Introduction 

Statement of the Problem
Few images from the popular culture of the first decade of the new millennium resonate more powerfully than that of The Matrix. Human beings finally succeed in creating an authentic artificial intelligence, only to find that it rebels against them. In the ensuing war the entire ecosystem is destroyed and insufficient light now reaches the earth to support human civilization, but the machines find a way to survive: by turning human beings into batteries. Humans are held in tiny pods and fed intravenously; the machines harvest the resulting bioelectric energy which, taken together, is sufficient to support a complex machine civilization. Human beings comply because they are “plugged in” to a complex information processing system –the Matrix– which runs for them a simulation of a world in which human beings are still in control. The machines, which were to liberate humanity from drudgery and give us control over our own destiny, have instead turned us into nothing more than an energy source. What we think and feel makes no difference. It is all an illusion. The trilogy ends with an image of ever so tentative hope. Humanity survives –on the margins-- but the matrix remains in place and the vast majority remain enslaved.
There were, to be sure, many layers of meaning to this complex film trilogy, but at one level, at least, The Matrix is a metaphor for modernity. Modern science gives us the key to understanding how the world works, an understanding we use to bring the world under our control and which we hope will ultimately allow us to transcend the bounds of finitude, achieving a kind of divinity. Instead we find that these mechanisms of control turn against us and reduce us to little more than batteries. 

This claim --that modernity has become a prison-- is nothing new. Romantic critiques of modernity date back well into the nineteenth century and for the past forty years the humanities and social sciences have been dominated by debate around “postmodernity” and “postmodernism.” Up until 1989, however, and the collapse of the Soviet Union, resistance to capitalist modernization was, for the most part, channeled into support for an alternative socialist modernity. This alternative modernity, while never immune to the temptation of technological utopias, looked not so much on scientific and technological progress as to revolutionary dialectics to elevate humanity, through the medium of the proletariat and the Communist Party, to status of “unique subject-object” (Lukacs 1922/1971) of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. Antimodern and postmodern tendencies were relegated to the margins. Since 1989, on the other hand, political discourse has increasingly thematized the problem of modernity as such, so that both explicit defenses and fundamental critiques of modernity, as well as positions in between, have entered the public arena in a new way.  This suggests that we have reached a crossroads, a moment in which not merely the structure of our society but the very ideals which define our civilization are being called into question. 
State of the Question

