Chapter Four

An Era of Civilizational Crisis
We have now reached the crux of our argument. We explained in the introduction and the first chapter why we believe the principal alternative analyses of the current situation --as well as the modern social theory behind them-- are wrong. We have elaborated a new theoretical framework which joins the kind of structural analysis characteristic of modern social theory with a commitment to taking seriously the distinctive ends or ideals which different civilizations seek. We have demonstrated the power of this framework in making sense out of the human civilizational project generally and modernity in particular. And we have examined in some depth the distinctive way in which modernity unfolded in the United States. In this chapter we will make in greater depth our case for the claim that we are entering a period of civilizational crisis and show how this thesis sheds light on the current situation. 
The Idea of Civilizational Crisis

Political Theology, Social Theory, and Geopolitical Analysis
Political Theology
It may be useful to begin by recapping in some detail our argument up to this point. The alternative analysis which we are proposing is based on very different philosophical and political-theological foundations from those of modern social theory. Like dialectical and historical materialism we uphold a moderate realism tempered by recognition of the role of social structure and social location in shaping the way we think (Mansueto 2002b) Also like dialectical materialism (Engels 1880/1940. Bogdanov 1928/1980), we regard the universe as a self-organizing system which develops towards increasingly complex levels of organization (Mansueto 2005: 43-64).
 Like functionalism and interpretive sociology we take seriously the ideas which constitute societies and give meaning and direction to human action and regard politics as, at the highest level, a struggle around fundamental questions of meaning and value. Unlike all of these theories, however, our perspective recognizes that the cosmohistorical evolutionary process generally and the human civilizational project in particular are ordered towards a transcendental end. Everything in the universe seeks Being, in proportion to and in accord with its nature and specific characteristics (Mansueto 2005). 
What this means is that human beings and human societies seek God, not just in the sense of a relationship with the divine, but in the sense of seeking actual divinization in so far as and in the way in which they understand it. Everything we do, from the most basic activities necessary to survival –which is a struggle to persist in Being—to the most complex products of our civilizations share this common end. It is just the way in which understand the divine and the means by which we seek it which changes. 

Theologically, we understand this struggle for divinization has fundamentally positive and constitutive of our humanity. It is what first stretches us and calls out the best from us. But it is also a struggle doomed to failure, for the simple reason that the boundary between contingent and necessary being simply cannot be crossed. Every attempt at divinization –and every civilization constituted by such an attempt-- thus ends in failure. And yet it is just precisely in such failures that we discover a deeper knowledge of the divine. The horizon of our failures defines a beyond into which are irresistibly called, becoming more human, and more than human, finding new meanings and the charter for a new epoch in the human civilizational project.
Social Theory
This has profound implications for the way in which we do sociology, because it means recognizing not only that some individuals and societies understand themselves as ordered to transcendental ends, and that this makes a difference –something which interpretive and functionalist sociology already do— but that all individuals and societies really are so ordered, whether they understand themselves to be or not. Thus our frankly Neo-Aristotelian tripartite model of social organization, which we have argued is determined by:
· the material conditions under which a society develops, i.e. its ecosystem,
· various social structures which represent an adaptation to those material conditions but also a way of realizing
· transcendental ends. 

Human beings and human societies, in other words, pursue Being under definite material conditions and using definite social structures. 

This innovation has allowed us in turn to introduce the new concept of civilizational ideal. A civilizational ideal is a particular way of pursuing Being and represents the conscious aims of a civilization. It is more fundamental and enduring than a structural pattern such as capitalism or socialism. Human societies thus pursue Being under the guise of a particular civilizational ideal. They do this under definite material conditions and by means of definite social structures. 
When a civilization is unable to realize its ideals using a particular structure it undergoes a crisis. Our framework allows us to distinguish between three very different types of crisis: a crisis of regime, a structural crisis and a civilizational crisis. The crisis of regime occurs when a long established set of policies no longer allows people to realize their aspirations, but where the contradictions are not so profound as to require a change in social structure. A structural crisis occurs when it is no longer possible for a society to pursue its civilizational ideal within the context of the existing structure. A civilizational crisis, on the other hand, takes place when, generally after a succession of structural crises, people actually lose faith in a civilizational ideal and stop pursuing it. 
Finally, we distinguished between three different metacivilizational  projects: preaxial, axial, and modern. In preaxial civilizations there is a common set of meanings which is taken for granted. The civilization is generally ordered towards the divinization of its rulers by means of sacrificial rituals. Axial civilizations are characterized by the problematization of meaning, by religious rationalization, and religious democratization and are ordered toward the cultivation of human capacities, and especially human spiritual development, in a way which includes but transcends innerworldly Civilizational progress. Modern civilizations, finally, seek divinization by purely innerworldly means, scientific-technological or philosophical-political.
Geopolitical Analysis
As we noted in the first chapter, the principal impact of a political theology or social theory on geopolitical analysis is to select from among the various forces which define the current situation those which are most important, either because they reflect powerful, deeply rooted social trends or because they bear in one way or another on important values. We do not negate the structural factors emphasized by modern social theory but identify others which we believe to be equally important. Specifically, our analysis of the current situation will, first of all, take into account the nature and integrity of the ecosystem, and especially the developing ecological crisis. Second, in considering structural factors we will look not just at the ability of various economic structures (capitalism and socialism) to realize the modern ideal and at the balance of forces between primary social actors, but also at the operation secondary and tertiary social actors, i.e. the organizations of civil society and political-theological organizations, treated not merely as agents of primary social actors such as classes and peoples, but also as carriers of (often competing) civilizational ideals and the structure of the social space (totalitarian or pluralistic) in which they are operating. One particularly important manifestation of this, too little studied, is the  architectural organization of the society, which defines sacred and civic space and thus constrains and orders action in the public arena, facilitating, obstructing, or channeling in various ways the development of collective effervescence.  Finally, we will take into account the viability of civilizational ideals themselves, treating the current situation as a real debate around fundamental questions of meaning and value in which a strategic assessment is always also a political theological claim. 
The Current Situation
This framework has allowed us to understand the current crisis in a new and more profound way. Specifically, by thematizing the concept of civilizational ideal, we have been able to understand more accurately just what modernity is about –and thus why humanity has been so disappointed by its failure. Far from representing a global abandonment of humanity’s transcendental aim, modernity, like all other civilizational ideals, represents a specific way of understanding and achieving those aims. In its dominant form modernity is founded on a univocal metaphysics which understands the first principle as the infinite or unlimited and specifically as infinite or unlimited knowledge and power. Thus the tendency among modernists not only to characterize but actually to define God as omniscient and omnipotent and thus as sovereign, i.e. as exercising effective control over the universe and its constituent elements. Early (Protestant) modernity recognized the existence of such a divine sovereign and sought for humanity a kind of subaltern sovereignty as His vice-regent. Scientific high modernism, on the other hand, was skeptical about the existence of such a God precisely because it sought the full measure of divinity for human beings, and sought to achieve this by means of scientific and technological progress –including progress in the social sciences and social engineering. If high modernity was generally hesitant to admit this goal even to itself (though there have always, as we pointed out in an earlier chapter, been “god-builders” and “transhumanists” of various kinds), it is because modern science early on began to generate pessimistic results such as the Second Law of Thermodynamics which almost from the beginning called radically into question the viability of that goal. And yet it could not abandon it completely, because it is what legitimates the sacrifices which modern social structures, both capitalist and socialist, have required of humanity.  Humanistic modernism, finally, retained the analogical metaphysics of Esse which was dominant in most postaxial civilizations, but sought to transcend contingency, and thus implicitly to attain divinity, by means of a philosophical wisdom and revolutionary political practice which elevated humanity to the state of the unique subject-object of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. 
In what follows we will argue that modernity is in crisis for three principal reasons. First, the pursuit of the modern ideal (and specifically of the scientific modern ideal), far from liberating humanity from finitude and materiality, seems to be generating an ecological crisis of unprecedented proportions, --one which may threaten the actual habitability of the earth. This is because modern industrial techne, rather than tapping into and nurturing existing dynamics of growth and development, dissolves such dynamics (generally by combustion) in order to release energy and do work. We are quite literally burning up the planet, and suffocating in the resulting smoke.
Second, neither of the two principal economic structures associated with modernity nor the modern sovereign nation state have been able to realize either the positivistic or humanistic variants of the high modern ideal. Both capitalism and socialism are characterized by a way of mobilizing labor –the wage relation— which results in profound alienation, undercutting the humanistic modern ideal of rational autonomy. And both are characterized by internal contradictions which ultimately lead to crisis and stagnation, thereby undercutting the scientific and technological progress which would be necessary to carry humanity beyond finitude by innerworldly means. Capitalism redeploys capital to low wage, low technology activities and drives down wages, undermining both capital formation and effective demand. Attempts to ameliorate these problems require high levels of state spending, which either leads to high deficits and rising interest rates, further undermining capital formation or to high taxes, undercutting attempts to support effective demand. Socialism, while it has demonstrated its effectiveness at carrying out basic development tasks such as ensuring food self-sufficiency and first and second stage industrialization, and at centralizing resources for civilization building, leads to rising worker incomes coupled with shortages of consumer goods, something which leads inevitably to declining productivity and eventually to permanent stagnation. The modern sovereign nation state, meanwhile (or its proxies, such as the Communist Party), to just precisely the extent to which it has attempted to become the vehicle for making humanity or a section thereof into the “unique subject object” of the cosmohistorical process has in fact undermined the most basic conditions for the cultivation of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship. To the extent that it has not aspired to such high ends, it has been largely an instrument of Capital in developing national economies and as such simply a stage along the way in the development of global parastatal structures which show little signs of being democratic.
Third –and most importantly— the modern ideal itself is flawed. Ultimately this flaw is rooted in bad metaphysics. The univocal metaphysics at the core of the Protestant and positivistic variants of the modern ideal understands God as the infinite or the unlimited. This leads either to a spirituality of authority and submission, with humanity acting as God’s vice-regent, or to an attempt to actually build God through scientific and technological progress. In either case, the results are profoundly unsatisfying. This is because what beings actually seek is neither childlike submission nor the “bad infinity” of endless existence and unlimited power, but rather ever fuller participation in the creative power of Being itself. Scientific and technological progress can certainly be such a participation, but modern techne, with its effort to consume and combust the earth, and modern science, which always and only serves such techne are both ultimately counterfeits. It is not just that modern efforts to build God have failed, but that God cannot be built. God is; the divine within us –individually and collectively-- must be cultivated.
Humanistic modernism presents different problems entirely. This trend, which has its roots the Radical Aristotelianism of the High Middle Ages, found its highest expression in Hegel and Hegelian Marxism. Unlike the Protestant and scientific modernism, it largely conserves, as we have noted, the analogical metaphysics of the Silk Road Era. What it seeks to transcend is not so much finitude as contingency. For Hegel as for Hegelian Marxists, philosophical wisdom rooted in democratic and/or revolutionary practice allows us to identify with the Idea, or with the historical process, becoming, as the early Lukacs put it, “the identical subject-object” of the historical process (Lukacs 1922/1971). In this sense it is very much in continuity with the more mystical strains of Aristotelian and Thomistic philosophy, such as those represented by Meister Eckhardt. The difficulty, of course, is that we are, in fact, contingent, and no deepening of philosophical wisdom and no extension of democratic citizenship or revolutionary political practice can overcome that. Lukacs already partly acknowledged this when he argued that it is the class (read the Communist Party) and not the individual which is the authentic subject object of human history (Lukacs 1922/1971). But of course the proletariat and its political party, even if we argue that they enjoy a certain ontological privilege in virtue of their rootedness in humanity’s core activity of creating, are also contingent. Thus humanistic modernism fades over into the urbane despair represented by the Frankfort School and thinkers like Adorno, an attitude which is very close to postmodernism. 
This said, there are aspects of modernity worth conserving. From scientific modernism, we need to take away a deepened insight into techne as a real participation in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos. From humanistic modernism we need to conserve the ideal of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship, and to remember the sane roots of humanistic modernist politicism in the Jewish identification of da’ath ‘elohim (knowledge of God) and the just act. 
Finally, we will devote significant attention to phenomena which developed in the modern era but which are not, properly speaking, governed by the modern ideal: the emergence of rich networks of intermediate institutions ordered to diverse civilizational ideals and the emergence in the United States first, but perhaps, with growing global migration elsewhere as well, of a polity which is pluralistic but which takes questions of meaning and value seriously. 
The Unfolding of the Crisis 
The foregoing analysis tells us why, fundamentally, modernity is in crisis. But it does not capture the profoundly traumatic nature of that crisis or the way in which it has unfolded. Broadly speaking, it is possible to identify three overlapping stages in the crisis of modernity:

