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The theme of the 90th a nnu al meeti ng of the 
Ameri c an Socio logi c al Asso ci a tio n is " Conununi ty of 
Communities: Shaping Our Future ." The pr ogra m asks 
three lead ing questions: must the pl ur al i ty of 
conununi ties now i dent i fy i ng themse 1 ve s t hroughou t the 
wor l d " a lo ng ethn i c , rac i a l, gender, re ligious, and 
o ther li nes ... be blended away to ensure c i v ili ty? Or , 
can we have a society of vying tribes witho u t share d 
bonds and va l ues? Or can there be a shared framework 
i n whi ch many colorful elements find a new place ... [in ] 
a conunun i ty of conunun i t i es? " 

The a u thors of the program might ju st as well have 
as ked--transferring these quest i ons to the realm of 
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domestic relations -- whether husband and wife shou l d 
fuse in to some k in d of fabu l ous androgynous quad ruped, 
go the i r separate ways, or form an interdependent 
partners hip respecting t he r i ghts and values of each . 
Obv i ously these are not ser i ous quest i ons . No attempt 
is made to problematize the i ssues at stake . The 
authors offer only one " right " answer, the third path 
of partnership, of mutuali s t mult i cultural i sm, a future 
in which radical feminism, fundamenta li st Islam, 
populist libertarianism, militant Hi ndu i sm, Marxian 
socia li sm, born - again Ch ri s tianity, megacorporate 
cap i tal i sm, Bo sn i an nat i onal i sm, Serb i an nationa lism, 
and all the other colliding forces at work i n our 
whirling world s omehow li e down together like lion s and 
lambs in the New Jerusalem and agree to eat grass, or 
better yet, develop the capacity to feed themse lv es by 
pho t osyn t hesis . I t is a profound l y " nice " answer . It 
is also profoundly wrong, at l e as t for t he 199 0s. 

My own answer is to ask a fourth (an d also 
l eading) que s tion . "Should our s ociety of vying tribe s 
be transformed into a s in gle planetary c iviliz ation 
that str i ves to make all people equal and free?" I n 



other words, should our system of predatory global 
capitalism flourishing in a political env ironmen t of 
competing sovereign states be replaced by a democratic, 
1 ibe ral, and socialist world conunonweal th? 

If you say yes, please note that you are not 
giving a multiculturalist response. Your response 
implies, and indeed requ i res , the acc ept anc e by the 
great mass of humankind of a conunon secular culture 
derived from the in te llec t ual revolution of the late 
17th and 18th centuries in Western Europe --from the 
Enlightenment and its seque l s in the 19th century. 
That conunon secular culture obviously has roots deep in 
human history, but i t happened t o flower first in one 
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place and at one t ime. For many of the same reasons, 
having nothing to do with race or gender, Western 
Europe was also the cradle of the capitalist world -
economy . Because of the place and the t ime , those who 
articulated the culture of the Enlightenment and its 
seque l s, from Joh n Locke to Kar l Marx, were a lm os t 
ent i rely Caucas i an males . Is th i s a problem? No 
doubt . But i t i s not a prob l em that will go awa y by 
chanting mul ticu l tura li st mantras . 

As I understand wor l d - system theory, i ts ad he r e nt s 
believe that th e moral des tiny of th e mod e rn world -
s y s tem is to be transformed into a new kind of wor ld -
sys t em altogeth e r : i n Immanuel Wallerste i n ' s ph ra s e , 
" nei t her a red i str i but i ve world - emp i re nor a capi t a l i st 
world - economy but a socia li st wor l d - government ." 
(Wall e rstein, 1979: 35; cf . Wallerstein, 198 4 : 156 -1 58 

and 172) Chris t opher Chase - Dunn fa vors a soc i a l is t 
wor ld - s ystem with a "d emocratica ll y contro lle d world 
federation, " a federation that may come into existe nce 
even before t he arrival of soc i al i s m (Chase - Dunn, 1989: 
343- 34 5) . Sami r funi n s peaks of supplant ing the 
r eac t ionary u t opia of " global i zat io n v i a the mar ket " 
wi t h " an al t e r na t ive humani st ic project of 
glob a liz at ion con s i st en t wi t h a s ociali s t per s pec t i ve ." 
One nec e ssa r y ing re di e n t in t his p r oject i s an emb ry ­
onic " world parliam e n t " re p rese n t ing soc i al i n tere s t s 
on a glob a l sca le . (funin, 1994 a : 341 - 342 ) 

Su c h a world - sys te m should ar is e , according t o 
wor ld - sys t em t heory, b ut i t is no t wha t mus t aris e . 
Th ere i s no in ev i ta bili t y a bou t i t , no iron l aw of 
s oc i a li s t s uccess ion in scr ibed in the book of wor l d 
his t o r y. "I t is more t han ev id e n t ," wr i te s funi n, " t hat 
c u rre n t tre nds are no t going in t he d i re c t ion des cr ibe d 
a bov e ." Dominan t fo rces ar e man e uv e ring fo r shor t - t e r m 
gain while t he leader s of popula r re sis t anc e op t fo r 
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"illusory solutions, such as fundamentalism or 
chauvinism." In the absence of a responsible socia li st 
response to the present-day crisis of t he capi t a list 
world-system, " regress iv e and cr iminal scenar io s wi ll 
be the most likely order of the day ." (Amin, 1994a: 
342-343) 

I find myself in complete agreement. The next 
fifty years --and more--are l i kely to produce a 
reasonable facsimile of hell on earth , a time co mpared 
to which the last fifty years may survive in memory as 
a veritable golden age. Nevertheless, the goal of 
world-system theorists , and certainly my goal, i s a 
socialist wo r ld-sys tem, a system that i s both 
democratic and egal i tar ian, that provides both freedo m 
and equality, which, as Wallerstein cog ent ly argues, 
are each inconc e i vab l e without the other (Wallers te in, 
1991: 81-82). 

Where d id these values come from? Does a 
Christian pope or a Muslim mullah or an Indian 
nat i onal i st or an Afr ic an chieftain have to embrace 
th em, to remain tr ue to his or her heritage? Cl ea rl y 
not . Do they form the mora l and phi l osophica l 
underp i nn i ngs of an emer gent secu l ar p l anetary cul t ure 
grounded i n certain spec i f ic trad i t i ons i n modern 
Western Eu r opean thought? Cl ear l y they do . 
Wallerstein warns us to avoid "the Charybdis of neo -
Enlightenment uni versa lism," just as we must steer 
clea r of " the Scy lla of se lf- defeat in g part i cular i sms ." 
(Wall erste in, 19 8 4 : 172 ). He is r i ght, i f by neo -

Enligh tenment un i versa lism he means a te chnocra t ic 
trampling of local cu l tu r es by se lf - appointed Fab ian -
style " experts ," as in the utop i as of H.G. Well s . 