This deeper crisis is, however, still largely invisible to most current geopolitical analysis, which turns on the single question of globalization. According to this view the defining feature of the period since 1989 has been the formation of a single unified global market, with increasingly unfettered flows of capital across national borders. Analysts differ primarily in terms of what they think this means. There are, broadly speaking, four different responses to the phenomenon of globalization. Neoliberalism (Hayek 1988, Reich 1992) celebrates globalization and sees in it the realization of the modern ideal, the creation of  single, global civilization in which the ideological struggles of the past 150 years have finally come to an end and capitalism, democracy, and secularism are finally victorious (Fukuyama 1989). Many on the modernist left (Hardt and Negri 2001, 2004; Arrighi 1994, 2007) agree that globalization represents real progress, but believe that, far from representing the “end of history,” it has, at long last, finally created the conditions which Marx specified for socialist emancipation. The long history of Leninism was simply a detour caused by revolutionary impatience and the melding of authentically socialist aspirations with nationalism and resistance to capitalist modernization. 
Against this celebration of globalization stands the neoconservative Clash of Civilizations thesis advanced by Samuel Huntington (Huntington 1993) but also embraced by Islamic fundamentalists such as Hizbut-al-Tahrir (Hizbut al-Tahrir n.d.). According to this view, the collapse of the Soviet Union has led not to a global victory for capitalism, democracy, and secularism, but rather to a renewed conflict between civilizations constituted by fundamentally incompatible ideals. What we will call the populist perspective, finally, reads the current situation as defined by a conflict between the global “North” and the global “South” which is as much cultural as economic and political and which understands socialism, which it often embraces in one form or another, as resistance to globalization and capitalist modernization. 
I would like to suggest that all of these approaches are fundamentally inadequate. On the one hand, neither neoliberal nor socialist globalism seem to recognize the accumulating contradictions of the modern project: a building ecological crisis, the failure of both capitalism and socialism to deliver on the modern ideal, a decline in authentic democratic participation and a disintegration of the social fabric coupled with growing nihilism and despair. Both also ignore the persistence of religion generally and of religious conflicts in particular. One need only consider the prominent role of popular religious ideologies in the mass movements for socialism and national liberation throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries or the persistence of religious belief and practice in what is arguably the very homeland of modernity –the United States of America—in order to recognize that modernist social theory clearly misunderstands the real aspirations behind the movements and social formations it has helped build (Hobsbawm 1959, Wolf 1969, Mansueto 1995, 2002a). The ethnoreligious conflicts in the Balkans and Islamic fundamentalism are but recent examples of a long series of phenomena which modernist social theory cannot really accommodate.
This does not, however, mean, that what we are facing is a “clash of civilizations” in the sense understood by Samuel Huntington –much less his looser interpreters in the neoconservative camp. First, the whole idea of a “Western Civilization” stretching from Ancient Israel and Ancient Greece up through the present is highly problematic. Even if one allows that a diverse complex of cultural traditions, mostly Indo-European and Semitic, flowed together to form an at least partially unified civilization during the middle ages, this cultural sphere must be understood to include both Christendom and Dar-al-Islam as well as a distinct Jewish minority culture. And modernity was constituted first and foremost by a rupture with this civilizational complex, which had been unified by a common Aristotelian philosophical language in which disputed questions of meaning and value were hashed out. Neither modern Europe and North America, nor the modern Islamic world can really be regarded as faithful to this heritage. Second, the thesis fails to even describe correctly, much less really explain, the main lines of global conflict in the present period. The Jews and Christians who are most committed to sustained conflict with Dar-al-Islam are not, for example, secularized liberal interpreters of their tradition, but political-theological conservatives who actually agree with the fundamentalist Muslims with whom they are at war on a broad range of cultural questions, from the proper approach to the interpretation of the sacred scriptures (literal inerrancy) through the nature of God (absolutely transcendent and sovereign) to church/state relations and the role of women in society. At even a rudimentary level of abstraction, in other words, this supposed clash of civilizations turns into a cultural convergence among groups who are, nonetheless, really and truly in conflict with each other on the geopolitical stage. East Asia, meanwhile, has embraced capitalism in a way which is hardly coherent with a traditional Confucian worldview and must be read either as representing a rupture towards modernity or a mobilization of other elements in their cultural heritage –e.g. a longstanding mercantile tradition and a statist authoritarianism associated more closely with Buddhism and Legalism respectively than with anything even remotely resembling a Confucian ru xue. 
Nor is it really possible to analyze the current situation adequately in terms of a conflict between the global North and the global South. Where do China and India, the two largest and most powerful countries in the old “Third World,” stand in this scheme? Can they meaningfully be assimilated to a global South which also includes Africa, much of which is in an advanced state of disintegration? And even within Latin America, where the analysis has the most salience, there are sharp differences both in patterns of development and political line and strategy between the Southern Cone, Brazil, and populist regimes like Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia. 

Clearly something is lacking in all four geopolitical analyses. Specifically, for all four, the issue at stake is structural. It is the global marketplace. The deeper layers of discontent –the radical questioning of the modern ideal which is apparent in films such as The Matrix—remain invisible. In order to get at this discontent we need to dig deeper, behind the surface level of geopolitical analysis, to the underlying social theories and political theologies which inform that analysis. 
This focus on structural factors reflects the roots of each of the geopolitical analyses we have identified in modern social theory. Indeed, each reflects, to a greater or lesser extent, a well defined trend in social theory and the debate between them is thus also a debate between the various trends of modern social theory. Here we can identify four “poles” between which the positions of most participants in the contemporary debate can be ultimately located. Neoliberal globalism is rooted in neoclassical economics and especially in theories of spontaneous self-organization such as that advanced by F.A. Hayek (Hayek 1988) which we will call infokatallaxis. . According to this view human societies evolve as individuals seek to realize their self-interests under conditions of scarcity. In the process they develop various practices, some of which (like the marketplace) work and others of which don’t. Selection operates across these practices, gradually creating the optimum social structure humanity has now achieved. 