1) early disappointment of regarding the outcome of the democratic and the first socialist revolutions, which can be traced back to as far as the end of the eighteenth century, and which dominated most of the nineteenth, leading to Romantic reaction, the first “postmodernism,”
2) the “long war” and the trauma of the twentieth century, which began in 1914 and extended up through the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, and 
3) the present “late modern” or “postmodern,” period, which began to take shape after the Second World War, and which has been fully formed since 1989.
Revolutionary Disappointments and Romantic Reactions
Revolutionary Disappointments
Modernity, in both its scientific-technological and humanistic forms was, in effect, still born. The positivistic variant of the modern ideal promised to divinize humanity through the conquest of nature, the humanistic variant by creating a collective subject which would liberate humanity from contingency and make history the conscious expression of the rationally autonomous will. But the realities of modernization were very different. This was partly a result of industrialism, which transformed labor, which was historically a creative act which tapped into the latent potential of matter and brought it to perfection, into a series of repetitive, meaningless tasks, making human beings –as the image of The Matrix, with which we opened this work suggests, into little more than batteries. But partly it was also a result of the wage relation. Marx analyzed the reasons for this in his Paris Manuscripts (Marx 1844/1978). The wage relation transforms human labor, which is the expression of our species being and binds us to nature and to other human beings while at the same time being an autonomous expression of our individuality, into simply a means of survival. This alienates us from ourselves, from the natural world, and from the rest of humanity. 

Democracy, meanwhile, turned out to have its own contradictions. In order to understand this, we need to distinguish between two variants of modern democratic theory
. There is, on the one hand, the liberal democratic tradition which emerged out of the Anglo-American experience, which understood democracy as primarily as a way of protecting and supporting pre-existing natural or traditional rights and institutions. This is the vision of Locke. It is also, with some modifications, the vision embodied in The Federalist and in the expanded Tocquevillian understanding of democracy which we discussed in the last chapter. Generally speaking, this tradition only very reluctantly embraced universal suffrage and focused on restraining the state rather than on using it as a vehicle for social transformation. On the other hand, the radical democratic tradition which emerged out of the French Revolution, and which was inspired above all by Rousseau, understood democracy as above all popular sovereignty –the capacity of the people collectively to remake the world in which they live.

It was this latter vision of democracy which was taken up by humanistic modernity as its vehicle for liberation from contingency. The difficulty, of course, is that a party or state which is effective at global social transformation, and can thus function as the subject of the historical process, is unlikely to be characterized by significant internal democracy. Liberal democracies, on the other hand, which did much better at conserving the conditions for authentic rational autonomy and democratic citizenship, are rarely good vehicles for revolutionary social transformation. The humanistic modern intelligentsia, in other words, was faced with a choice between repression and marginalization, and the humanistic project itself was more or less permanently stalled. 

The internal contradictions of the humanistic modern project, finally, extend to the cultural realm. Indeed, it is here that many cultural theorists working in the critical tradition believe the crisis of their project first manifested itself.  Theodor Adorno, for example, argued that the abandonment of the sonata-allegro form
, which he reads as the musical trace of the ideal of the self-unfolding of a rational, autonomous subject, in Beethoven’s late style, in favor of the external form of the Catholic mass or the more static theme and variations, reflects a double disillusionment, first with the Revolution, as a result of its termination in Napoleon’s dictatorship, and second with the Restoration which followed his defeat (Subotnik 1976). Lukacs has made a similar point about the modern novel, which reflects the struggles of the critical modern subject in a world in which meaning has become radically problematic (Lukacs 1916/1974).

Ultimately all these contradictions were rooted in the very nature of the humanistic modern project itself. Seeking divinization by elevating humanity to the status of the unique subject of the cosmohistorical process makes meaning into a social product and human beings its authors. But this is the same thing as saying that meaning is simply a product of power struggles, and leaves the humanistic project itself ultimately ungrounded. 

Socialism was, from the very beginning, an attempt on the part of humanistic intellectuals to salvage their variant of modern ideal from the contradictions of industrial capitalism and liberal democracy. It was the hope of the early Marx that socialism would transcend the wage relation, and the socialist movements of the 1840s, for which he sought to provide a vision and a strategy, shared this aspiration. They were, on the one hand, movements of resistance on the part of the artisanate to capitalist modernization and specifically to proletarianization and they drew significantly on the old guild tradition (Sewell 1980). On the other hand, they were not only movements of resistance. On the contrary, they reflected an effort on the part of the artisanate to transform itself into a kind of mass auto-didact intelligentsia, using what was left of the guilds and compagnonages as well as the emerging network of Masonic lodges and revolutionary organizations as a kind of popular university. It was this culturally rich and politically engaged world which made it possible for Marx to imagine a socialist future in which people would engage in creative manual labor in the morning, write philosophy in the afternoon, and paint or compose in the evening … 
It was, however, just precisely this socialism which was defeated in the struggles of 1848, even if its echoes lived on for another 150 years. Partly this was simply a result of the immanent process of capitalist development and specifically of proletarianization, which gradually liquidated the artisanate and the humanistic intelligentsia which made up the principal constituency for humanistic modernism  --though as late as the 1980s and 1990s I knew manual laborers with no formal education who continued to embody the old autodidact ideal. Partly, however, it was a result of the displacement of the humanistic-artisan alliance by a new alliance between sectors (primarily the scientific technical intelligentsia and the proletariat) whose principal criticism of capitalism was that it held back economic development, and the effective abandonment of the humanistic in favor of the positivist variant of the modern ideal. The mature Marx to some extent, but more especially Engels, became the theorists of this trend, a shift which was already apparent in the Communist Manifesto, published in 1848, and which was fully developed by the time Capital was published in 1867. What this meant practically was that actually existing socialism, whether reformist or revolutionary, never really attempted to transcend the wage relation, and thus to overcome the alienation which was at the heart of the humanistic critique of capitalism. Partly, finally, it was a result of mixed motives of the humanistic intelligentsia itself, for which socialism was not simply a strategy for unleashing human potential, but first and foremost a strategy for human self-divinization. This is what first drew Hegel to his doctrine of the State as the embodiment of the Idea, and it is what eventually drew much of the humanistic intelligentsia away from its creative engagement with artisans and workers and into the Leninist project of party building. Finally, socialism, far from addressing the implicit groundlessness of meaning in earlier variants of the humanist project made this groundlessness explicit, rejecting Hegel’s philosophical theology in favor of Feuerbachian and Marxist anthropology.
Romantic Reactions
For the dialectical and historical materialist tradition 1848 marks the point at which capitalism ceased to be progressive. Georg Lukacs (Lukacs 1953/1980) , for example, notes that this is the point at which the bourgeoisie abandoned the direct apologetic for capitalism (i.e. the argument that it would actually make possible the realization of the modern ideal) in favor of what he calls the “indirect” apologetic, the argument put forward by thinkers as diverse as Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Heidegger that the human condition being what it is, nothing  will make human beings happy, and that capitalism is the best we can do. There is, no doubt, considerable truth to this claim. But our analysis suggests that more was in crisis than capitalism. And indeed, what Lukacs calls the “direct apologetic” has in fact returned periodically, for example in the neoliberal theory of the present period (Hayek 1988). Rather, we would like to suggest, what was in crisis was the modern ideal itself, and especially its humanistic variant, the contradictions of which had already been sufficiently revealed to compromise the support of sections of the humanistic intelligentsia and to open the tradition up to criticism from the outside –and most especially from the heirs of the Augustinian reaction.
It is in this context which we must understand the Romantic reaction of the nineteenth century, which brought together a broad spectrum of tendencies from humanistic intellectuals disillusioned by the productivist turn in the socialist movement and/or with the groundlessness of meaning which the socialist project implied to neo-Augustinians, religious and atheistic, who were hostile to the humanistic modern project from the very beginning. The result was a complex dynamic in which those who were fundamentally concerned to reground meaning (traditionalists, especially those on the center and left of the movement but also post-Hegelians such as Schelling) and were willing to compromise humanistic principles if it was necessary in order to do so rubbed shoulders with those who read the failure of the humanists to ground meaning as a victory and began to assert openly that meanings and values were a function of power, whether divine (Kierkegaard and the religious existentialists who followed him) or human (Nietzsche and Weber). 
Many aspects of this Romantic reaction were benign and even drew attention to aspects of Europe’s spiritual heritage which had been effaced by the Enlightenment. We have already mentioned the important contributions of Ballanche in analyzing the religious component of democratic project and of Tocqueville in pointing out the importance of a vigorous civil society to the success of that project. We might add to this the broad spectrum of post-Enlightenment religious thinkers from the American Transcendentalists to the Russian Orthodox revival represented by Soloviev, Bulgakov, and Berkyaev. But other aspects of the Romantic movement were more troubling. Specifically, it signaled a shift in the balance of forces between the national and democratic and socialist elements in the modern revolutionary movement. Where previously, democratic and protosocialist revolutions (such as the French revolutions of 1789, 1830 and 1848) were articulated across the space of a nation state first constructed by absolute monarchs), now, ethnic nationalist movements undertook the task of state building directly, appealing to national myths which claimed to be given and contingent, even though national identities were always constructed. Thus the Italian Risorgimento drew on the myth of a Terza Italia (Lovett 1982), the various national movements in the Balkans on Catholic or Orthodox identities set over and against Ottoman multicultural imperialism and, most ominously, the emerging German nation on a deconstruction of the Latin/Celtic/Germanic synthesis on which Western Christendom had been built in favor of a (constructed) purely German identity. These movements were not, to be sure, entirely without democratic or even socialist aims, aims which once again came to the fore as the movements extended to the colonized Americas, Africa, and Asia in the twentieth century. But ultimately ethnic nationalism was a mechanism for building a modern state at a time when the humanistic project had been compromised. It could serve as a means of liberating colonies from imperial hegemons, but also, as we will see, as a means by which late entrants into the imperialist game could build the internal support they needed for a policy of austerity, militarization, and conquest. And sometimes, when the colony was itself a former imperial hegemon, such as China or Dar-al-Islam, the line between these two phenomena was not always clear. And in either case, because the humanistic ideal of rational autonomy had been compromised, the resulting states rarely paid more than lip service to either liberal or democratic principles. 
The Long War and the Trauma of the Twentieth Century
The revolutionary disappointments and romantic reaction of the nineteenth century, however, represented only the first stage of a much deeper crisis. It was only in the twentieth century that the really profound problems of modernity would become apparent. On the one hand, beginning with the First World War, it became increasingly apparent to an ever broader sector of humanity throughout Asia, Africa, and Latin America, that capitalism would be unable to fulfill the full promise of high modernity, at least for them. Marx and Lenin identified the reasons for this long ago. Since surplus is generated by human labor, as an economy becomes more technologically advanced, the rate of profit declines unless it is artificially held up by monopoly rents on innovation, and capital is redeployed to low wage, low technology sectors, holding back the development of the productive forces. Furthermore, to the extent that technology does advance commodities become cheaper, driving down the value of labor power and creating profound underconsumption tendencies (Mandel 1968, Amin 1979/1980). Both of these contradictions can be significantly ameliorated. The state can subsidize high technology sectors, something which has usually, but need not, take the form of arms purchases, and it can support demand by means of minimum wage laws and transfer payments. Regulated collective bargaining can also ensure that wages increase with productivity. This is essentially the model adopted by the advanced capitalist countries in the wake of the Great Depression and the Second World War. But it is not available to countries which lack colonies, much less to countries which are themselves colonies which, if and when they develop, do so only as low-wage entrepots which generate surplus but enjoy few of the benefits of modernity. In order to ensure their access to access to colonies, the imperial powers either occupy and govern their colonies directly or form alliances with local landed elites, large merchant capital, and later with local capitalists using low wage labor to produce goods for export who then form repressive client states which stifle the democratic aspirations of the people. Free expression is smothered, and with it the formation of a culture which values science and rational autonomy.
Thus the long war. Historical materialists, especially those working in the Leninist tradition, have generally regarded the First and Second World Wars as inter-imperialist conflicts: i.e. as a struggle between capitalist powers to gain or maintain the colonial empires which they needed in order to resolve the internal contradictions of capitalist development. The military expenditures necessary to secure these colonies subsidize high technology sectors at home, sustaining technological and economic progress, while the profits repatriated from colonies make it possible to subsidize higher rates of consumption on the part of the working classes, ameliorating the underconsumption tendencies. Eventually imperial powers come into conflict with each other over the division of the world, leading to great global conflicts like the First and Second World Wars (Lenin 1916/1971). Defenders of the Soviet variant of historical materialism understood the Cold War in a somewhat different light –as an attempt on the part of the premier capitalist power, the United States, to secure for Capital the liberated zone create by the Soviet Union and its allies. Advocates of Mao Zedong’s Three Worlds Theory, on the other hand regarded the Cold War as an interimperialist conflict and treated the Soviet Union as just another imperial power scrambling for colonies.