But facts must be faced, choices must be made, and 
things mus t be called by t heir proper names . The 
doctrine of democratic soc i a lis m is a product of the 
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Enlightenment with claims to uni ver sal mor al autho r ity, 
which world - syst em theorists accept . Whenever lo ca l 
cultures diverge from it s values, as they often do and 
o f ten will, we must assert, and persuade othe rs to 
assert , th e priority of democratic socialism . Not that 
our value s are unchallengeable or de s tined to prevail 
forever --o f course not. But either they are ou r val ues 
today or they a re not. Eithe r they form the ra tio nal 
bas i s for a consensua l wor l d c ivilizatio n and culture 
o r they do not . A purely relativistic 
multiculturalism, th e tol e ration of all values and all 



cultures, no matter how in to leran t or predatory they 
t hemselves may be, i s incompa t ible wi t h t he goals of 
world-system t heo ry, and has no legi t ima te p la ce i n 
world-system praxis. Wallerstein concedes t hi s poi nt , 
in effect, when he notes t ha t all antisystemic 
movements contain "impor tant e l ements that are no 
long e r an t i system ic in sp iri t .... These e l ements have 
to go." They cannot be purged by party-line 
dogmatists, he adds, but he foresees the ir voluntary 
departure if and when t he antisystemic movements 
"reaffirm i n concrete operational ways the ir commi tment 
to t ransforming t he capitalist worl d - economy in to a 
world order th a t will be lib ertar ian, ega li tar ia n, 
fraternal." (Wall erstein in Amin et al., 1990: 46) In 
other words, if and when t he antisystemic movements 
a dopt the card inal va lu es of the Left Enlightenment and 
adopt them as paramount. 

Well and good, but why s hould t he y do t hi s? The 
heart of the problem, an d the stumb ling block in the 
way of a praxis of soc iali st wor l d in tegrat ion, I 
suggest, is the whole concept of "an tisystemic 
movements ." Jesus of Nazar eth i s reported to ha ve said 
"He th a t i s not with me i s again st me ; and he that 
gat here t h not wit h me scattereth abroad." (Matthe w 
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12:30) World-sys tem theory tends to assume a v ariant 
of this : "T hose who are aga i nst the system are with 
us ." There i s, says Wallers te in, a who l e " fami l y" of 
such movements . Some members of the fami l y waver, and 
may even fall by the ways i de when the i r i mmedi ate goals 
are achieved, such as se iz ure of state power, but 
nonetheless any movement in any degree of opposition to 
the ca p italist world - system and/or i ts collud i ng 
dominant national states i s somehow, almost mystically, 
a comrade - movement of all the others . 

In their book Transform i ng the Revo l ut i on, five 
world - system theorists --W allerste i n, Ami n, Gi ov anni 
Arrighi, Andre Gunder Frank, and Marta Fuentes -- deba t e 
the relative merits of the various k i nds of 
antisystemic movements at work in the wor l d of the late 
20th century . Arrighi pins most of his hopes on 
workers ' movements, Amin on national movements in the 
Third World , F rank and Fuentes on social mov ements such 
as organizations engaged in struggles for women ' s 
r ights, world peace, and the environment . Wallers tein 
looks forward to " a self - conscious federat i on of all 
three kinds of movemen t s ." (Amin et al . , 199 0: 18 5) 

Th e great question , however, i s whether 
antisystemic movements are really antisystemi c. Ar e 
women ' s movements intrinsically opposed to the 
capitalist world - s y stem and i ts sovere i gn pol i t ies? 
No. Women ' s movements are in tr in s ic ally opposed to the 



denial of an equal place for women in a wor l d hitherto 
larg e l y dom ina ted by men. Are movements aimed at 
national l iberation -- for exam pl e , the movement for an 
ind ependent and unifi ed Kur d i stan --in tr in s ica lly 
oppos ed to the capitalist wor l d - system and i ts 
sovereign po l ities ? No . Such nationa l movements are 
intrinsica ll y opposed to the exc lu sio n of their peoples 
from the ranks of the s ov ere ig n polities. I s I slamic 
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evangelism intrinsically antisystemic? No . It wants 
t o convert the wo r ld to fa i th i n Islam, wh i ch mi ght or 
might not (and more l i kely would not) invo lve the 
dismantling of the modern world-economy and it s network 
of s overe ig n nat io na l states . Even wo rkers ' movements 
are not necessar i ly ant i system i c . They e xi st to fight 
for the interests and rights of workers , which mig ht or 
mig ht not involve collaboration wit h capitalism an d the 
state system. 

In _Buil d i ng the Ci ty of Man, some 25 years ag o, 
I devoted a chapte r to what I ca ll ed " ha l f measures and 
red herr i ngs " (Wagar , 1971 : 27 - 47 ), an unsparing 
assessment of the " ant i system i c " movements abroad in 
the wor l d of the 1960s . I f ired vo ll ey after volley 
aga i nst the peace movement, the world federa lis t 
movement, sc i ent i sm and tec hnocracy, neo -n at i onalism, 
and the digressive romanticism and anarchism of the New 
Left . I spoke perhaps too harsh l y , but most of my 
strictures st i ll make sense . Those who are aga i nst 
some facet or two of the modern wor l d - syste m are not 
necessarily , intr i ns i ca ll y , o r fundamenta ll y against 
the world - system itself . For the most part they simply 
want their share of the spo il s , the i r piece of the 
act ion. 

World - system theorists are not, of course , na i ve l y 
unaware of the grave shortcom ing s of most a ll egedly 
anti systemic movements and ideo logies . And re Gunder 
Frank , f o r example , shows litt l e or no pat i ence with 
nationalism, no matter where it flour i shes and no 
matter how radical its rhetoric . Under l ate 20th -
century conditions , he contends, nat i ona li sm i s 
ultimately a bourgeois ideology, prosystem i c and 
host i le to soc i al i sm, which i t always beats out 
whenever the two compete for support, "lik e i ron 
against wood ." (Frank in P...rnin et a l., 1982 : 153 ) Much 
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the same criticism can be made of sectarian re l igious 



movements. Both were prime vectors of cap ita l i sm in 
the pa st , and may well assist it s spread i n the future , 
o r at the very lea st neutra lize the efforts o f class -
based movements to oppose capitalist oppression. 
(Frank in Amin et al., 1982: 113) Wallerste in con c edes 

that nationalism i s more often not antisystemic, and 
even when antisystemic tends t o decay in t o a 
prosystemic force over time. In fact, as Mic hels l ong 
ago obse rved , and Walle rste i n agrees , a ll ant i systemic 
movements , to the extent t ha t t hey are forced b y t he 
exigencies of power-seeking to organize, become the 
prisoners of their own bureaucracies and lo se their 
rev ol ut io nary momentum (Wallerstein, 1984 : 130 ). 