Socialist globalism, similarly, is rooted in a more or less orthodox historical materialism. According to this view the history is driven by technological progress, what Marx called “the development of the productive forces.” When economic structures begin to hold back this development revolutionary movements emerge which transform them. In the process, human beings, once merely the object of human history, become its subjects. And with the triumph of modern technologies which master the secrets of nature, they become the subjects of cosmic history as well. 
The neoconservative clash of civilizations thesis is rooted in Weberian interpretive sociology. For Weber, human civilizations are constituted by meaning complexes which serve to orient action and legitimate authority. History unfolds as these various meaning complexes come into conflict with each other both within and between civilizations. While it is possible to read Weber as an evolutionary liberal for whom all societies ultimately tend towards capitalist modernity, it is more accurate to see him (like later neoconservatives) as a defender of Western liberal ideals in the context of what he once called  a “war among the gods,” (Weber 1918/1919).
Populist antiglobalism has the most obscure social-theoretical lineage. This is, in part, because, advocating a socialist politics in a time when dialectical and historical materialism had come to dominate the socialist movement, it pretended to be dialectical materialist and was, to a significant extent, hegemonized by dialectics. Marx’s political economy, was to be sure, among the influences which shaped the dependency/world systems theory (Amin 1978, 1979/1980, 1981/1982, 1988/1989; Frank 1967, 1975, 1998; Wallerstein 1974, 1980, 1989) which informed populist economic analysis. But the operative theory of social change which has informed this trend owes more to Durkheim (Durkheim 1911) or to indigenous thinkers such as Vasconcellos (Rommanell 1969) or Sandino (Hodges 1986) than to Marx. Specifically, it locates the principal catalyst for social transformation in the collective effervescence of the masses which generates or brings them into contact with a higher and deeper truth, often articulated in the language of national and/or religious traditions. In practice, until the collapse of the Soviet Union, populist ideologies of this sort served as “linking ideologies” (Lancaster 1988) which mobilized resistance to capitalist modernization in service to a thoroughly modern dialectical materialist socialism, a strategy made explicit by Gramsci (Gramsci 1949c). More recently, however, this trend has been retheorized by thinkers who understand socialism not as a variant of the modern project but rather as a form of resistance to modernity and specifically to what John Milbank calls “the enclosure of the sacred. (Milbank 2006a). 
But social theories are, also, at least implicitly, political theologies. Neoliberal globalism is one manifestation of what I will call “the secret religion of high modernity,” which seeks divinization, understood as transcending finitude, by means of scientific and technological progress. Socialist globalism is another manifestation of this same religion, which seeks to transcend contingency by elevating humanity, through the medium of the proletariat and its part, to the status of unique subject-object of human history and then, by unleashing the development of the productive forces, to achieve comparable control over the larger cosmic evolutionary process of which human history is a part. The first variant of the modern ideal we will call positivistic and the second humanistic.
 Interpretive sociology, on the other hand, is essentially the sociological form of Nietzschean theomachy, in which various forces vie with each other for power and legitimation in an endless struggle which no one ever wins. As such it falls clearly at one end of what we will call the postmodern spectrum. At the other end of this spectrum lie Radical Orthodoxy (Milbank 1991, 1999, 2006a, 2006b) and other religious postmodernisms which explicitly reject both the modern aspiration for technopolitical self-divinization and the postmodern theomachy in favor of an ontology of peace and respect for the Other. 
Of these various alternatives, only neoliberalism and the Radical Orthodox ontology of peace are represented directly in the contemporary debate. Other participants fall somewhere between the poles we have defined. Thus most contemporary socialist globalism (Hardt and Negri 2001, 2004, Badiou, 1988, 2006) explicitly rejects both Leninist theory and strategy and its associated political theology which seeks divinization by becoming the unique subject-object of human history, a point around which Badiou in particular has been very explicit (Badiou 2005). But as we will see there is still a strategy for divinization here located somewhere between that of classical dialectical materialism, neoconservative theomachy, and postmodern ontologies of peace and respect for the other. Neoconservative theomachy is rarely articulated explicitly, but joined to the defense of a specific civilizational tradition, either “the West” (Huntington 1993) or Dar-al-Islam (Hizbut-al-Tahrir n.d.), pulling it towards either neoliberalism or religious postmodernism. And between Radical Orthodoxy and neoconservative theomachy lie a whole spectrum of postmodernisms: “weak theologies” (Caputo 2006), Derridian “acts of religion”  (Derrida 2001), and what remains of the earlier deconstructionist postmodernism (Derrida 1967/1978). 
Thesis, Method, and Outline
It is the aim of this book to advance a fundamentally new understanding of the current situation, grounded in a new social theory and a new political theology. Specifically, I will argue that the present period, marks the early stages of what I will call a period of civilizational crisis in which both the positivistic and the humanistic variants of the modern ideal are increasingly being called into question, but in which no new ideal has, as yet, emerged to replace it. The result is, on the one hand, a rising tide of nihilism and despair, of which deconstructionist postmodernism represents the high, self-conscious form and, on the other hand, a reversion to what I hope to show are early modern ideologies centered on submission to a divine sovereign and to Christian and Islamic fundamentalism in particular.