There is considerable merit to the idea that the World Wars were interimperialist conflicts and the question of the nature of the Soviet Union and its relationship to its Third World allies is an empirical question which is not essential to our argument here. As with most historical materialist analysis, however, it tells only part of the story. Specifically, it misses the implications of this structural conflict for the fate of the scientific modern civilizational ideal.

I would like to suggest, first of all, that the First World War represented the maturation of the crisis of the capitalist form of modern civilization. In this sense the Leninist analysis of that war was very much on the mark. It had become impossible for capitalism to continue to make progress towards the realization of the modern ideal without colonies –without exporting its internal contradictions to places which were, as a result, largely excluded from further civilizational progress. 
The results of this first world war left those countries which had either lacked colonies going into it or had very few (Germany, Italy, Spain, Portugal) in an even weaker position: even more desperate to defend and expand their empires and even less able to do so. At the structural level, fascism represented fundamentally an attempt on the part of these countries to militarize their societies in order to expand and/or defend a colonial empire. At a civilizational level, however, fascism represented a mobilization and radicalization of ideologies developed as during the Romantic reaction of the nineteenth century to legitimate a policy of austerity, militarization, and conquest. Specifically, the fascist parties all argued, in one way or another, that modernity –and especially humanistic modernity-- had failed and had made the West (or at least parts of it) weak, and it was time to return to one or another older civilization ideal, generally much misunderstood and reconfigured in such a way as to allow it to legitimate the militarization of society which fascism as a political economic strategy required. For Portugal and Spain this meant an ossified, authoritarian version of Counter-Reformation Catholicism; for Italy it meant an idealized Roman Empire; for Germany it meant an imagined Aryan Pagan past. In all cases the result was a reversion to a spirituality of authority and submission.
The horrors of fascism and its in the Second World War not only discredited it as a solution to the emerging civilizational crisis; it also discredited, at least in Europe, the idea of a recovery of earlier civilizational ideals.  The effect was to leave Europe profoundly wounded. Postwar Europe was, in this sense, “postmodern” from the very beginning, in the sense that it continued to live modernity –mostly in its liberal variant, with some modifications in a socialist direction-- without actually believing in the modern ideal –or, for that matter, in any alternative ideal. The economic success of postwar Europe made this “nonsolution” to the civilizational crisis look attractive for a while. Europeans were able to consume the products of earlier civilizational endeavors without creating anything authentically new. It is only as globalization has begun to threaten European economic prosperity and immigration and expansion into the former Soviet bloc has flooded Europe with partisans of other civilizational traditions (Islamic, Conservative Catholic, Orthodox) that the limitations of the European solution are beginning to become apparent. 
The other way for countries which lacked colonies to modernize was, as we have said, to break with capitalism and use the state as an engine for primitive accumulation and technological and economic development. Under the circumstances, it should come as no surprise that socialism, in one or another form, proved itself very attractive to the masses of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

Socialism, however, has its own problems. Socialist countries have proven themselves quite successful in addressing basic development tasks, however they have defined them. Thus, the Soviet Union was able to make itself a major industrial power in a matter of a few decades; China was able to restore basic food self-sufficiency in a fraction of that time (Bettelheim 1976, Amin 1981/1982). And this won them the loyal support of the generation which they led out of poverty. The question has been what to do next. Having secured the basic welfare of its people and built and industrial apparatus adequate to its security needs, the Soviet Union decided to invest in civilization building along classically modernist lines and by the 1960s had an artistic, scientific, and cultural apparatus second to none. The difficulty was that the vast majority of the people, while comfortable by the standards of their parents, saw little or no expansion of consumption opportunities. Ruble bank accounts grew, but there was nothing to spend them on. A close examination of party documents from the early 1950s suggests that the party expected people to eschew consumerism and become junior participants in the great scientific and cultural achievements of the period, taking evening classes and engaging in artistic and scientific creativity. But formation as a factory worker does little to prepare one to participate actively in artistic creation or scientific research. And the ideological dynamics of secular socialism were insufficient to motivate the people to expend their lives in service to a future neither they nor their children would likely enjoy. The result was growing absenteeism and declining productivity, something which left the system in a state of profound crisis from the late 1970s on. 
China, meanwhile, read the socialist project very differently. It would be easy to read the Maoist experience as an example of socialist resistance to capitalist modernization: as the limitations of the Soviet “high modern” model became apparent, the Chinese began to emphasize the conservative elements of the socialist project, focusing on radical land reform and food self-sufficiency. And this may have been true up until the early 1960s. But the experience of the Cultural Revolution makes this reading impossible. Mao and his associates went well beyond resistance to capitalist modernization; they unleashed a deeply rooted anticivilizational impulse. This was rooted partly in the experience of an oppressed and exploited peasantry which had long born the burdens of civilization without enjoying many of its benefits, but it also reflected the standpoint of displaced youth anxious to advance their own interests rather than mastering the disciplines of civilization building. Thus the appeal of a politics which, as we have suggested in an earlier chapter, allowed individuals and small groups to quite literally play God, constantly redefining, through a permanent and ongoing revolution, the very terms which define reality.
The Soviet and Chinese experiments together suggest that like capitalism, socialism has its own distinctive crisis tendencies. At least one of these is what we might call the “scissors tendency,” after the “scissors crisis,” of the 1920s in which Soviet peasants, enjoying the results of land reform and lacking outlets for their increased incomes, reduced production to subsistence levels, nearly starving the cities and creating the pretext for the forced collectivization which followed (Bettelheim 1976). More generally, a scissors crisis occurs when a socialist economy, following its internal logic, both substantially frees workers and enterprises from market pressures and invests surplus rationally in civilization building activities. Workers and enterprises do not need to produce in order to survive, and have no outlets for their increased incomes, and so reduce their activity or investment levels, resulting in economic stagnation.  Thus the slow collapse of the Soviet system; thus the ability of the Chinese to avoid a similar collapse only by fully exposing workers to global market pressures and entering the world market as a low-wage entrepot –i.e. just specifically the fate socialism was to help them escape. 
None of this, however, should be read as affirming the neoliberal triumphalism of the period since 1989. On the contrary, we must be clear that capitalism was able to survive and prosper in the West only because imperialism allowed the advanced capitalist countries to export their contradictions and because Keynesian economic policies shored up internal demand. The difficulty is that “actually existing Keynesianism” has its own contradictions. While strict Keynesian doctrine calls for counter cyclical fiscal policies, with deficits during recessions balanced by surpluses during periods of growth, this is politically very difficult to implement. The result is a tendency for deficits and state indebtedness to accumulate, something which drives up interest rates and undermines capital formation in the long run. Keeping wages high, meanwhile creates opportunities for competitors in low wage regions who capture first lower technology but eventually essentially all sectors of the economy. Only high end strategies focused on constant innovation are really viable for a high wage economy, and even these are difficult to sustain as newly industrialized countries climb up the technological ladder (Wright 1978, Amin 1979/1980, Davis 1985). The result has been a gradual loss of the West’s comparative advantage in high-end sectors, coupled by intense competition from the developing world in low and medium technology activities.
Neither capitalism nor socialism, therefore, has been able to make a credible bid at realizing the high modern ideal. This failure is particularly acute for the so-called “baby-boom” generation which came of age in the 1960s believing that by the turn of the century interplanetary travel and space colonization would be routine and that this same technological prowess could be used to address deep rooted needs at home, vanquishing hunger, replacing polluting fossil fuels with clean, renewable alternatives, and rebuilding our cities in a way which made slums and traffic jams a thing of the past. These were the years of the New Frontier and the Great Society --years when it really seemed that scientific innovation and civic responsibility would at long last triumph over humanity's millennia of ignorance and egoism.  The aspirations of the period were perhaps best captured by the popular science fiction series Star Trek, which depicted a society in which not only had poverty and hunger been vanquished and racial and national contradictions overcome, but everyone performed useful, challenging labor.  The only hierarchies were those based on ability, and even these were remarkably fluid. James T. Kirk, the 34 year old starship captain, was a kind of cosmic Jack Kennedy, grouping around himself the expertise he needed to complement his own decisive (if sometimes reckless) leadership.  For those of us who grew up in the 1960s, society on the model of Star Trek seemed not only possible but inevitable.  It was only a matter of time.
This was, however, not to be. By the end of the 1960s the internal contradictions of the postwar, Keynesian settlement were already becoming apparent. Long years of stagnation through the 1970s and early 1980s were followed by a period of renewed growth, but not by renewed hope in the full form of the modern ideal. Economic growth had been reduced to a means of increasing individual consumption. On the other hand, movements with their roots in the romantic and conservative reaction of the later nineteenth century, and which pretended to reject modernity in favor of a return to older civilizational values, when they briefly gained the upper hand in the middle of the twentieth century, had demonstrated a degree of brutality hitherto unknown in the history of the planet, using modern techniques to carry out systematic genocide and to prosecute a program of world conquest. The result was to discredit both traditional and modern civilizational ideals, resulting in a global weariness with the entire human civilizational project. It is this weariness which defines the postmodern condition. 
The twentieth century, in other words, became the long century of disillusionment. Intellectual and moral leaders, in both the West and the Soviet bloc, lost confidence in their civilizational ideal and in their strategies for realizing that ideal. This, in turn, had a further effect. At just the moment when our civilization most needed teachers who could pass on the deep civilizational building capacities which humanity had accumulated over the course of five millennia: the ability to make and evaluate arguments and especially to seek meaning, and the ability to order one’s life in a way which allows one to actually seek the end so discovered, our teachers stopped teaching. The academy became, increasingly, the preserve of specialist scholars and systematically excluded nearly all whose work attempted to address fundamental questions. As the academy expended, furthermore, to accommodate the need of Capital for skilled intellectual workers, traditional liberal arts curricula were watered down and university level credentials granted to those who had not mastered even the skills which, in a previous era, would have been necessary to graduate from high school. No longer did a university degree signify the ability to make and evaluate arguments across disciplines, and especially regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. And without these capacities it is quite impossible to embrace or reject a civilizational ideal, to pursue or combat one, much less to participate in giving birth to a new one. Thus our current atmosphere of nihilism and despair; thus the ever-present miasma of dangerous stagnation. 