Neverthe le ss , most world - sys t em theorists i ns i st 
that a wi de variety of antisystemic movements abo und i n 
the contemporary world whose thr u st , at l east 
i n itia lly , i s genuinely and deeply antisystemic. They 
reject the simon -purit y of co-optation th eory , whi ch 
den ounces the empowerment o f nomi na ll y antisystemic 
for ces as a tri ck by g lobal capi t a li sm to bu y the m off . 
Such a theory, wr ite s Wallerstein, wou l d be " d i sas -
trous" as a prescription f o r policy. (Wall erste in, 
1984 : 138) Antisystemic movements must work together, 
forging a llian ces and resisting processes that l ead to 
the i r ghetto i zat i on . (Walle rste i n i n Amin et a l. , 
1990 : 46 and 52) 

Perhaps . Yet i s there really any hope that th is 
can happen? What Waller ste in or I may ca ll 
" ghetto i zat i on " i s probably not ghetto i zat i on from the 
sectar ian point of view of the l eaders of the vario us 
so - called ant i syste mi c movem e nt s , for the s imple r e a so n 
that few of them are ant i system i c by the i r own l ights . 
They may rail aga i nst th i s or that aspect of t he moder n 
world - system , as inde ed do many of i ts own appoin ted 
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spokespersons , but t heir agendas a re very d i ffe rent 
from ou rs . Few a re commi tt ed to the bu il d i ng of a 
soc iali st wor ld - government . Mos t do no t oppose the 
so vere ign ty of arm e d na t ional s t a tes . Many participate 
wholehea rte dly in th e gam es of th e global mar ke t . So 
why s pe a k of a n t i syste mic movemen ts at a ll? What is 
th e us e fuln ess o f th e concept? Does i t conform to 
ideological and poli t ical re ali ty o r is i t ju st a way 
o f making u s f ee l l ess l onely and l ess i s olated in a 
deeply ho st il e worl d? I s i t the c orner st one of an 
au t hen t ic p ra xis of worl d in te g r a t ion o r a _ fata 
morg a na t hat ge nerates f a l se hope ? 

The tr u t h pr obably li es somew here in bet wee n the s e 
t wo ex tre mes . It i s ce rt ainly no t t he ca se t hat only 
wor l d - syste m theorists offer concerted oppo s ition to 
the mode r n world - system . Th ere are surely many 
thou sa nd s o f people, eve n ma ny hund reds o f thou sands of 



people, around the wor l d who are fundamentally opposed 
to it, even if the movements i n which they work a re 
not. And if world-system theorists are right about the 
lik e ly event ual demise of the capitalist wor l d - sys t em 
t hr ough the joint operation of antisystemic movements 
a nd i t s own intern al contradictions , including the 
fulfillment o f Marx ' s f o recast o f the immiseri zation o f 
the working class worldwide (upheld by recent trends in 
th e core countries as well as by l ong- run t rends i n the 
periphery), there will s ur e l y be many million s of such 
oppo ne n ts massing in years to come. 

But I woul d caution wor l d - sys t em th eor i sts against 
investin g too much hope in the nominally or apparent ly 
antisystemic movements v i s ibl e in today's wor l d . They 
ar e a s l ender an d wobbly reed, and at all odds l ittle 
inclined to collaborate. As Wallerstein has o ften 
said, wha t we need i s a global strategy for poo li ng 
such strength as we have , and pooling this strength 
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i nterzona ll y , from per i phery to co re and back again . A 
profound rad i ca li zat io n of ob j ect i ves , he observes, 
wi ll be requ i red to forge su ch a new i nterzonal 
po li t i cs (see especia ll y Wall erstein, 199 1: 80 - 81) . 

How can we set about pool i ng our wi de ly scattered 
forces and (if poss i ble) reconc i l i ng the members of our 
squabbl ing so - ca ll ed fami l y of an t i system ic movemen ts ? 
To quote Wall ers tein once aga i n , i nd i v i dua l i ns i ght may 
be largely unava i l i ng i n th i s matter, s i nce the 
build i ng of an ega li tar i an democrat i c wor l d order 
demands a " social prax i s soc i a ll y arr i ved at ." 
(Wallerstein, 1991 : 229) 

But perhaps we can ta ke sma ll fumb li ng steps 
toward a prax i s of world integration, and th i s I have 
tried to do in my book A Short Hi story of the Future 
(Wagar , 1992), which rev ives the i dea a l ready broached 
in Building the City o f Man (Waga r, 1971 : 57 - 67) o f a 
World Party . A Short History of the Futu re takes t he 
form of a narrative of the hi st ory of the next 200 
years and imagines both the worst and the best that can 
happen: a massive environmental cr i s i s, the neo - neo ­
imperialist division of t he peripheral nat i ons i nto 
spheres of dominat i on by the core, a termina l crisis of 
capitalism after thirty - odd further years of i nspired 
self - preservation, and a North - South wor l d war, 
followed by the eventual tr ium ph of worldwide socialism 
among the survivors, the bureaucratic decay of 
socia li st world gov ernance , and it s replacement -- bu t 
not until the mid - 22nd century -- by the very " conununi ty 
of communities" hailed in the prog r am of the 90th 
annua l meeting of the ASA . 

Th e leading role in this transformation i s played 
by the World Party, a n i ntern at i onal movem ent founded 



i n 2035 that takes as i ts pr i nc i pal goal the 
in t e g r at ion o f t he huma n r a ce under the banner of 
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democrat i c soc i a li sm . By the spr i ng of 2044, i ts 
members have i nf i ltrated scores of governments aro und 
the world and the boards of all the megacorporations . 
The obvious inabi l ity of the o l d order to save i tself 
wi ns the Wor l d Party many new and i nf l uent i a l c onverts 
during the critica l months j ust before interzonal wa r 
breaks out that sununer . 

Afterwards, no sing l e movement has anyth i ng l i ke 
i ts moral author i ty or pol i t i cal momentum . Beg i nning 
wi th i ts many adherents i n the nat i ons of the Southe rn 
hem i sphere , whi ch surv i ve the Catastr ophe mo re o r less 
i ntact , the cadres of the World Party bu i ld , p i ece by 
piece , a union of states p l edged to form a wor l d 
po l ity , known simp l y as the Conunonwea l th . Chi l e and 
Austra li a are the f i rst to adhere , i n 2050 . They are 
soon fo ll owed by severa l dozen others . On May Day, 
2062 , 40 states wi th Wor l d Party go v e rn ments fo rmally 
proc l a i m the estab li shment of the Commonwea l th and 
merge the i r sovere i gnt i es . 