This thesis depends, in turn, on a substantial departure from modern social theory, which I call, simply, dialectical sociology. I retain much from modern social theory. From historical materialism I retain the conviction that human societies grow up on a definite material basis, and that they develop certain structures (technological, economic, political, and ideological or cultural) which initially permit growth and development but which may, eventually, also become obstacles to development, leading either to revolutionary transformation or civilizational collapse. From functionalism I retain a focus on the role of social structures in shaping forms of knowledge and especially approaches to fundamental questions of meaning and value, as well as the critical importance of moments of collective effervescence in catalyzing social transformation. And from interpretive sociology I retain a focus on history as a contest among ideals which both order action and legitimate authority. Unlike the whole tradition of modern social theory, however, I argue, that human societies are teleologically ordered to a transcendental end –Being-- of which particular civilizational ideals, shaped by social structure and instruments of legitimation though they may be, are nonetheless real approximations. In other words, I join the insights of modern social theory to an epistemological and metaphysical realism. Social structures are simply ways of realizing a civilizational ideal under definite material conditions. Crises of regime when one set of policies no longer works and must be replaced by another which does not, however, call the social structure into question. Structural crises take place when existing structures no longer serve the dominant civilizational ideal and must be replaced. A civilizational crisis is much deeper, and occurs when a civilization’s ideal itself becomes unworkable and must be abandoned.  But these crises and the ensuing social struggles are not an open theomachy, but rather a difficult, often contradictory groping towards a real common end, which is Being. 
This implies a political theology which is oriented not towards innerworldly divinization, whether technological or political, but rather towards individually and historically growing and deepening participation in the creative power of Being as such. This can be seen as a return to a revitalized Catholic, and specifically Thomistic political theology, which recognizes the religious significance of the struggle for human development, civilizational progress, and social justice, but does not seek from these a divinization they cannot deliver. Divinization, rather, comes as we respond to grace in the form both of the attractive power of God and the limits imposed by our finite and contingent condition, which stretch us beyond the merely human, challenging us to love God and neighbor for their own sake and not merely as means to our own development, and thus to love them with God’s own love, something which results in a connatural knowledge of God and a kind of accidental
 (but never essential) deification. But the point can also be made in the language of humanity’s other great spiritual traditions –Islam, Hinduism, and the Buddhist/Taoist/Confucian synthesis of Chinese civilization. The result will be a world Convivencia theology which re-engages the spiritual traditions the great Silk Road tradition, and brings them into dialogue with each other. 
This approach allows us to understand the distinctiveness of the modern ideal in a way which was not previously possible, showing that it is both a religious ideal in the sense of bearing on fundamental questions of meaning and value, and indeed a strategy for divinization, and yet very different both in its understanding of the divine and in its strategy for realizing the divine from earlier civilizations --and specifically the civilization of ancient and medieval Europe with which postmodernism attempts to link it. I will show that the modern ideal emerged out of a series of conquests undertaken by Europeans (and to a lesser extent the Turks and Mongols) during the later Middle Ages, which led to the formation of sovereign nation states and eventually to industrialization and capitalist development. These changes in social structure led in turn to a new understanding of the divine as infinite power, an understanding shared by both early modern ideologies of authority and submission (Protestant Christianity and Asharite Islam) and by high modern ideologies which seek divinization by means of scientific and technological progress –what we call the positivist variant of the modern ideal.  The humanistic variant of the modern ideal emerged in reaction to this, as marginalized Radical Aristotelians and humanistic intellectuals translated their historic ideal of intellectual identification with the Agent Intellect into one of organizing and directing the cosmohistorical evolutionary process through the medium of the revolutionary party and with the support of the working classes. I will also show why these ideals are not workable. It is not so much that humanity cannot transcend the limits of finitude by means of scientific and technological progress (this seems unlikely, but the jury is still out) but rather that the end we seek is not what Hegel called the “bad infinity” of endless existence and unlimited power but rather Being as such, a creativity and generativity which requires progress of an entirely different order. The humanistic modern ideal, on the other hand, is internally contradictory. A revolutionary politics which elevates humanity to the position of “unique subject-object” of the historical process is incompatible with the rational autonomy such subjectivity requires for all but one individual. Thus the designation of the great revolutionary movements of the modern era by proper names which Badiou (Bosteels 2005) points out. 
We increase our participation in Being by cultivating increasingly complex capacities, individual and collective, though without ever crossing the fundamental ontological frontier between contingency and necessity. Divinity is always and only a horizon –but it is our horizon, and it defines us.