These flaws were already apparent in the so-called “greatest generation (Brokaw 1998),” which, after the trauma of the antifascist struggle and Second World War, largely settled down to enjoy the postwar  prosperity. No longer really believing in anything, they lost the will to pass on the core capacities of their civilization. My own generation, the baby boom generation, not surprisingly concluded that our parents’ generation had nothing to teach and stopped listening even when they did have something to say. And each generation since has experienced a further decline. 

The Present Period

The Ecological Crisis
The crisis of the modern civilizational ideal has, then, been a long time coming. What makes the present period so distinct? First, the gradual degradation of the ecosystem as a result of the industrial technological regime is finally beginning to make its effects felt. This regime is centered on combustion i.e. on breaking down existing forms of organization in order to release energy which can then be used to do work. Combustion, by its very nature involves 1) the destruction of the underlying fuel source and 2) the production of by-products which alter the ecosystem in important ways. 
This means, first of all, that unless significant progress is made very soon in developing renewable and thus fundamentally nonindustrial energy sources, we will eventually deplete the fossil fuel sources on which the industrial regime depends, undermining its material basis. This point was, in fact, made rather rigorously and definitively some time ago by M.K. Hubbert (Hubert 1956), who showed that, assuming a finite supply of any mineral, production will increase rapidly after discovery, peak, and eventually fall off very sharply, with the change in production being described by derivative of the logistic equation. Estimates of just when production of any given fossil fuel will peak and when all sources will be depleted are complicated by the ongoing discovery of new sources, economic factors affecting the rate of exploration and exploitation, etc. Thus some early estimates (Hubbert 1974 predicted that production would peak in 1995), have proven inaccurate, but the underlying argument is valid, and there are current estimates that production may well peak in 2010 (Campbell 2007).  
The same principle applies to all of the other mineral inputs required by an industrial civilization.

It also means that the by products of industrial production are significantly altering our ecosystem. The most important such effect is the climate change induced by increasing carbon dioxide levels, the most important direct effect of combustion. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change , 

Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now evident from observations of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread melting of snow and ice, and rising global average sea level …  Eleven of the last twelve years (1995 -2006) rank among the 12 warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface temperature9 (since 1850). The updated 100-year linear trend (1906–2005) of 0.74 [0.56 to 0.92]°C is therefore larger than the corresponding trend for 1901-2000 given in the TAR of 0.6 [0.4 to 0.8]°C. The linear warming trend over the last 50 years (0.13 [0.10 to 0.16]°C per decade) is nearly twice that for the last 100 years. The total temperature increase from 1850 – 1899 to 2001 – 2005 is 0.76 [0.57 to 0.95]°C. Urban heat island effects are real but local, and have a negligible influence (less than 0.006°C per decade over land and zero over the oceans) on these values (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007: 5). 

Furthermore,

For the next two decades a warming of about 0.2°C per decade is projected for a range of SRES emission scenarios. Even if the concentrations of all greenhouse gases and aerosols had been kept constant at year 2000 levels, a further warming of about 0.1°C per decade would be expected (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007: 12)
These averages are deceptive. Climates are complex, nonlinear systems and even small fluctuations can have large effects. Some analysts, for example, have claimed that melting of the polar ice caps for example, could desalinate the Atlantic Ocean, undermining the Gulf Stream and depriving Europe of its mild climate (McGuire 2003).

The panel believes that 

Most of the observed increase in globally averaged temperatures since the mid-20th century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations. This is an advance since the TAR’s conclusion that “most of the observed warming over the last 50 years is likely to have been due to the increase in greenhouse gas concentrations”. Discernible human influences now extend to other aspects of climate, including ocean warming, continental-average temperatures, temperature extremes and wind patterns (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007: 10)
Resource depletion and climate change are, furthermore, only two dimensions of the emerging ecological crisis. There is broad evidence that the pollution of the environment and food supply with the byproducts of industrial production is contributing significantly to rising cancer rates and other health problems. Far from allowing us to transcend the limits of material finitude, industrial civilization may well bring us crashing up against those limits in an unprecedented way.

Political-Economic Contradictions
The second factor which makes the current situation unique is the crisis of socialism. This has shaped the current situation in two ways. First, up until 1989 socialism played a role in global politics which softened the impact of the long crisis of modernity. On the one hand, in its high forms, dialectical and historical materialism presented an alternative modernist ideology which offered an explanation of the failure of capitalism to realize the modern ideal and a strategy for so doing. On the other hand, at the popular level, especially among the marginalized peasant and proletarianized peasant masses of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, socialism continued to serve as a vehicle for resistance to capitalist modernization. More specifically, religious ideologies, whether the millenarian ideologies which motivated peasant movements in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, or modernizing religious ideologies like liberation theology or Islamic or Buddhist Socialism became ways of linking the antimodernist masses to the modern project. This, coupled with memories of the debacle of fascism, made full blown rejections of high modernism rare. The crisis of socialism and the collapse of the Soviet Union, coupled with the turn of China towards integration into the global market changed all this, undercutting the role of socialism as both an alternative, more humane modernity and as a sink for popular resistance to modernity as such.
Second, partly as a result of the immanent dynamics of capitalist development, and partly as a result of the collapse of the Soviet bloc, and the strategic reserve it offered to those resisting capitalist modernization and the penetration of market relations, we are finally witnessing the completion of the capitalist project: the formation of a unified global market not only in goods and services and in labor, but also in capital, in which resources can be re-allocated almost instantaneously from one activity to the other. This has meant a more intense exposure to market pressures and thus to the rationalizing dynamics of high modernity, and specifically its scientific-technological form –now shorn of the utopian hopes once attached to them-- than has hitherto been the case anywhere on the planet. 

In the present period these tendencies are beginning to push us towards an irreversible and irresolvable impasse. Specifically, the formation of a unified global market has, on the one hand, made it increasingly difficulty to sustain an effective global intellectual property regime. And even where such a regime prevails, it takes only one engineer and two lawyers to find a way around it, as the Apple Corporation discovered to its dismay. Monopoly rents on innovation will thus be increasingly difficult to sustain, undermining investment in new technologies and resulting in global stagnation. 
At the same time, and perhaps more importantly, technological development is gradually driving the value of labor power towards zero. We are probably still a long way from being able to completely or even almost completely automate routine production functions, but we can automate enough of it that the value of labor power is simply well below the levels at which it is currently being reimbursed in the US, Europe, Japan, and other developed countries. And the development of a unified global market means that downward pressure on wages is inevitable, something which will be intensified by demographic pressures in places like China and India, where it is possible to reimburse labor at a rate below its value because there is such a large surplus population waiting in the wings. And this phenomenon is not confined to manual labor, but extends as well to even highly skilled intellectual labor. And yet it is just precisely the high wage levels in the advanced capitalist countries which have driven the global economy for the past 60 years.
It would be nice to think we could resolve this contradiction by implementing the political program of the center left --a global “New Deal” which extended the benefits currently enjoyed by, say, French or Swedish citizens to everyone on the planet. This is, however, quite impossible. First, at the economic level, high wage rates in the advanced countries were always based on a combination of shared imperialist superprofits from abroad and actually higher rates of productivity. Globalization of the first privilege was always impossible, and with global information exchange and capital flows we are rapidly reaching a situation in which productivity levels will be more or less uniform on a world scale. Second, implementing such a global New Deal would require effective action on the part of the working class on a global scale, the existence of a global political arena in which such action was meaningful, and an effective global political authority which could carry out the resulting reforms. All three requirements entail organizing and institution building tasks of well beyond anything humanity has yet achieved. 
All of this could, of course, be taken to mean that Marx was simply premature in his predictions and that the “final conflict” was at long last approaching and a new, more authentic socialism on the agenda, as thinkers such as Hardt and Negri, Arrighi, and others have suggested. But this is unlikely for a number of reasons. First, the crisis of socialism is real and, as we have noted, socialism has its own, fundamental, internal contradictions. Second, the emergence of a global market and the intensification of market pressures has not been bad for everyone –or even for all of the working classes. On the contrary, globalization has had an extraordinarily uneven impact which has cut across classes, sectors, and regions, raising up and cutting down without respect to the predictions made by earlier forms of social theory, liberal or socialist.

Among those who have benefited from globalization, we can cite the following disparate economic sectors:

1) high-end innovators, especially in the information and technology sectors, who have been able to draw more or less uninterrupted monopoly rents, and who benefit from access to a global market for the goods and services they produce,

2) high-end luxury producers across sectors (housing, clothing, consumer goods, food, etc.) who cater to those in the previous category, and

3) middle and low technology producers and service providers who can produce goods and provide services of quality comparable to those produced and provided in the most advanced capitalist countries, but at a fraction of the cost, while still increasing the living standards of the profoundly impoverished populations of their countries.
These benefits, furthermore, extend across classes. They accrue, that is, to workers as well as capitalists in each of the sectors mentioned –even to low wage workers for whom their superexploitation by capital represents a liberation from rural stagnation and the oppression of premodern social forms. 
Among those who have suffered from globalization or who are threatened by it, we can cite the following equally disparate economic sectors:
1) middle and low technology producers and mid- to low- end service providers in the advanced capitalist countries,

2) those in sectors and economies which have been relatively sheltered from market pressures, including

a) those protected by socialist or populist regimes or by trade unions, which find it increasingly difficult to maintain their policies and positions in the new situation, and 

b) those in economic sectors which have historically enjoyed quasi-monopoly power but are threatened by the rise of new sectors of capital which may force rationalization (energy, especially petroleum globally; health care and insurance in the US), and

3) those lacking the most minimal social conditions for even low wage economic development. 

Between these two poles there are, of course, broad middle layers: the humanistic, as opposed to the scientific-technical intelligentsia, those elements of the scientific-technical intelligentsia working in less favored or “cutting edge” fields, those elements of the petty bourgeoisie whose market niche falls somewhere between the chic and favored on the one hand, and the backward and declining on the other. 