This sti ll l eaves a good part of the wor l d 
un i ncorporated, i nclud i ng the ravaged lands of North 
Amer i ca, Japan, and Europe, whi ch had been reduce d to 
so meth ing l ike anarchy in the aft e rmath of the war . 
The Wor ld Party l eadersh i p sp li ts on the i ssue of 
whether t hey should be allowed t o f i nd t he i r own way 
into the Conunonwea l th or shou l d be brought in by force . 
The latter v i ew preva il s , and for the next s i x years 
t he World Mili t i a of the Conunonwealth wages armed 
con flict wi th a variety of crude l y improvi sed l ocal 
reg ime s and competing movements to secure the 
alleg iance of t he s urvivors i n t hese cr i t i cal quarters 
o f the world . The l ast sk irmish es end in 2068 . Two 
years later representat i ves of every coun try meet in 
Melbou rne t o accept the i r inco rp o rat i on i nto the now 
unive rsa l Conunonwea l t h . 
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It was ne ve r my int e ntion, in choosing this 
particular sce nari o, t o argue that only in t he 
a f termath o f a rui nou s world war t hat destroys the core 
nations and drastically reduces t he earth ' s population 
can humankind find a way t o build a democratic and 
socialist world order . Bu t a vast in ter zonal military 
s howdo wn in a t im e o f multiplying misery is fa r from 



inconceivab le . In any event, the transforming agency 
is not the war as such , but the World Party. 

Why a party? And what kind of party? 
Wallerstein, in another use of the Scylla and Cha rybdis 
metaphor, warns against over-reliance on a s ingl e k i nd 
of political in strumenta li ty . " Scy lla i s to assume 
that only one form, a party form, is l eg itima te . 
Charybdis i s that everything goes." (Wallerste in, 
1984: 144) The Wor ld Party, t o be sure, is a politica l 
party, which founds th e global Co1mnonweal th, becomes 
its governing party in the 2060s, and remains the 
majority party in its People's Congress until 2121. 
But in the years before the Catastrophe of 2044 , it 
plays little or no part in parliamentary politics. It 
begins, mod est ly enough , as a study group of univ ersity 
alumni (to be dr oll, I chose Binghamton University as 
their alma mater). As it grows across North America 
and into Latin America, Europe, and Russia, the members 
of the World Party function simultaneously at two 
levels--above ground, holding open meetings and 
publishing provocative analyses of the world crisis of 
the 21st century, but also below ground, smuggling its 
agents (known familiarly as "vi ruses ") into position s 
of responsibility in governments and corporations, 
which they mak e it the i r bus i ness to betray when the 
t i me i s r ip e . The ver y rad i cal i sm of i ts progra m 
ensures that the World Pa r t y i s the only ant i systemic 
g l oba l politic a l force to s urvive the third wor l d war . 
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An obvious shortcom i ng of th i s scena r i o i s that I 
say nothing about s i ster movements that mi ght ha ve 
a ided the wor k of the Wor l d Par ty , movements th a t the 
World Party in its turn might have he l ped to 
coord ina te . In retrospect , I wi sh I had inc luded s uch 
movements, even if I had to construct them --lik e the 
World Pa rty i tself -- out of whole cloth . 

But what I th ink makes the Wor l d Party an 
attractive ide a is t hat , as its name i nd ica tes , i t is 
both global (meaning multinationa l and i n terzonal) and 
political (mean ing an ins trument for the acqu i s i tion of 
public power) . Although it is c l ear t hat movemen ts to 
conserve the env ir onment , str uggl e for the civi l rights 
of all groups, improve the condi t ions of work i ng 
people, abo lish judi cia l murder and l aws abr i dg i ng 
reproduct iv e cho i ce , and work for social ju stice in all 
i ts manifestations contribute t o the build i ng of world 
socialism, what is l acki ng in today ' s global political 
cu l ture is an ov e rarching mobilized consc i ou sn e ss of 
the need t o co nf ro nt the cap it al ist wor ld - system 
co ll ective l y . As world - system t heory demonstrates, the 
sovereign state s ys tem that or igin ated in Western 
Eu rope dur in g the Middl e Ages i s a tool of the world -



economy. Fr om the l ate 15th century to the present it 
has facili tat e d th e global grasp of capi tal is t 
enterprise . Th ere could have been no capitalist world -
ec onomy without it. Although it thrive s on the clai ms 
of each state to sovere ign armed power throughout it s 
re a lm , it is nonetheless a global phenomenon, 
di spla ying a high degree of isomorphism, as Joh n W. 
Meyer argues (Meyer , 1987; cf . Chase -D unn , 1989 : 103 -
10 5) , and reas onab ly stable despite periodic 
convulsions and vain quests for empire by Habsburg s , 
Bourbons, and Hohenzollerns, together wi th the i r 
pathological heir, Adol f Hitler. Gi v e n the intimate 
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collaboration o f the world-economy and i ts s t a te 
system , and the global iza t i on achieved in all are as of 
li fe by the machinations of capita l, no effect i ve and 
du rab le alternative t o the cap i tal i st world - system is 
i mag i nab l e except thr ough a c oo rd i nated pr ocess of 
world socia li st revolution, which national movements 
have proved h i stor i ca ll y i ncapab l e of mount i ng . 

Thus I agree wi th Andre Gunder F rank and, fort hat 
matter, wi t h Er i c Hobsbawm (see Hobsbawm, 1977: 9) that 
socia li sm and nat ion a li sm (at l east i n our t ime ) are 
fu ndamentally ant i thet i cal . The chauv i n i sm decried by 
Amin i s not a pervers i on of nat i onal i sm but a 
ubiquitous characteristic of nationa li sm . In i ts bones 
i t is separat i st, d i v i s i ve , and prosystem i c . Fo r 
socialism , it ha s been an unqual i f i ed d i saster (see 
Wagar, 1995) . Sta li n ' s proc l amat io n of " socia li sm in 
one country " was near l y the death - kne ll of soc i a lism in 
our century , t he most lethal s ingl e error in it s who l e 
history . Vision s of " soc iali st " deve l opment s uch as 
Stal in' s turn out to be virtua ll y indi st in gui shable, 
wri t es Frank, " from ort hodox everyday bourgeo i s 
cap it a list theory a nd prax is of ' nat ion a l 
developmen t '." (F rank in Amin et a l . , 1982 : 149 ) 

The only way t o preven t soc i a li sts from fa l ling 
into t he s pider web o f na t ional i s m and hav i ng the l ife 
sucked ou t of the m by the beas t at i ts center i s t o 
insis t on a tr ansna t ional and tr anszona l f r amewor k fo r 
a ll poli t i ca l act ivi ty at t he loc a l or national l evel . 
There may possibly be room for a Kurd ish (or 
Pales t inian or Irish or Sikh ) na t ionalism i n the Wo r ld 
Party , but only if t he na t ional l eaders concerned swear 
a solemn oath to build a soc iali st world - governme nt : 
in short, t he swiftest possible mundializat i on of the i r 
libe rated stat e s . Their highe st a llegi a nce must always 
be to t he Civi tas Humana, no t to At hen s or Jerusalem . 
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If na t ional l e a ders c a nn o t make th a t c ommi t ment , they 
are o f no u se t o u s , o r , u lt ima tely , to the mselves . 

