, the Americas, and Asia (Wallerstein 1974, 1980, 1989), a conquest which was regarded as the origin of the current poverty and underdevelopment of the “Third World.” Gradually, however, as scholars began to overcome their Eurocentrism, it became apparent that a world system incorporating all of Eurasia and much of Africa already existed long before the European conquests (Abu-Lughod 1989). Andre Gunder Frank, originally a proponent of the view that the creation of a unified world system was a result of the European conquests in the sixteenth century, now argues that the existence of global (i.e. Eurasian) trade networks can be traced back some 5000 years (Frank and Gills 1992) and has argued that the Chinese in fact retained a dominant role in the system until roughly the time of the Industrial Revolution (Frank 1993). He also rejects the notion of “capitalism” as a useful way of distinguishing the modern world system from its predecessors. While I think Frank does a good job of show the long history of global trade, I also believe that he misses three important transitions. First, beginning around 800 BCE we see the development local and regional trade networks which actually begin to shape what is produced. This is apparent by the recognition of the laws of supply and demand by thinkers such as Thales of Miletus. By around 200 BCE these networks have effectively linked together all of Afro-Eurasia, from Mali, Iberia, and Britain all the way to China (Bentley 1993). These two transitions represent the advent of local and regional petty commodity production: i.e. a system in which resource allocation is shaped by the existence of a global market in luxury goods. Finally, between 1500 and 1800 we witness the gradual emergence of a new system, capitalism, in which not only goods and services but also labor power itself has become a commodity. The construction of capitalism cannot be said to be complete, however, until the full development of capital markets in the twentieth century, which makes capital a commodity as well.


� The institutional and ideological continuity between the crusades, the Reconquista, and the conquest of the Americas is well established. Ramon Gutierrez (Gutierrez 1990) for example points out that the office which financed pacification of the Indians in New Mexico in the seventeenth century was called la cruzada and that the Spanish regarded the indigenous peoples of the Americas as “Moors.”


� Philosophically informed readers will no doubt be asking whether or not the Averroist Counter-Reaction also abandoned an analogical for a univocal metaphysics. This is a good question. Spinoza’s metaphysics, for example, with its tendency to identify God with the whole, seems univocal; Hegel’s, I would argue, because of his focus on questions of freedom and necessity, probably is not. But this is a question which will require further investigation.
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