It should already be apparent that the process of globalization is creating strange bedfellows. The most progressive sectors of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie, together with the information-technological intelligentsia finds itself allied with low end manufacturing interests in the Third World which have highly exploitative labor practices.  Historically socialist or populist regimes and movements find themselves aligned with petroleum producers and the more backward sectors of capital in the advanced countries.
Matters become still more complex, however, when we begin to factor in geographical patterns. Neoliberalism has meant greater mobility primarily for capital. While migration is increasing, barriers to the mobility of labor remain and likely will for some time. And it turns out that there are some very specific things which help a region to profit from the neoliberal regime –and very definite things which mean that it will probably never be able to profit from that regime. Specifically, I would like to suggest, the old distinction between “First World” and “Third World,” between “developed,” “developing,” and “underdeveloped” regions, “center” and “periphery,” while still relevant, have been layered over by and is rapidly giving way to a distinction between “metropoles,” specifically understood as “world cities” or “world city candidates” and “hinterlands.” Such cities can be identified in any number of ways, but the most economically relevant classification has been developed by the Globalization and World Cities (GaWC) Study Group and Network (http://www.lboro.ac.uk/gawc/group.html) at Loughborough University in Leicester in the UK. Their classification is based on corporate service criteria in accounting, advertising, banking, and the law. One might add to these economic criteria others, such as serving as a “great power” capitol or headquarters for a major international organization, or cultural criteria having major research universities or media outlets, but even so, the results are striking. Of the cities ranked as “Alpha” or full service corporate centers North America has three, Europe four, and East Asia three. Africa, Latin America, India and Dar-al-Islam have none. Of cities ranked as “Beta” or major centers, North America has two more, Europe three more, the former Soviet bloc one, Latin America two, and East Asia and Oceana one each. Still nothing in India, Dar-al-Islam or Africa. Of cities ranked as “Gamma” or minor centers North America has another eight, Europe another thirteen, and East Asia eight. Africa. Latin America picks up two and Africa its first. There are three cities at this level in Dar-al-Islam, but only one (Istanbul) in the heartland and that is in an historically secularist state. The other two (Jakarta and Kuala Lampur) are in East Asia. It is only when one looks at “emerging” world cities that one finds a significant number of centers in the heartlands of Dar-al-Islam and India. And here India performs much better than the Islamic World, having two cities with relatively strong evidence of world city formation (Mumbai and New Delhi) where Dar-al-Islam has only cities with “some” and “minimal” evidence of world city formation (Beaverstock, Smith, and Taylor 1999). 

We still need to do more research to understand what underlying factors allow such “world cities” to emerge, but there distribution gives us an excellent map of where people are finding ways to profit from globalization and where they are not. And it must be remembered that in major metropolitan centers of the sort we have described, it is not only those with capital or high order skills who benefit; the vast sums of wealth concentrated in these areas open numerous opportunities for small business development (boutiques, restaurants) which generate income at a level comparable enterprises in lesser centers cannot. 

What this means is that in addition to cleavages along sectoral lines, the political landscape in the present period will be characterized by cleavages along geographical lines –and not just on the largest geopolitical scale. Large polities such as the United States, China, India, Russia, Brazil, and even Mexico will be sharply divided between metropoles linked to the global market and profiting from it, and hinterlands largely cut off from the global market and increasingly resistant to globalization. This is especially apparent in the United States, where these divisions, furthermore, often correspond to older regional cleavages. Note that the World Cities map includes only four minor centers in the southern part of the US (Dallas, Houston, Atlanta, and Miami), only one of which is in the Southern heartland. There is only one emerging center (Richmond). There are no centers, actual or emerging in the mountain states. This division corresponds at least roughly to current US voting patterns, as the results of the 2004 Presidential Election indicate. The clearest pattern in the election was not based on class, ethnicity, or even religion, but rather geography. Kerry carried only big cities (60%). He split smaller cities (49%) and lost all other types of communities to Bush. Kerry votes were, furthermore, concentrated in the Northeast, the upper Midwest, and the West Coast. Exceptions to this pattern correspond to either “Third World” (i.e. never developed) regions or minor civilizational centers. Thus Kerry carried the Rio Grande Valley, San Antonio, Northern New Mexico, and the San Luis Valley –all historically important Latino regions. He also carried parts of the Indian Country, and the Mississippi Delta and swaths of territory through the Deep South (historically African American). Of particular interest, however, is the fact that he also carried much of the upper Mississippi Valley in Minnesota, Illinois, and Iowa, as well as a swath of territory extending west into Iowa along Interstate Highway 80. These are largely Scandinavian, German, Belgian, and Luxemburger regions with an unusually strong continuity of cultural institutions –Benedictine Monasteries, small Catholic and Lutheran colleges, etc. We see a similar pattern in India, where the high-tech South is pluralistic and tolerant, while the North is a hotbed of sectarian strife and the headquarters for the Hindu Fundamentalist Bharatiya Jana Sangh.
In other regions, such as Europe, characteristics we have identified as “metropolitan” are widely diffused, but are layered over by social democratic protections which reduce incentives to compete on a global scale. The fate of regions such as this will depend very largely on their ability to remain sufficiently innovative, or to conserve historic monopolies on traditional luxury goods (wine, cheese, olive oil) to attract the monopoly rents necessary to sustain both high incomes and social democratic protections.
Finally, it must be noted that the formation of a global market and the imposition of a rigorous neoliberal regime have tended to undermine one of the principal bases of historic socialism: movements of resistance to capitalist modernization on the part of intact but threatened traditional (especially peasant) communities. Indeed, the crisis of socialism as a mass movement and the emergence of various religious fundamentalisms as the principal form of resistance to capital is largely a product of this change. While socialism was able to capture and hegemonize the resistance of largely intact premodern communities to the destruction of their way of life by the penetration of capitalist relations of production, fundamentalism taps into the despair and disorientation of communities which are in the process of disintegrated or which have already dissolved. In this sense we disagree with Milbank that the revival of religion in the present period is primarily a mark of resistance to the “enclosure of the sacred (Milbank 2006a).” It is, rather, a reaction to the successful enclosure of the sacred which, precisely because of that enclosure, has been forced to embrace early modern forms. The only real exception to this pattern is in Latin America, where a populist socialism informed by popular religious traditions remains important and articulated through the theology of liberation remains a significant factor.
The net result of these developments is that modernity has no way forward. Both capitalism and historic socialism are at an impasse. Whatever comes next will need to be very, very different.

Political-Theological Cleavages and the Emerging Civilizational Crisis
The foregoing analysis makes it possible to explain the complex political-theological cleavages in a way that the principal alternative analyses cannot. On the one hand, precisely because there are sectors of the population which are still benefiting from capitalist modernization and more specifically from the global market, we still find significant reservoirs of residual high modernism, especially in the planet’s principal metropoles. These take two principal forms. There is, on the one hand, the officially dominant neoliberal consensus that free markets, democracy, and secularism are, in fact winning out and that current conflicts represent the death throws of reactionary resistance to modernity. As noted above, radical elements within this neoliberal trend (Tipler 1994) still uphold the hope that modernity will not merely lead to a better life for everyone, but that it will allow humanity to gradually transcend the limits of finitude. Within the neoliberal camp, there are sharp divisions between those who argue for state-led investment in order to promote and maintain competitiveness (Reich 1992) and radicals who argue that market forces should be left to operate on their own (Hayek 1988). This division seems to derive ultimately from differing degrees of dependence on “big science” and the information industries, both of which generally favor a more interventionist economic policy. Geopolitically, this trend is associated with the “end of history” thesis put forward by Francis Fukuyama (Fukuyama 1989).
Second, in spite of the crisis of socialism, there are still regions in which socialist modernism retains a constituency. These locations are mostly in rapidly developing regions in the Third World, and the socialism in question is far from orthodox. The most important such center is China, where the Communist Party continues to think in historical materialist terms, even when it makes the judgment that the marketplace can still play a progressive role in economic development. The position of the party remains that the level of development of the productive forces is still too low to sustain fully socialist property forms, but that such forms may become appropriate in the future. More to the point, while allowing China to develop as a market economy profoundly integrated into global exchange networks, the party is leveraging vast resources for projects that the market itself would not support: building 100 new Green cities, with 100 new universities for example. The party is also showing increasing sensitivity to the impact of globalization on the working classes, moving to strengthen trade unions in order to ensure that China does not permanently remain a low-wage export entrepot. Socialist modernism also retains some salience in Southern India, especially Kerala, where the land reform and education policies of the Communist Party of India – Marxist have helped create the conditions for high technology development, and in emerging world cities in Latin America where it has provided a base of support for a new left committed to engagement with the world market coupled with investment in promoting human develop and creating the conditions for authentic popular participation increasingly higher-end economic activities. This is distinct from the populist left represented by Hugo Chavez, Manuel Lopez Obrador, and Evo Morales (Castenada 2006), which we will consider shortly. 
There are also, as we noted broad layers of the population who occupy an ambivalent position with respect to the global market: the humanistic intelligentsia, those on the peripheries of the information-technology sectors, and the new “boutique” petty bourgeoisie which has grown up to service the needs of the newly enriched infogenrty and technogentry. This has provided a large constituency for two alternative ideological trends: postmodernism and the religious left. Postmodernism largely accepts both the modern critique of earlier religious ideologies and the death of the modern ideal itself and argues that we need to learn to live without a unifying civilizational ideal. Such an existence, of course, will be attractive only to those who are materially comfortable enough to find their consolations in this life and too dulled by patterns of modern life to ask enduring questions of meaning and value. The religious left –or, as I prefer to call it, the party of meaning and hope-- on the other hand, attracts those who accept the humanistic modern ideal of critical, rational autonomy and at least some aspects of the socialist critique of capitalism but have rejected the hope of divinization by means of revolutionary political practice, and draw on axial and postaxial spiritual traditions and spiritual practices in a effort to reground meaning and the struggle for social justice (Pew 2008). 
Those opposed to the neoliberal regime of accumulation are, similarly sharply divided --in this case between proponents of various fundamentalisms and a cultural-populist/socialist trend. 
The nature of fundamentalism has, of course, been one of the principal topics of recent socio-religious analysis. End of history theorists regard fundamentalism as merely a last-ditch resistance to the inevitable, all the more irrational because it is desperate and doomed. Clash of civilizations theorists interpret it as evidence that one or more major civilizations may be holding out against Western modernity. Radical Orthodoxy interprets it as a form of resistance to the enclosure of the sacred. What they all share is the conviction that fundamentalism represents a rejection of modernity. I would like to argue that this is not really accurate, and that fundamentalism is, in fact, a reassertion of early modern ideological tendencies. Let me explain.

As we have seen in earlier chapters, Medieval Europe and the Silk Road civilizations with which it was linked all valued reason very highly. These civilizations also tended towards what we philosophers call an analogical metaphysics. God was understood as Esse, the power of Being as such, in which all created things have a share and participate to the extent of their ability, as the tathagatagarbha, the Buddha-nature which gives all things the potential for enlightenment, or as T’ai Chi, the Great Ultimate which all things seek. The moral imperative was to promote the development of human capacities; spirituality was understood not as opposed to but as the summit of human creative potential. 

This ideological pattern legitimated a system in which markets were allowed to operate –and indeed did so on a grand global scale— but were also constrained by moral norms which prioritized human development. These norms were enforced partly by the state (especially in China and Dar-al-Islam), which used taxation to redirect surplus in ways which promoted human development (the best example being the Islamic wealth tax or zakat), but also by religious institutions themselves (temples and monasteries and waqfs which centralized surplus and invested it in the arts, sciences, philosophy, and religion). 