Wha t , i n fa ct , will ha ppen ? In a ll candor I am 
not wil d l y opt i mi st i c . The Wor l d Pa rty does no t yet 
ex i st . I see no i nk li ng of i t on the poli t ical 
ho r izo n . On the c ontrary , the i n i t i al response of the 
d i semp owered a nd the mar gi na liz ed t o ou r cr i s i s 
every where has been fl i ght . I n Benja mi n R. Barber's 
phrase , the alternat i ve to "McWorld " -- the i nte g rat i ve 
f o rces a t work in the c a pit al ist g l ob al econo my -- has 
been " J i had ," escape to projects of sep a r a t i on a nd 
sect a r ia n pa ss i on . McWorl d a nd J i ha d a re oppos i tes , 
a nd yet much the sa me i n the t h reat they pose to the 
quest f o r li berty and ju st i ce . "I f t he g lo ba l f u ture 
i s to p i t J i had ' s centr i fugal wh i rl wi nd aga i nst 
McWorl d ' s centr i pet al b la ck ho l e , the ou tc ome i s 
un li ke l y t o be dem ocr a t i c ." (Ba rber , 1992 : 53 ) 

What we may see i s a k i nd of structured and surely 
unde mocrat i c chaos , i n wh i ch so me po li t i es and some 
segments o f the cap i ta li st wo r l d - syste m re ma i n i ntact, 
and even v i gorous , wh i le the rest fall apa r t . l<.min and 
Wall erstein , in their sep a r a te ways , l oo k to the 
prosp e cts for chaos wi th a mi xture of apprehens i on and 
hope . l<.mi n speculates that the gradual 
i ndustr i al i zat i on of the per i pher i es wi ll creat e not an 
i ntegrated wor l d l abor market bu t a po l ar i zed 
proletar i at , i n the core countr i es pur s u i ng a so cia l -
democratic strategy and in the peripheries a Leninist -
Maoist revo l ut i onary strategy, beyond the power of 
capi ta l i st reg ul atory mechan i sms to contro l. No 
regulatory mode, he wr i tes, wi ll be ab l e to "match the 
sca le of prob l ems that arise . Rather, I see th e future 
more as moun t ing chaos ." (l<.mi n , 1994b : 213) Hi s hope 
is t hat various reg i ons i n the per i pher i es wi ll resist 
collect i vely, challenging and perhaps i n t i me over -
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whelming the prevailing world - system . The struggle 
will most likely begin in Asia, but once under way, 
" powerful social for ces will rally to it from al l 
region s of the world ." (Amin, 1994a : 347 ) The only 
question is whether su ch resi stance wi ll be "hum a ni s -
tic " and " uni versa li st , " or merely centrifugal . 

Pondering the middle - run prospects of the 
capitalist world - e conomy , Walle rst ein for his part has 
envisaged three p rin cipa l scena rio s : a st ruggle for 
hegemony cu lminating in a new world war by 2050, the 
elaboration of a new inegalitarian world order by the 
c urren t holder s of privilege (so mewhat like my v i s ion 
of "E arth , Inc . " in A Sh ort Hi st ory of the Future), and 
" a crumbli ng away of the world - system ," leading to 



mass ive p o l i t ic al i nsta bi l i ty and soc i al chaos . He 
conc l udes : " It sh o u l d be c l ear t ha t my own b i as , with 
s ome trep i dat io n , li es wi th th i s th i rd scenar i o as the 
on e mo st l i kely to lead us to a relat i vely egal i ta r ia n , 
r el at ivel y d e mo crat i c wo r l d o rder ." (Wall erste i n , 
1 99 1: 135 - 136 ) Chaos will be messy and u ncomfortab l e 
f o r th o se stuck i n the mi dd l e of i t , but i t may be the 
least of three ev i ls , and the progen i tor , i n the l ong 
run , o f the Civi tas Humana . 

Of course no o n e knows or can know . But I pe rs ist 
i n bel ie v i ng that wi th or wi thout the a i d of chaos i n 
the wo r l d - system , a t ra n s n a t ion a l par t y f i rm l y 
c ommi tt e d t o the democrat i c i ntegrat i on of a ll peoples 
i s essent i a l to steer us through the st o rms o f t he next 
cent u ry . Bef o re such a party can germ i nate and take 
r oo t , a c onsensus must emerge amo ng pr o gress i ve forces 
through o ut the world that o u r dest i nat i on as a species 
is neither the g lo ba l sh o pping ce n ter and sweatshop of 
cap i ta li sm nor the war of a ll aga i nst a ll, but a ne w 
planetary c i v i l iz at i on i n whi ch every h u ma n b e i ng 
everywhere has an equa l v oi ce . In t i me the c i t i ze ns of 
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such a wor l d - c i ty may f i nd they no longer n eed i ts 
commo n roof, and may peacefully sca tt er i nto many 
disparate commun i t i es each under i ts own roof. But I 
do not s ee " a communi t y of communi t ie s " a s a realistic 
goal fo r the 2 1st centu r y . The n ext step mus t be t o 
bring us a ll together, a nd t o tak e t ha t st ep we need 
i nst i t ut i ons opposed t o the doomed and po l ar i zed world -
sys te m of capi ta l i sm , i ns t i t u t ions t ha t are unambig uous l y 
p o li t ical, unambiguously global, and unamb i guously devoted 
to th e ideology of the Lef t En l igh te nmen t . 
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A RESPONSE 

W. Warren Wagar 

Copyright 1996 by W. Warren Wagar 

Let me begin by thanking everyone who commented on my ASA paper, "Toward a 
Praxis of World Integration," both those who were generally sympathetic to its thesis and 
those who were not. It is inconceivable to me that any two :freethinking human beings 
living in our time could share the same preferred model of the good society. So of course 
I am not surprised that no one found every aspect ofmy vision appealing or that some 
found almost nothing to applaud. I would probably react to each of your utopias in much 
the same ways. Nonetheless, our species needs, perhaps more than anything else, to think 
together about where we want to go, and how, and why. Without tclos, how can we speak 
of praxis? And without praxis, what use is analysis? The point is to change the world and 
change it for the better. 

When we utopianizc, however, or at least when I utopianizc, we engage in a form of 
creative play. We arc not predicting, which is impossible anyway, and we arc not 
legislating for all humanity. W c arc painting pictures, much like an artist; we arc 
composing symphonies, much like a musician; we arc writing stories, much like a 
novelist. Our visions arc informed by the knowledge and theories in our heads, but this is 
also true, in a somewhat different sense, of the artist. 