The fundamental flaws in the metaphysical foundations of the modern project are reflected in the developing crisis of modern civilization. Indeed, far from progress towards a technological utopia, we face a building ecological crisis, technological and economic stagnation,
 a decline in authentic democratic participation, and –as we noted above—an abandonment of autonomous rationality in favor of either religious fundamentalism or irrationalist nihilism. And this is not simply a result of a failure to be insufficiently capitalist or insufficiently socialist –to submit ourselves with sufficient rigor or to transcend more fully-- the discipline of the marketplace, as neoliberal and socialist theorists would have us believe. The failure is, rather, at the level of the modern civilizational ideal of innerworldly divinization. 

It is not yet clear how this crisis will unfold.  Indeed, I will argue, we may be able to shape its progress, opting for a transition by means of reform or revolution rather than a transition through decadence or a civilizational collapse. In any case, the next steps in the human civilizational project will be inspired by a re-engagement with a much older and deeper stream of civilizational progress, one rooted in what Karl Jaspers (Jaspers 1953) called the Axial Age, the period or religious rationalization and democratization between 800 and 200 BCE during which humanity began to cultivate the capacity to make rational decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and ordinary people began to claim their place in that great conversation. 

Our vision for the future is centered on the resumption and radicalization of this archaeorevolutionary process. We seek a technological regime which perfects rather than dominating nature, an economic structure which is open to innovation and entrepreneurship but which restores control over the means of production and the production process to the direct producers and which the orders allocation of surplus to the common good, a democracy which is rooted in humanity’s shared capacity for reason and which extends to deliberation not only around means, but also around ends, and a new spirituality of meaning and self-cultivation which respects the possibility that human beings follow different paths, and may even seek different ends, without banishing the language of meaning and hope from the public square. 

Our method in this undertaking reflects our theory, which joins dialectical social theory, and especially the tradition of ideological criticism to a metaphysically realistic dialectics. We will analyze the social basis and political valence of various ideological trends and tendencies and draw out their internal contradictions, which also turn out to be real contradictions, both political and spiritual, and thus drive towards a higher synthesis. A focus on trends and tendencies, as opposed to an in-depth engagement with specific thinkers understood in their own terms is essential to the project. This is because our thesis depends on a claim that something is going on in modern and postmodern geopolitical analysis and social theory which its proponents do not generally acknowledge. Specifically, these geopolitical analyses and social theories are also political theologies and the struggles they articulate are metaphysical as well as political. 
Because of the scope of this argument –and since neither I (nor any one else, to my knowledge) possesses specialist knowledge of each and every epoch of human history, I have had to rely extensively on the work of other scholars who have devoted their lives to the understanding of particular epochs.
 Sources important for the analysis of particular historical periods but not for the overall argument of the book are indicated in the relevant chapters and in the bibliography. A few works, however, stand out because they have shaped my overall thesis, because they argue theses so diametrically opposed to my own that my entire work is shaped in some significant degree by argument with them, or because they have contributed key conclusions which are essential to my over-all argument. The most important work in the first category is Karl Jaspers’ The Origin and Goal of History (Jaspers 1953), which articulated the axial age thesis which is so fundamental to my larger argument.  Works which offer competing approaches to common questions, and which have shaped my argument through debate include Eric Voeglin’s Order and History (Voeglin 1956, 1957, 1974), Samir Amin’s Class and Nation, Historically and in the Current Crisis (Amin 1979/1980), Francis Fukuyama’s “The End of History,” (Fukuyama 1989), Samuel Huntington’s The Clash of Civilizations (Huntington 1993), Charles Taylor’s A Secular Age (Taylor 2007) and John Milbank’s “Geopolitical Theology (Milbank 2006a). Works which have shaped my understanding of particular periods in history include Geoffrey de Ste. Croix’s The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (de Ste. Croix 1980), Perry Anderson’s Passages from Antiquity to Feudalism and Lineages of the Absolutist State (Anderson 1974a, b), Barrington Moore’s Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Moore 1966), Theda Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions (Skocpol 1979) and Andre Gunder Frank’s ReOrient (Frank 1998) and other works from the world-systems trend. I often disagree with these authors, and make it clear where I do so and why, but am substantially dependent on their mastery of the primary sources and their pioneering work in the development of longue durée and comparative historical analyses. 