It was only in the late medieval and early modern periods that this consensus gave way –in Europe and Dar-al-Islam especially-- to a univocal metaphysics in which a divine sovereign, who differs from us not in nature so much as in power, presides over a universe from which he demands nothing so much as submission: the God of Calvin, but also of the Asharites and especially the Wahabis. One can even detect similar tendencies in the dvaita Vedanta which provided the philosophical underpinning for the theistic bhakti (devotionalist) movements which became so influential in late medieval and early modern India. This happened because the emerging modern state and later the bourgeoisie felt constrained by the moral imperatives deriving from the older metaphysics. It was against this god that modern secularists later rebelled, pointing out, quite correctly, that greater (even supreme) power is not a legitimate basis for authority. Their intent, however, was simply to liberate the bourgeoisie from its erstwhile ally, the absolute monarchies, not to reground an analogical metaphysics and a natural law ethics which might have ordered human society to a higher end. The “people,” acting through either the market or the state, simply replaced God as the supreme sovereign. 

State and market have competed ever since as agents of modernization, with the state generally favored by those who are behind and the market by those who are ahead. But backward sectors of Capital face a particular difficulty. They need to rein in the market –and especially the global market-- without calling capitalism fundamentally into question. Fundamentalism offers them a way to do just this. On the one hand, by privileging particular identities, it sanctions at least partial withdrawal from the global market. On the other hand, it cultivates a spirituality of authority and submission which at once discourages resistance to exploitation and stakes identity on something other than cutting edge creativity. It is, in other words, a way to legitimate the use of force to make up for the fact that one’s society, whether through poor ecological endowments, internal structural problems, bad decisions, or external oppression, has fallen terribly behind and lacks the will to invest in cultivating real creativity. In the United States fundamentalism has been mobilized to build a mass base for a global military empire which will secure the position of the most backwards sectors of the US economy. In Dar-al-Islam it is being used to mobilize support for what would presumably be an Islamic state partially delinked from the global market, except for its ability to extract petroleum rents from those regions which had not seriously invested in alternatives. A Eurasianist Russia –having established itself as Europe’s principal supplier of petroleum-- would undoubtedly attempt something similar. It is a strategy which smacks of fascism –whoever attempts it. 

The second trend in the opposition to the global market is the populist socialism which has experienced a rebirth in Latin America and which is represented by leaders like Hugo Chavez, Evo Morales, and Manuel Lopez Obrador on the electoral front and movements such as the Zapatistas in the political-military arena. Much of the neocommunist movement in the former Soviet bloc (as opposed to the “reformed” parties which have governed places like Poland and Hungary with some success) fall into this camp as well. This trend differs from the modernist socialism of the Brazilian Workers’ Party or the Communist Party of India – Marxist (CPM) in that it is primarily a vehicle for resistance to the new wave of capitalist modernization –and to what Milbank calls the “enclosure of the sacred” represented by the neoliberal regime of accumulation. This trend is strongest in countries which have a tradition of state-led industrialization and state protection for the working classes. In many cases these countries also have a very significant base of petroleum or other mineral rents which they can use to subsidize the poor without large scale redistribution. Other formations on the left, such as the World Social Forum, incorporate elements from both the modernist and the populist left and are simply united in their rejection of pure  neoliberalism –something which has made it difficult for them to develop a coherent vision and strategy.
 
We should note that those who lack the minimal social conditions to engage the global market at all, even as low wage, low technology manufacturers or mineral or agricultural exporters, are not, for the most part, currently organized in any of the above trends. They provide, rather, a recruiting ground for guerilla movements of the sort we have witnessed throughout Africa in recent years which, even when they use the language of the left or of a religious tradition, rarely rise above the level of social banditry and often sink beneath it, into genocide and land grabbing of the kind we have witnessed in Rwanda and Darfur. 
Finally, we should point out that the political-theological cleavages which we have identified are not, for the most part, hard and fast, but have rather soft edges. Thus neoliberal high modernism shades easily into postmodernism, especially among those among the information sectors with a humanistic rather than scientific formation for whom the ideal of scientific and technological divinization has lost much of its credibility. Postmodernism shades on its right wing into neoconservative theomachy and neoconservative theomachy into full blow fundamentalism.  Most modernist socialism has, as we have noted, been productivist and technicist for some time and when it is not it shades gradually into the liberationist religious left and then into populism. And the alignment of each sector changes somewhat with its changing fortunes. Petro-rentiers, for example, are less likely to retreat into neoconservative, fundamentalist, or Eurasianist isolationism or belligerence when the price of oil is high and the resources available to diversify their economies: witness recent developments in Russia, or the effort of the United Arab Emirates to build a “knowledge society.” 

A Tentative Strategic Estimate
Four Scenarios
What, are the strategic implications of the forgoing analysis? On the one hand, the crisis of modernity is only just emerging into consciousness. It is only in the period since 1989 that it has become a theme of political discourse and begun to affect the dynamics of global politics. The current situation is still dominated by the intra-modern contradiction between those who are benefiting from globalization and those who are not –the new cosmopolitans, liberal and socialist on the one hand, and the fundamentalists and cultural populists on the other. On the other hand, at a deeper strategic level, the crisis of modernity is profound and the aspirations for something new are building every day. Just how this situation unfolds depends in part, at least, on how we respond. But breaking with modernity means, among other things, recognizing that the historical process is not, never can be, and ultimately should not be, under our control.
There are, broadly speaking, four ways in which the situation can unfold. The first is a transition by reform. Under this scenario the core constituencies for a progressive break with modernity are successful in articulating a new civilizational ideal and building an institutional infrastructure to support it, while advanced elements in Capital and the remaining socialist states, perhaps in alliance with leaders of traditional religious institutions recognize the gravity of the crisis and move forward vigorously to address the ecological crisis, social injustice, and nihilism. These two currents form an alliance
 which results in a gradual transition which conserves much of modernity while setting it in a new context. This is, of course, the transition we should hope for and work for and the strategic line proposed in the next chapter is intended to maximize its likelihood even while preparing for less favorable alternatives. We must note, however, that such transitions have been rare –the displacement of classical civilization by Byzantine Christendom in the eastern part of the Roman Empire-- for example, and have not always been the most progressive in the long run. For such a scenario to be realized, progressive elements in Capital and in the socialist countries (chiefly China) would need to regain the upper hand and undertake a serious effort to address the ecological crisis, especially climate change, and to ameliorate the economic contradictions of globalization, while entering into dialogue (and providing growing access to the levers of power) with those who are charting the next steps in the human civilizational project.
 
The second possibility is a transition by revolution. Under this scenario enlightened elements in Capital and the socialist states lose out either to radical neoliberals or fundamentalists (or both in different places) and the impending ecological crisis, economic dislocations, and nihilism get worse. Popular sentiment swings towards a clean break with modernity and, at least in significant parts of the planet, a new leadership representing a new civilizational ideal comes to power, whether through the electoral process or armed struggle of some kind, and begins a vigorous process of social re-organization.

This sort of transition also has precedents in the past: the advent of Islam is probably the clearest example. In the civilizational short run of several centuries it proved quite progressive, but ultimately serious problems which can be traced to the civilization’s revolutionary origins emerged: the legacy of realizing the will of God by means of armed struggle. We should also point out that in the present period we would be looking for a “revolution” led not by a compact, disciplined, new religious movement, but rather by a pluralistic coalition engaged internally in debate around the most fundamental questions, something which seems difficult if not impossible to imagine. A revolutionary transition could, in fact, easily by hijacked by radical fundamentalist or populist forces,. The result could look more like fascism than we care to imagine.

The third possibility is a transition by decadence (Amin 1978/1980). Under this scenario neither progressive elements in Capital and the socialist states nor the emerging “new civilizational” leadership are able to respond adequately to the developing crisis. Stop-gap measures (e.g. severe restrictions on the use of fossil fuels, serious social reform in China, a variety of new religious developments) prevent total collapse, but the overall trend is towards a protracted decline of modern institutions, with a new civilizational ideal, and new institutions to support it, emerging only slowly out of the ruins. This is clearly the most likely scenario given a broader historical perspective. This is, after all, what happened to the West after the decline of Roman authority. And we currently see very little evidence of a serious effort to address the problems likely to lead to such a decline. Instead, stop-gap measures remain the order of the day. 

Finally, there remains the possibility of a real civilizational collapse. We distinguish this from a transition by decadence in that it describes a situation in which the conditions for modern urban life largely disappear and, while the knowledge of previous civilizations may be preserved, humanity must largely rebuild from scratch. Previous such collapses include the crisis of the late bronze age, and the collapse of several pre-Columbian American civilizations –the Maya, the Anasazi, the Mississippian, etc. The most likely cause of such a collapse would be ecological dislocations due to global warming, new epidemics, or extended nuclear warfare. 
In such a situation strategic thinking is of limited usefulness. Survival comes first and what works and gains ground is often nearly random. Fortunately, the extensive character of the modern infrastructure makes such total collapse unlikely, at least on a global scale. 

This said, and understanding that the future of humanity is not and never will be under our control, let us turn to the question of charting, in so far as possible, the next steps in the human civilizational project, and to ascertaining ways to maximize the likelihood of a transition by reform or revolution, to minimize the likelihood of civilizational collapse, and to find ways through and beyond a transition through decadence.  

The Balance of Forces

In order to do this, we need to take stock of the current balance of forces and what they tell us both about the likelihood of each of the above scenarios and the resources on which can draw in promoting a transition through reform or revolution.
The Impact of the Ecological Crisis

We should note, first of all that the building ecological crisis represents a background constraint which cannot simply be ignored. Because resolution of the ecological crisis requires a break with at least scientific-technological modernism, this factor works very much in our favor, but only in a negative way. It rules out a long term victory for our adversaries; it does not guarantee a victory for the party of meaning and hope or even constitute a strategic reserve on which we can draw. Total civilizational collapse remains, after all, a real possibility. 

Structural Factors
With respect to the underlying balance of class forces, we must acknowledge the overwhelming and continuing hegemony of global capital and of the political-theological tendencies which articulate its vision of the future: neoliberal high modernism and neoconservative theomachy. Nearly all of the world’s economic resources, state structures, and military forces and most of the cultural apparatus, especially the media of social communication, are controlled by various sectors of global capital. And however much the United States and other great powers may fret about the weapons of mass destruction falling into the hands “terrorists” or “rogue states” (admittedly unpleasant prospects) the arsenal of such weapons possessed by the United States and other states effectively controlled by capital renders the insurrectional and guerilla strategies employed with some significant effect by socialist and national liberation movements during the last 150 years effectively impotent. 
Global capital is, however, far from being a unified bloc. Two sectors in particular represent powerful, deeply rooted –and opposing-- social dynamics. On the one hand, the information and high technology sectors, because they will continue to generate new innovations, will be able to capture, at least for a time, monopoly rents on creativity, strengthening their economic position and thus their political power and cultural influence. As we have noted, these sectors are, in general, more sensitive to the ecological crisis, more dependent on widespread economic prosperity, more cosmopolitan in their outlook –and more open to an alliance with the party of meaning and hope. But internal contradictions within this sector, especially between the United States, Europe, China, and India, and between this sector and more backward extractive interests have been sufficient to prevent it from fully implementing its agenda, as the recent collapse of the Doha round of world trade talks suggests. 
There are, on the other hand, good reasons to believe that the extractive and especially the petroleum sector will exercise continued and perhaps growing influence. While the run up in petroleum prices during 2008 may well be due in large part to speculation, the gradual depletion of petroleum and other mineral resources will lead inevitably to rising prices, enriching and empowering those who live off of mineral rents. This sector is naturally allied with the aerospace and defense sector, for the simple reason that mineral wealth is wealth in land, and land must be protected. 
The information/high technology and extractive/defense-aerospace sectors constitute poles within capital between which the other sectors are arrayed. Finance capital remains independent of and superior to all other sectors of Capital, which are simply items in a shifting portfolio of interests. While in general, finance capital will prefer to invest in those sectors with longer term prospects for growth, and thus tends to ally itself with the information and high technology sectors, but it is a fickle partner and always hedges its bets. Lower technology manufacturing and service sectors, commerce, and agriculture are, on the other hand, at this point very much junior partners in alliances dominated by one or the other of the principal players.