So I do not claim that "Toward a Praxis for World Integration" contains a final blueprint 
for the future world order, any more than I would make such a claim for my book, A 
Short History of the Future. Neither text marks the path we must take. They arc both 
simply experiments in utopography -- or should I say tcleograph y? When some of my 
critics apply epithets to my work such as "fantasy utopianism" (Bergesen) or "political 
fantasy" (Schaufllcr), I can only reply, of course! This is precisely what I am about. 
Utopography is perhaps the best way to lure our hunches about humanity's tclos into 
plain view . 

I identify at least four common threads in the critical discourse of the twelve papers 
commenting on my article. There is the issue of antisystcmic movements versus the 
World Party, the issue of multiculturalism versus the Left Enlightenment, the issue of 
civil libertariani sm versus the World State, and the issue of the World State itself versus 
the radical decentralization that I envision as a sequel to the World State. There arc other 
issues, some of 
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which I will touch on, but these have drawn the most attention, and I think rightly so. The 
formula for world integration delineated in my article and in my book is clearly at odd..:; 
with most of what reactionaries in our time describe as "political correctness." With just a 
little strategic tinkering here and there, you might say, my formula could meet the need..:; 
of the Lord..:; of Capital thc1rnelves. It might even be construed as a cleverly (or 
clmrnily?) disguised variant of fa..:;cism. Both capitalism and fascism, after all, sport their 
own tcleographies of world integration. So did the Positivism of that High Priest of 
Humanity, Auguste Comte. 

Well, I am not a capitalist or a fascist, nor even a Positivist, but I am also not a knee-jerk 
radical. I think, as I hope do most ofus, that the common pieti es of the Left need to be re­
examined every so often, to make sure we still believe them, that we know what they 
mean, and that they are not incompatible with one another. 

On the subject, first, of the role of antisystemic movements versus the role ofa World 
Party, Bond and Mayckiso challenge my skepticism about such movements by citing the 
heartening example of South Africa's liberation movement; Boswell finds support for 
world integration in movement..:; for national self-determination and the cultural autonomy 
of nations; Gold:frank. and Schaufflcr argue that the day of revolutionary parties has long 
passed; Mo ghadan secs the international women's movement and various other vital 
contemporary social movements as fundamentally antisystemic; and Tcivaincn plead..:; the 
case for a postmodernist acceptance of many perspectives and contributions. 
Paraphrasing The Communist Manifesto, Schwartzman endorses the World Party, but 
only as a kind of umbrella sheltering all other progressive parties and movements. 

For the most part, I agree with my critics, not with their readin g of my article so much as 
with their insistence on the inestimable value of genuinely antisyst cmtic movements. I 
did not say that every so-called antisystcmic movement fails to deserve the adjective, nor 
that the World Party should refuse to acknowledge or work with any that do. Lat e in the 
article I even speak approvingly of unnamed "sister movements." But I did contend, and 
still contend, that a movement or party opposed to one aspect of the world-syst em is not 
ipso facto opposed to all or most of the rest, or will always be opposed to all or most of 
the rest. Such movements and parties must be judged by their performance on a regular 
and continuing basis. Obviously any genuinely antisystcmic movement or party meri ts 
the strongest support of the World Party. Ifl downplayed their significance in my article, 
it was only because I wished to highlight the need for something cl..:;e that we do not 
presently have and need most 
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desperately: the World Party itself. 



To be sure, I also denied that any movement speaking for any segment of humankind can 
be intrinsically antisystcmic, which is to say, antisystcmic by its very nature, a-; opposed 
to whatever its actual performance might be. For example, the international women's 
movement is intrinsically a movement to benefit women. Women, a-; women, have no 
more right to represent or speak for the whole human race than have men. The women's 
movement might become antisystemic in practice, because its leaders and members agree 
that women need global socialist democracy as much a-; men. But it could also turn in 
many other directions, such a-; cozying up to capitalism or to this or that sectarian religion 
or national cause, without cca-;ing to think of itself, quite legitimately, a-; feminist. Again, 
what matters is the praxis of the antisystcmic group. Antisystemic is a-; antisystemic docs. 

A-; for the argument that a World Party ha-; been tried and failed miscrabl y--thc Second 
and more especially the Third Internationals ( see Goldfrank and Schaufflcr)--1 do not 
need "lessons" in history. A modern European historian for the past 40 years, I am well 
aware of the grotesque record of the Internationals, the complicity of the Second with 
bourgeois capitalism and of the Third with totalitarian state capitalism. In point of fact 
almost all revolutions and global political (and religious) movements have failed to 
achieve their goals or strayed from their original path or both . This is history, my friends . 
Many crimes, many follies. But just indulge in a bit of countcrfactual history, and 
imagine what might have happened without the revolutions, without the global 
movements, without the utopia-; and the philosophical deconstruction of slavery and 
serfdom, of patriarchy, of aristocracy, and ultimately of capitalism by the Enlightenm ent. 
Should we give up on political parties or revolutionary programs or utopian visions just 
because they don't deliver all they promise, and sometimes even tum into nightmares ? 
Certainly not. The real utopians (in the pejorative sense of the word) are the people who 
cannot bear anything but perfection. 

Another crucial and intimately related issue is my defense of the Left Enlightenment 
against multiculturalism. One of my critics (Sanderson ) denounces the "folly" of 
multiculturalism, and I must confess to feeling a surge of adrenalin when I read this 
pa-;sagc in his response. Yes, damn it, multiculturalism is a folly. Not the existence of 
many cultures in our pluralistic global society. That is a fact. Not the belie f that all of 
these cultures have a right to exist, a-; long a-; they respect the rights of the others. That is 
the essence of Enlightenment liberalism. The folly lies in a-;suming that we can build a 
coherent democratic and socialist 
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world civilization without certain shared core values that transcend multiculturalism. 

I will admit to one serious oversigh t. I failed to define what I meant by the Enlightenment 
and, more to the point, what I meant by the Left Enlightenment. Schaufllcr seems to think 
that I equate the two. I do not. The Enligh tenment is the movement of idea-; that swept 



through Western civilization and beyond in the 17th and 18th centuries upholding reason 
and science and free inquiry against traditional belief systems. A<; Kant said, it was the 
emancipation of the mind from the tutelage of authority. The political corollary of the 
Enlightenment was the primacy oflibcrty: liberty of thought and express ion, of assembly, 
of religion, of enterprise. 

In the second half of the 18th century, the thinkers of the Enlight enment began to veer off 
in two directions. Some, starting with Rousseau, Morclly, and Babcuf, turned leftwar d. 
The rest, such as Adam Smith and the Physiocrats, turned rightward. Chiefly from the 
thinkers on the Left came two new cardinal principles, of the same rank as the principle 
oflibcrty: democracy and equality. For the thinkers on the right, the highest value 
remained liberty, and especially liberty of enterprise. In the first half of the 19th century, 
the Left Enlightenment culminated in the work of the utopian and scientific socialists. 
The Right Enlightenment culminated in classical political economy, Utilitarianism, and 
Positivism. During the second half of the 19th century, the Enlightenment disaggregated 
a<; a coherent movement of thought, but its political core values lived on, in various 
forms, in Europe, in the America<;, and throughout much of the world. 