Our argument will begin with a statement, in Chapter One, of the theoretical apparatus necessary to our analysis of the current situation. We will address in greater depth than we have in this introduction the link between geopolitical analysis, social theory, and political theology, show why we believe the principal existing approaches to be inadequate, and explain our alternative. From there we will proceed inductively. Chapter Two will argue that the process of religious rationalization and democratization which began with the Axial Age pointed not to modernity but to the spirituality of meaning and self-cultivation which was emerging towards the end of the Silk Road Era, and that this process was interrupted by the series of conquests which gave birth to modern civilization. We will show where modernity came from and how it has unfolded. 
Because this is a book which intends first and foremost to address the current situation, and because the United States not only plays a dominating role in the present period, but also had a rather unique experience of modernity which creates both special problems and distinct opportunities, we need also to address the special case of the United States. This will be the topic of Chapter Three. 
Only after these preliminary tasks are completed will it be possible to argue convincingly for our first thesis, that the present period represents the early stages in a civilizational crisis. Chapter Four will locate the roots of the crisis in modernity’s option for a univocal metaphysics and outline its dimensions: ecological, technological, economic, political, and cultural. It will also show how it bears on more immediate developments, such as globalization and the conflict between those who have found ways to benefit from it and those who have not. This will allow us to elaborate a detailed strategic analysis and make an assessment regarding the relative likelihood of various scenarios: civilizational progress through reform or revolution, a transition through decadence, or civilizational collapse. 

From here it will be possible to map out a vision and a strategy for the future. Chapter Five will show how it is possible to rationally ground a new civilizational ideal rooted in the archaeorevolutionary process reaching back to the Axial Age, and will answer objections from neoliberal, neoconservative, socialist, and populist critics. It will then try to show what the next steps in the human civilizational project might look like. Specifically it will argue for the development of new technologies which tap into the immanent drive towards growth which characterizes all forms of matter, physical, biological, and social. We will show how it is possible to transcend the limits of both market and state allocation of resources in a way that both allows for diversity and innovation and ensures that surplus is used in a way which promotes human development. We will argue for creation of a new type of public arena constituted by debate around fundamental questions of meaning and value. Only such a public arena can realize the full promise of the first democratic revolution –that of the axial age— and only such a democratic arena can overcome the limitations of both secularism and confessionalism. Finally, we will argue for a spirituality of meaning and self-cultivation and for the central importance of reconstituted powerful and credible sapiential authorities –teachers of wisdom who can guide humanity in its search for wisdom and its process of development without constituting themselves as a new exploiting class. Chapter Five will also discuss strategies for change, joining a rigorous and sober analysis of the strategic situation in the present period with an argument that, the apparent strength of modernity –and its dominant capitalist form in particular—notwithstanding, change is inevitable. Specifically, we will show how to work for a transition through reform or revolution while preparing for a more likely “transition through decadence” in which the old order declines because it is incapable of addressing an impending ecological crisis and internal economic contradictions, while a new civilization grows up in its crevices and on its margins. We will show what, in either case, we need to do to build the new order as the old one declines.  

� There are, to be sure, positivistic socialists –e.g. much of the Soviet tradition—and humanistic liberals, and we will note these variations in the course of our argument. But for the most part, we will argue, embracing the positivistic variant of the modern ideal tends to pull one towards capitalism, because of its long term superiority as an engine for pure, quantitative growth, while humanism tends to pull one towards socialism which alone offers a real hope of transcending contingency and thus rising to the status of Necessary Being. 


� The term “accidental” is used here in its technical philosophical sense: as a quality inhering in something the fundamental nature of which is defined by another substantial form or essence. A simple example would be a star (the substantial form) which is blue (the accident). 


� Our claim of technological and economic stagnation may seem surprising, given all of the talk about the emergence of a knowledge economy, not all of it wrong. As Eric Lerner (Lerner 1990) points out, however, current technological advances are based on basic science (relativity and especially quantum mechanics) which is nearly a century old. And much of the technology which quite literally drives our civilization (e.g. the internal combustion engine) is even older than that. In the technological utopia of high modernism, we would long ago have transcended the use of polluting and nonrenewable fossil fuels, and would have made advances in basic science of the same import as those of the beginning of the twentieth century, something which simply hasn’t happened.


� See Andre Gunder Frank’s excellent defense of the use of secondary analysis in the introduction to ReOrient for an extended treatment of this problem (Frank 1998).
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