It is also, finally, important, in analyzing the various sectors of capital to note the relative autonomy of what we might call philanthropic or charitable capital –i.e. the large private foundations— from the sectors from which their endowments originally derived. This will be important in our analysis of the autonomous organizations of civil society, which are largely funded by charitable capital. 
Property forms turn out to make much less difference than the larger structural framework (in this case the global market) into which they are inserted. This means that the planet’s principal socialist power, China, cannot be expected to behave much differently from a capitalist great power. It will concern itself primarily with achieving an optimal positioning within the global market and its socialism will be expressed primarily in making more rational and productive use of the surplus it is able to generate and capture: addressing serious ecological issues and ameliorating the polarizing effects of capitalist development. It will, in other words, play a somewhat more progressive role than its basic economic character as a low wage manufacturing entrepot with only emerging high technology sectors might lead one to believe, but it will still behave like a capitalist power. 
The various fractions of global capital, like all primary social actors, are also the carriers of particular civilizational ideals and the struggle between them is a struggle between those ideals. The information and high technology sector, as we have noted, remains the principal social base of scientific-technological high modernism, though usually in a chastened form which, especially for the information sector, shades gradually into postmodernism. But as we noted above, the presidential candidacy of Barak Obama, which draws its principal financial support from this sector, suggests an openness to alliance with the party of meaning and hope.  This is even more true for philanthropic capital. While private foundations do, of course, reflect a diversity of ideological tendencies and programmatic interests, the large private foundations have developed a broadly common set of funding priorities which reflects at least some recognition of the deepening crisis of high modernity, albeit also a desire to resolve that crisis within the bounds of the global market. Thus a focus on sustainable development, microlending, strengthening civil society and rule of law, promoting religious pluralism, etc. 
The extractive and aerospace/defense sectors are, on the other hand, the principal social base for neoconservative and fundamentalist tendencies. Saudi Arabia is probably the purest expression of this tendency, though we see variants of it in the Republican party in the US and in Putin’s Russia. But this sector has, at certain times and in certain places, taken a very different strategy: witness the populist redistributionism of Hugo Chavez or the effort of the United Arab Emirates to re-invent itself as a “knowledge society.”  

By comparison with the various sectors of capital, all other social classes are more radically disempowered than they have been since the beginning of the democratic revolutions. This does not mean that there are no pockets of privilege. Those sectors of the “new petty bourgeoisie,”  concentrated mostly in the information and high technology sectors, which are able to draw monopoly rents on skill, and those in the “traditional petty bourgeoisie”
 who cater to them and to the bourgeoisie proper, enjoy high incomes and a range of consumption choices unprecedented in human history. And even many low wage workers in Asia, Africa, and Latin America may experience their superexploited condition as an economic and social advance over near-starvation in rural regions devastated by Capital centuries ago. 
On the other hand, the classes which formed the traditional alliances which made socialism a real force for 150 years have been devastated by the process of globalization and the neoliberal project.  The humanistic intelligentsia has suffered almost total proletarianization. Of those in the academy, a small elite enjoys privilege and comfort at a handful of research universities, they do so only at the price of abstaining from true sapiential leadership. The rest teach at colleges and universities which are under ever increasing pressure to train skilled intellectual labor rather than to cultivate free human beings and citizens. Nearly half teach at community colleges, without the traditional protections and privileges of university membership, while an even larger number labor as adjuncts, often early less than manual laborers. Outside the academy the concentration and capitalist rational of publishing and journalism have all but eliminated the traditional means of livelihood which sustained generations of public intellectuals.

The industrial working classes in the advanced developed countries, who never fully embraced socialism to begin with, are very much on the defensive, and feel as threatened by low wage immigrant workers as they do by global capital. Not a few gravitate toward the fundamentalist or nativist parties of the “left behind.”  And even where this industrial working class has retained its traditional social democratic commitments, its traditional organ of struggle –the trade union—and its traditional strategy –the strike—have been rendered impotent by globalization. Workers in Asia, Africa, and Latin America are beginning to take up the struggle, but as we noted above their conditions, bad as they are, are often an improvement over life in the villages. And they, too, operate under the limits imposed by globalization: i.e. the threat that a strike will result in redeployment of capital to a still lower wage entrepot.  Few of these workers, finally, enjoy the social space to organize freely. 
The penetration of capitalist relations into the countryside, meanwhile, continues to liquidate the peasantry. This does not mean that there are no intact village communities left anywhere on the planet. But conditions in the countryside are very different from those which sustained the Mexican, Russian, Chinese, or Vietnamese revolutions which Eric Wolf analyzed so ably decades ago (Wolf 1969). 
Finally, one of the symptoms of the emerging civilizational crisis is just precisely the discrediting of the humanistic modernism, and specifically its socialist variant, which linked these classes together in a powerful alliance which effectively challenged global capital for 150 years, often in conjunction with linking ideologies such as liberation theology. Increasingly, rather, the humanistic intelligentsia is drawn to postmodern pessimism, newly urbanized populations to Evangelical Christianity and other religious movements which provide newly literate populations with a sense of meaning and community in a fragmented and disorienting social landscape, and intact peasant communities to indigenista populisms which eschew any engagement with Western modernity. 
There are, to be sure, some exceptions to this pattern. Populist socialist parties have recently come to power in Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia and Bengal and Kerala remain Communist strongholds. But there are limits to what these parties can do. In general they are forced to choose between resisting the further penetration of capitalist relations of production (the enclosure of the sacred) or leveraging comparative advantages in a way which is favorable to the working classes. Neither amounts to a real vision for the next steps in the human civilizational project or a global strategy for realizing it. 
Sacred Enclosures
Thus far our assessment of the balance of forces would seem to be rather bleak. But it is also incomplete, because it has considered only primary social actors, and principally social classes, as they are defined by and situated in relationship to each other by the hegemonic economic structure and as they engage each other in the political arena. But human beings are not just batteries, nor are individual and collective identities wholly defined by class position. On the contrary, human beings of all social classes are ordered to transcendental ends. This ordering impels them to creative, civilizational building activity, to seek wisdom and do justice, as they understand it, and to form organizations the purpose of which is to realize these ends. It is in these dynamics and the organizations to which they have given rise that we find our most powerful strategic reserves.
For the most part, these dynamics remain incipient and the organizations to which they have given rise remain at the level of secondary social actors: i.e. they pursue their aims within the context of the existing social structure and, even where they may reflect a competing civilizational ideal, they pursue it within the space afforded them by the hegemonic civilizational pattern. Such initiatives, generally speaking, have limited and partial rather than global aims. Broadly speaking they fall into the following categories:
· organizations dedicated to conserving the integrity of the ecosystem, whether by developing new ecologically friendly technologies or by affecting public policy,

· organizations which seek to empower those marginalized economically by globalization and the penetration of capitalist relations of production, whether by catalyzing the formation of small businesses (e.g. microlending) or by organizing for improved wages and working conditions,

· organizations which seek to encourage active civic engagement, especially on the part of those historically excluded and marginalized, whether through formal electoral mechanisms or through extra-electoral means such as direct action, grassroots lobbying, etc., or which support the empowerment of women, and

· organizations which seek to promote the spiritual development of their members, whether traditional religious institutions or new organizations formed to promote new visions or engage new conditions.

These organizations , which make up the emerging nonprofit/nongovernmental sector, or what is often called civil society, are characterized by broad, interclass participation. At the same time, because the bourgeoisie and the most privileged sectors of the petty bourgeoisie can generally realize their interests through corporate or state structures, and because the working classes make the vast majority of the population, they currently represent the principal form of organization of the working classes and have, in many ways, replaced the old coupling of the socialist or communist party and the trade union or peasant league as their principal forms of organization. While, on the one hand, this can be read as a retreat from the global aims of the old international workers movement, which sought a structural transformation of society, to the more limited vantage point of seeking partial reforms, it can also be read as a decision by human beings that they no longer want to be reduced to the status of batteries, realize that socialism can no more liberate them from that fate than capitalism, and have simply not yet advanced to the point of advancing a global vision and strategy for the future. Civil society, in other words, is where the work of civilizational building and spiritual development continues with in the context of a crumbling modernity.
There is one characteristic of the dynamics of civil society in the present period which is especially important for our analysis and for the strategy which we will outline in the next chapter. This is what we call the movement towards sapiential literacy.  By sapiential literacy we mean the capacity to evaluate arguments made by others regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and decide independently where they stand in those debates. This dynamic is, of course, an old one: it reaches back to and in a certain sense is definitive of the axial revolution. But up until now it has reached only limited sectors of the population and in most cases it has been articulated within the context of a particular religious tradition: it is an aspiration to constitute a literate laos which shares ownership of the tradition with its particular cleros. But increasingly, as humanity is drawn into a single unified global public arena, these literate laities are coming into contact with each other and aspiring to a sapiential literacy adequate to this new global context. Largely because of the marginalization of the sapiential intelligentsia and its deformation into a body of hermeneutic specialists, this laos has tended to seek instruction from often poorly prepared evangelical, fundamentalist or New Age popularizers. But the fact remains that the underlying aspiration is sound --indeed it represents an extension and realization of the Axial Age project of religious rationalization and democratization and a redemption of the humanistic modern aspiration towards rational autonomy and democratic citizenship—and is thus foundational to our entire project.
This said, the organizations of civil society are far from being fully autonomous. On the contrary, they are largely funded and in some cases directly controlled by two sectors which occupy an ambiguous position with respect to capitalism and late modernity: what we have called charitable or philanthropic capital and traditional religious institutions. Financial support from the large private foundations usually means that the aims of the organizations funded are limited by what is accepted to the more progressive sectors of capital –the information/high technology and allied financial sectors or, less often, some other sector which has established a charitable endowment. But it can also pull these sectors of capital in new and interesting directions. Financial and institutional support by traditional religious institutions can affect organizations in many different ways, depending on the religious institution in question. There has, however, been a tendency for religious institutions with the exception of Liberal Protestantism (which is already modern), in recent years to pull away from engagement with modernity, and especially humanistic and socialist modernity and to reassert a more traditional or even fundamentalist reading of their traditions. This is most apparent in the case of fundamentalist Islam, which has made the sponsorship of nongovernmental organizations a central part of its strategy, but it is also true of some Hinduism, especially in Northern India, and of the Roman Catholic Church. In some cases this pulls the organizations in question towards the fundamentalist or at least neoconservative pole; in other cases it simply limits their ability to articulate a new global vision, something which presupposes a full and open engagement with humanistic modernity and the critical resources it provides. At the same time, the direct engagement of clergy with pastoral responsibilities in the organizations of civil society is one of the most powerfully creative dynamics imaginable. On the one hand, it roots them in the struggles and aspirations of ordinary working people and inoculates them against initiatives whether of the right or the left which would harm or instrumentalized their constituents. On the other hand, it brings to the struggles of ordinary working people a voice which can articulate and draw attention to the larger meaning and transcendental ordering which already latent in those struggles. 
Finally, we should note that while there is a wealth of civilization building activity and spiritual ferment at the level of civil society, that there is a real dearth of tertiary political actors or political-theological organizations: i.e. those which are organized for the purpose of defending or advancing a civilizational ideal as such, rather than just carrying out specific activities which support it and at making the structural social transformations which that idea requires. Such organizations do, to be sure exist: religious orders and other institutes of perfection for example, in the Catholic Church and their equivalents in other traditions and the remnants of the communist movement. But these are largely carriers of older civilizational ideals and remain creative precisely to the extent that they realize that significant adaptation, at the very least, is necessary. There are also many organizations –research and organizing institutes and think tanks—which aspire to be tertiary social actors but have not yet developed either the coherent vision or the complex articulation with the popular organizations of civil society needed to actually be effective at this level.  The absence of political-theological organizations capable of exercising conscious leadership in charting the next steps in the human civilization project is one of the principal strategic weaknesses of the party of meaning and hope.