The core values of the Left Enlightenment, I believe, retain their cogency in our 
postmodern era. There arc just three. One is liberty, one is democracy, and one is 
equality. I do not wish to live in any society where this Trinity is not the supreme faith of 
the land. The trick, of course, is to make sure that none of the three ( or no two of th e 
three) overpowers the rest. No small trick! If, for example, liberty of enterpris e is carried 
to its logical extreme, it sabotages democracy, eliminates equality, and in the end 
undermines liberty a<; well. By the same token, if equality is won at the expense oflibcrty 
and democracy, equality itself swiftly disapp ears. 
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Now it is simply an accident of hist ory, inconvenient a<; it may be, that this trinity of core 
political values wa<; generated by thinkers and activists and lawyers and politicians and 
voting citizens of the Left Enlightenment in modern Western civilization. Clearly, none 
of these values wa<; entirely original with the modern West. Each ha<; its antecedent<; 
reachin g far back into the pa<;t, just a<; modern Western civilization itself can be 
understood only by review ing the 10,000 years of pre-modern world hist ory that mad e it 
possible. But in the forms they have come down to us in the late 20th century, the core 
values oflibcrty, democracy, and equality arc the heritage of the Left Enlightenment of 
the 18th and 19th centuries. Ifwc wish to ignore history for the sake of political 
correctness or for practica l rca<;ons and forget about the origins of this modern trinity, 
well and good. We can just say that our core values arc liberty, democracy, and equality, 
and let it go at that. 



All the same, I seriously doubt that any progressive freethinker in the world today would 
deny that these arc his or her core political values. If multiculturalism means the 
demotion of these values to the same level as the values of, say, Arab nationalism or 
Christian theology or certain varieties ofradical feminism, then I would have to view 
multiculturalism as a dangerous antagonist to the cause of democratic socialist world 
integration. Identity politics and the Left Enlightenment do not mix. You have to choose. 
And if the World Party ever comes along, I am sure of one thing. It will not subscribe to 
an ultimately nihilistic relativism or to a "church of your choice" eclecticism. It will have 
a powerful, undiluted faith in liberty, democracy, and equality. Under that banner, it will 
build Cosmopolis. 

A third issue taken up by my critics is the fear that 
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Cosmopolis will turn out to be an all-devouring Leviathan, a cure worse than the disease 
for which I prescribe it. Baboncs asks, "Might not the potential for repression of a world­
statc pose an ever greater risk to humanity than our current 'doomed and polarized world­
systcm of capitalism'?" Bergesen hears in my language about leaders who would be of 
"no use to us" the ominous clang of the guillotine. Sanderson finds my World 
Commonwealth too "coercive" and "overwhelming." Tcivaincn complains that political 
struggles in my Commonwealth "are suffocated by the enforced consensus support ed by 
a rather totalitarian security apparatus of a world state." 

Such fears arc not groundless. In the end, my Commonwealth docs collapse because of its 
unwieldy bureaucracy and its sheer redundancy in a world of self-sufficient communiti es 
living in a whole and healthy biosphere. It could have collapsed for more serious reasons, 
if it had massively betrayed its own commitment to liberty, democracy, and equality. But 
the narrative in A Short History of the Future docs not envisage such a betrayal. There 
are several other mass parties besides the World Party, there arc plenty of political 
struggles, civil liberties arc guaranteed (including freedom of enterprise in producers' co­
operatives, although without the opportunity to profiteer), dissident faiths and ideologies 
are tolerated, a whole new branch of government (the "tribunate") is formed to protect 
citizens against wrongful use of state power, and a rough equality of incomes is 
maintained throughout the planet . When Sanderson says the Commonwealth "did not 
allow many of the liberties that prevail today in the capitalist democracies," he is simply 
wrong. When he says that free enterprise was prohibited, he is wrong. When he says that 
religious and other minorities "had no right of self-determination," he is right if he means 
that the Commonwealth proscribed theocracies, but wrong if he means there was no 
freedom of religious belief and practice. The conclusion of my alter ego, the narrator 
Peter Jensen, is that the Commonwealth did a bette r job of safeguarding civil liberti es 
"than the bourgeois democracies [ of 
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the 20th century] at their best." (A Short History of the Futur e, p. 209) 

Now because I am a historian, and I know there arc no perfect politics in histor y, I 
decided not to make my Commonwealth a perfect polity. Jensen freely admits over and 
over again that the Commonwealth sometimes did go too far in protecting democrac y and 
equality at the expense oflibcrty. It made many serious mistakes. The liberti es it 
guaranteed on paper were not always available in practice. I even invent the irascible 
figure ofKhadcr Barrakat, a Palestinian sociologist of the early 22nd century, who-­
during the era of the Commonwealth, plca<;c noticc--publish cd a book denouncing it<; 
authoritarian tendencies . Jensen opines that Barrakat exaggerated, but Sanderson seems 
to take everything Barrakat wrote at face value. The point is that in criticizing my own 
utopia, in noting that the Commonwealth did not always live up to its lofty ideals, I am 
reaffirming those ideals. Peopling my book with fallible human beings docs not mean 
that I endorse their failings. Just the opposite! 

Finally, some of my critics arc dubious about my scenario for the transformation of the 
Commonwealth into a highly decentralized pluralistic global community of communiti es, 
which I call the House of Earth. Baboncs observes that these independent communities 
still have governments, and therefore do not fulfill the vision of Friedrich Engels in his 
Anti-Duhring of a transition from governance to public administration. Sanderson cannot 
understand how the Commonwealth could have given up the ghost so ca<;ily or how 
human beings could be so altruistic and peace-loving. He is also puzzled that an avowed 
foe of multiculturalism would resurrect multiculturalism at the end of his utopia. 
Tcivaincn laments the insularity of the communities in the House of Earth and their lack 
of interaction with one another. 
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Baboncs is right about Engel<;. The end of the world state is not the same thing a<; the 
withering away of all state power. However, some of the communities in the House of 
Earth would probabl y satisfy Engels, since they elected to carry on without governments 
of any kind. Most of the rest opted for direct, town-meeting democracy. I suppose my 
reluctance to give up on "governance " and "politics" altogether is my skepticism about 
Engels's categorical distinction, and that of Baboncs , between state power and public 
administration. A<; for Sanderson's objections, I do not agree that the Commonwealth 
gave up without a fight. Troops were dispatched to rebellious districts, pa<;sivc resistance 
paralyzed cities, the Commonwealth outlawed the Small Party and proclaim ed martial 
law, and the constitution wa<; suspended, leading eventually to the a<;sa<;sination of the 



Commonwealth's strong man. I also disagree with Tcivaincn on the subject of the 
insularity of the communities in the House of Earth. They were self-supporting, but they 
did collaborate on various projects, as documented in chapter 12. Ten communities 
scattered across three continents worked together on the Samsara Project, three 
communities provided most of the personnel of the Darwin Project, and the consortium 
engaged in the tcrraforming of Mars enlisted people from 43 communities. None of this 
would have been possible if the communities of the House of Earth paid no attention to 
one another. Nor could Peter Jensen have written a history of their various doings. 

Sanderson , of course, objects that none of this is realistic. The House of Earth is 
unbelievable, because sociologist-; who appreciate Max W cbcr know that politics docs 
not work "this way." All I can say in response is to look again at my section on "The 
Logic of Decentralization" in chapter 10. I anticipated the kind of criticism voiced by 
Sanderson. Peter Jensen comes up with four reasons why politics could indeed work "this 
way." Changes in the structure of society and in cultural 
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norms arc among them. But two other rca.:;ons arc adduced, about which none of my 
critics ha-; anything much to say. A-; social scientists, we naturally spend most of our days 
thinking about society and culture, but there is more to human life than society and 
culture. The other two explanations for the success of the House of Earth lie in the realm 
of technology and biotechnology, respectively. Technological change --change in 
information, energy, and cybernetics tcchnology--ha.:; made it literally possible for 
communities to sustain themselves without the aid of a complex web of global services 
and facilities. Beyond this, biotechnological change ha-; created a higher subspecies of 
humankind, far more intelligent and far more disposed to cooperative, altruistic, and 
empathetic behavior than the old Homo sapicns. 

I expected that most of my critics would pounce on these advances in automation and 
eugenics a-; examples either of my puerile weakness for science fiction or my barely 
covert racism or both. Instead, you pretty much ignore them. But social scientist.:; ignore 
the society-wrenching capacities of science and technology at their peril. Science and 
technology arc out there, and they arc not going to stop throwing us for various loops in 
the centuries ahead. As Marx and Engels knew quite well, science and technology (and 
industrial reorganization) have made it possible for humankind to stand on the threshold 
of universal abundance . They can also, a-; Y cvgcny Zamyatin and Aldous Huxley knew 
quite well, enslave us all. But never underestimate their capacity to make a big 
difference. 

There arc many other points I could address. For example, I agree wholeheartedly with 
Bergesen on the need for significant attention to the concerns of deep ecology. The 
World Party must be a thoroughly Green party. Chapters 3 and 7 of A Short History of 



the Future arc all about the environment and its restoration under the Commonwealth. I 
have an article forthcoming in Review entitled "Socialism, Nationalism, and 
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Ecocide," which will focus on the ecological ta"k" of the World Party. 

Of course I do not agree with Boswell on the question of the alleged benignity of 
nationalism, a.., opposed to imperialism and racism. As a historian, I cannot think of too 
many nationalism.., that have not been imperialistic from time to time, both in seeking to 
extend their domains and to crush or homogenize the many variant micro-nationalities in 
the homeland. I conclude that nationalism is intrinsically imperialistic. 

I do cnthusia..,tically agree, however, with Poza.., on the urgent need to imagine how 
socialism can convert the global economy of capitalism into a socialist economy, and 
with Ross on global labor a.., the antithesis and mortal enemy of global capital--so long a.., 
we include under the heading of "labor" anyone who work.., for a living. Working people 
in a postindustrial society include the majority of managers, technicians, teachers, 
lawyers, doctors, artists, bureaucrats, legislators, computer programm ers, and many other 
brain-workers, a veritable host of people who derive all or most of their income from 
their own toil. 

Thank you again, everyone, for hearing me out and for your comments. I have learned a 
lot from you, and I think I have also come to understand my own idea.., better a.., a result 
of this interchange. Permit me one la..,t unrepentant cheer. Long live the World Party ! 
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Addendum: RESPONSE TO DAVID WILKINSON 

The comment by David Wilkinson on my article "Toward a Praxis ofWorld Integration" 
is one of the most imaginative the article received, and I regret that I wa.., unable to 
include it in my original response. What I liked best about his comment is his willingness 
to play my sort of gamc--in short, to futurizc, and futurizc copiously. He agrees that some 
kind of world party calling itself socialist is a likely outcome of the globali zation process, 
and then proceeds to explore the challenges that a world socialist party might face from 
rival political formations in the next century. I do not doubt that the World Party would 
find itself so challenged. I would not be surprised to sec the rise of alternative self-styled 
socialisms, perhaps along the lines sketched by Wilkinson. One may also expect attempts 



to form coalitions of stateless national groups, a~ well a~ brief marriages of convenience 
between otherwise hostile religious movements. 

But l am dubious about Wilkinson's third category, the "religious democrats." Decades 
ago, in a book ineptly titled "The City of Man," I looked hopefully at the idea of a fusion 
of the great positive religions, which would help inspire a movement for world 
government. In the perspective of the 1990s, this look~ more and more like a pipcdrcam. 
Liberal and syncrctistic forces have faded in the various religious communities or merged 
with secular humanism (itself an endangered species), leaving the field to the zealots and 
fundamentalists in every creed who cling fiercely to their traditions and recognize no 
god~ but their own. The only kind of globalization they understand, if any, is an 
evangelical pa~sion to conquer the world, something l cannot believe they will ever do. 

Nevertheless, the World Party will not go unchallenged; if l fail to make this explicit in 
my article, plea~c consult "A Short History of the Future," which sports a rich array of 
opposition parties. Eventually one ofthcsc--thc Small Party--prcvails. 

On capitalism a~ the dominant system ofrelations of production in the modern world­
cconomy, l will concede to Wilkinson that pre-capitalist modes of land ownership and 
rent persist in the world-economy, but much of the large-scale dealing in land that goes 
on today simply reflects the commodification of land and its use a~ a form of capital in 
the global marketplace. One day a given chunk of capital is invested in land, the next day 
the land is swapped for industrial plant, and the day after that, presto, the industrial plant 
becomes a chain ofbank~. l fail to sec the difference. 

One final note. Wilkinson describes my idea of culture a~ chiefly political and economic. 
He might well receive that impression from my article, but, again, my book makes 
abundantly clear that l view culture, including the possible global "monoculture," a~ a 
tissue of science, philosophy, religion, and art, a~ well a~ political and economic values 
and institutions. l do maintain that the ways we satisfy our material needs and our needs 
for a social order dctcnninc the kinds of intangible culture that will be possible in a given 
human community, but once the intangibles evolve from their material ba~c, they achieve 
a life of their own and interact cca~clessly with the forces at play in the ba~c. 
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