All social actors –primary, secondary, and tertiary— take the field, so to speak, in a social space which is defined by varying degrees of openness, pluralism, and engagement with questions of meaning and value. There has, as yet been very little formal analysis of this aspect of social structure, and it is one of the contributions of our approach to point out the need for it. A society can, for example, be liberal without being pluralistic, for the simple reason that relatively few traditions are represented in the population. This was true of many European countries before the recent wave of immigration began. A country can also be pluralistic while having a relatively low level of engagement with questions of meaning and value. This is the phenomenon which Marcuse called “repressive tolerance” (Marcuse 1964) in which nearly any belief is tolerated for the simple reason that none make any difference. 
This is one factor regarding which global analysis is quite impossible. Conditions vary not only from country to country but from city to city and village to village. It is, however, possible, to specify some of the factors which must be taken into account in any tactical analysis of the political-theological terrain. The liberalism or openness of a social space will depend in large part on:
· legal protections for free expression, 

· state structures which can enforce those protections, 
· a political culture which values free expression, and

· historic definitions of identities, especially national both others as well, and the way they articulate with the actual ethnoreligious composition of the population. 
At issue here are not is not only the situation within the state, but also the situation within universities, religious institutions, and other cultural institutions which shape public debate. 
The pluralism of social space will depend on:
· the degree of ethnoreligious diversity, 
· the internal structure of ethnoreligious communities, and especially minorities, and specifically whether or not they cultivate leaders whose work includes engaging those outside the community, and 
· the distribution of the economic resources and social capital necessary for diverse ideological trends to make themselves heard in the public arena.
The degree of engagement with questions of meaning and value will be shaped by factors such 
as:
· the electoral system,

· the geospatial distribution of different ethnoreligious communities,
· the presence or absence of tavern, café, and barbershop cultures, and 
· the way in which urban structure and civic and religious monumentalization define public spaces. 
Party list systems, because voters select ideologically defined parties, rather than individual candidates, tends to foster a more ideologically charged politics. Ethnoreligious communities engage each other most when they have enclaves which allow the formation of distinctive merchant communities and social and religious institutions, but when these enclaves are in close proximity to each other or are even interpenetrating, as in a city such as Chicago. Segregation of ethnoreligious communities in distant urban districts reduces engagement, while segregation in separate regions of the country can lead to separatist movements and ethnoreligious violence. Tavern, café, and barber shop cultures, of the sort which characterized most modern cultures provide an autonomous  locus for the development of a working class culture and the loss of these venues contributed enormously first to the bureaucratization and ultimately to the demise of an authentic humanistic socialism. Virtual spaces such as the internet represent a new venue for public deliberation, at least for those who are computer literate, and may turn out to be important in national and global mobilizations, but they do not replace face to face contact. In order to fully engage each other as rational animals ordered to transcendental ends, people must have places where they actually meet face to face, places which they control and which are structured, intentionally or unintentionally, in a way which focuses attention on questions of meaning and value and which fosters deliberation. Analysis of the impact of urban structure and religious monumentalization is, as we noted in the first chapter, especially important in this regard. 
What this –admittedly schematic—analysis suggests is that although global capital currently enjoys undisputed hegemony and although public debate is currently dominated by the contest between neoliberal high modernism and neoconservative and fundamentalist theomachy, the party of meaning and hope does have significant resources on which to draw. Human beings are not batteries and will not be treated as such. And even when they are they insist on finding outlets for their creativity and ordering to transcendental ends. They struggle to protect the earth, to make work the creative expression it should be, and to participate fully in deliberation around not just questions of public policy but also fundamental questions of meaning and value. And they build countless organizations the purpose of which is to advance these ends. While most of these organizations remain at the level of partial aims, seeking to engage in civilization building and spiritual development within the existing civilizational pattern, some are beginning to ask questions about the next steps in the human civilizational project, laying the groundwork for organizations which exercise conscious political-theological leadership. The social spaces in which these organizations operate differ dramatically in their degree of openness, pluralism, and engagement, but there are many place, including the United States, where all there are high. And the more progressive sectors of global capital seem to flourish best, and thus encourage the development of such spaces. The long history of human civilization, finally, has left layers of urban structure and religious monumentalization which –even if in the past they served to legitimate one or another aspiring god-king—today serve as reminders of humanity’s transcendental vocation. And as global populations migrate, and create their own sacred spaces, our cities are increasingly characterized by the juxtaposition of monuments to competing ideals, creating a dialogue in stone, as were, between spiritual and civilizational ideals.
The question, of course, is how we draw on these resources to make possible a transition by reform or revolution, or failing that, to weather a transition by decadence and avoid civilizational collapse. It is to this question that we now turn.
� In Christian circles this view is often associated with Teilhard de Chardin, but he is hardly the only thinker to have upheld this view over the course of the past two centuries and his work is notable in not confronting the difficult scientific and philosophical issues involved in this claim: i.e. whether or not modern science really supports a doctrine of cosmic evolutionary toward increased levels of complexity and if not (and I believe that it is ambiguous on this point if simply because the claim involves judgments of value which modern science does not make) whether or not a philosophical argument can be made for the claim which takes modern science seriously while engaging its limitations. This is what I have done in a brief way in Spirituality and Dialectics  (Mansueto 2005: 43-64) and do in an extended way in Knowing God: The Ultimate Meaningfulness of the Universe (Mansueto forthcoming a). Other approaches see Bohm 1980, Gal-Or 1986, Prigogine et al 1977, 1979, 1984, 1989; Barrow and Tipler 1986, Tipler 1994, Lerner 1991, and Harris 1964, 1999, 2000. Teilhard’s work is best understood as a Catholic theological reflection on the religious meaning of cosmic evolution, and has much to commend it from this point of view, but cannot be taken as a demonstration of the claim that such evolution is taking place. 


� There is a third variant of democratic theory associated with the Thomistic natural law tradition which rejects the concept of sovereignty altogether and regards legislation as a matter of interpreting natural law rather than of either protecting rights or making laws ex nihilo, as it were. This theory is democratic in that regards the capacity to participate in such interpretation as, at least to some extent, shared by all human beings in virtue of their reason. See Maritain 1951.


� Sonata allegro form, characteristic especially of the music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, begins with one or two initial themes or musical subjects, which it then modulates to a different key (usually one fifth higher, or in minor key compositions one fourth lower) and then develops extensively, driving towards a recapitulation in which the original subjects are reinstated in the original key but in more complex form. Adorno reads this as a metaphor for the self-unfolding of the rational, autonomous subject, which derives its content from itself and grows in complexity without dependence on anything outside itself. 


� Readers may be wondering where a trend such as the theology of liberation, which was so important in the 1970s and 1980s, fits within this analysis. It is necessary, first of all, to distinguish between liberation theology as a popular movement (here it is more accurate to speak of the popular church) and of liberation theology as a theological trend. The popular church, especially in its alliance with the Marxist left, a classic example of what was fundamentally a movement of resistance to capitalist modernization (or as Milbank would say, to the “enclosure of the sacred”) entering into alliance with what was still, primarily, a modernist socialism, with varying degrees of concession to peasant and populist concerns (Lancaster 1987). This alliance was all but broken by the crisis of the Soviet bloc, but is re-emerging, albeit in a somewhat divided form, with more traditional sectors gravitating towards the populist left and more modernized sectors towards the modernist left. Indeed, some sociologists have argued that liberation theology in places like Brazil has become a movement of the upwardly moblemobile middle strata. 


Liberation theology itself, as I have argued elsewhere (Mansueto 2002a) represents a type of left Augustinianism –essentially a reprise of the old Franciscan Spiritual tradition. This is documented by the fact that liberation theology, like essentially all post-conciliar Catholic theology (left, right, and center), takes a profoundly Christocentric turn. The only exception to this pattern, and it is only a partial exception, is theology of Juan Luis Segundo. Politically, liberationists opted for an alliance with the Marxist left in much the same way that the Franciscan spirituals opted for an alliance with the Holy Roman EmporerEmperor and against the pope. Today, like their popular base, liberationists are divided between the populist and (humanistic) modernist left. 


� The Presidential candidacy of Barak Obama represents just precisely such an alliance. Like most Democratic presidential candidates, Obama draws his principal financial and political support from the advanced information and technology sectors of capital and from the more cosmopolitan sectors of the population able to take advantage of globalization. In this sense, the forces behind him represent the same moderate neoliberal bloc which supports the center-left throughout the developed world. But Obama himself comes out of the interfaith community organizing movement and his own political vision is profoundly shaped by the traditions of the Black Church. He is, in other words, himself a member of the party of meaning and hope and represents perhaps the first time a member of this party has advanced to candidacy for a major position of world leadership. And he brings with him into the alliance an energized religious center-left which could give his presidency a very different political-theological inflection from that of, say Clinton. But this will take hard work and will be far from automatic. 


� We already see possible examples of such dialogue today in such institutions as the Alliance of Civilizations, an organ of the United Nations established at the initiative of Turkey and Spain to counter the politics of Civilizational conflict, and in the numerous intergovernmental (UNESCO’s Intercultural Dialogue Section) and nongovernmental (e.g. the World Parliament of Religions and the United Religions Initiative) interreligious dialogues. The danger is that such initiatives will be used by high modernists to simply contain and integrate not only fundamentalists (at who they are aimed) but also those advocating a creative re-engagement with the axial age project, and thus merely shore up a bankrupt neoliberal or socialist scientific high modernity. Nation-state initiatives, such as the United States Commission on International Religious Freedom and the corresponding office in the Department of State’s Bureau of Democracy, Labor, and Human Rights, have similar potentials and present similar dangers, though under the rightist governments they have sometimes become instruments in the politics of Civilizational conflict. Our task is to engage such initiatives, unlocking their potential to become sites in an emerging global public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value.


� By petty bourgeoisie we mean those who live by selling the products of their labor rather than their labor power as such (as does the proletariat). The traditional petty bourgeoisie consisted of artisans, shopkeepers, merchants, and independent professionals such as lawyers, physicians, architects, and others with private practices. The new petty bourgeoisie is distinguished by its formal subordination to the wage relationship, but under conditions which allow it to escape exploitation (the wage paid is equal to both the necessary and surplus labor performed) and retain substantial control over the way in which work is performed. Both sectors can be either very privileged, capturing surplus produced elsewhere (through rents on skill or the skillful use of comparative advantage in trade), effectively proletarianized (retaining only the equivalent of the necessary labor they perform and being subject to intensive control of their work processes) or somewhere in between. 
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