imperialism and Globalization

by Samir Amin

Imperialism is not a stage, not even the highest stage, of capital-
ism: from the begiuning, it 1s inherent in capitalistn’s expansion.
The imperialist conguest of the planet by the Europeans and their
Nerth American children was carried out in two phases and is per
haps entering a third,

The first phase of this devastating enterprisc was organized
around the conquest of the Americas, in the framework of the
mercantilbist system of Atlantic Europe at the time. The net result
was the destruction of the Indian cwvilizations and their
Hispanicization- Christianization, or sitiply the total genocide
on which the United States was buile. The fimdamental racism of
the Anglo-Saxon colonisis explains why this model was repro-
duced elsewhere, in Australia. in Tasmania (the most complete
genocide in history), and in New Zealand. For whereas the
Catholic Spaniacds acted it the name of the religion that had o
be imposed on conquered peoples, the Anglo-Protestants took
from their reading of the Bibie the right to wipe out the “infi-
dels)
extermination of the Indians—or their resistance—hriskly took
over to ensure that the useful parts of the continent were
“turned to account.” No one today bas any doubt as to the real
metives for ail these horrors or Iy ignorant of their intimate rela-
tion to the expansion of mercantile capital. Nevertheless, the
confemporary Furopeanss accepled the ideological discourse

" The infamous slavery of the Blacks, made necessary by the
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that justified then, and the voices of profest—that of Las Clasas,
for example——did not find many svmpathetic listeuers,

The disastrous resuits of dhis first chapter of world capirabist
cxpansion produced, some time later, the forces of kiberation that
chalienged the logics that produced them. The first revohetfon of
the Western Hemisphere was that of the slaves of Saint Domingue
{present-clay Haiti} at the end of the eighreenth centuary. followed
inore than a cenrury later by the Mexican revobuion of the decade
of 1910, and fifty yeurs after that by the Cuban revolution. And if' T
do not cite here either the famous “American revolition” or that
of the Spanish colonies that soon followed, it is because those only
wansferred the power of decision from he mettopolis 1o the
colonists so that they could go on doing the same thing, pursue the
same project with even greater bratality, but without having (o
share the profits with the “mother country.”

The second phuse of imperialist devastation was basedd on the
industrial revolution and manifested itself in the colorial subjection
of Asiz and Afiica. “To open the markew™—like the market for
opium forced on the Chinese by the Puritans of England —and to
seize the natural resources of the globe were the real motives here, as
everyone knows today, But again, Fulopean opiniou—including the
workers” movement of the Second International—did not see these
realities and accepted the new legitimizing discourse of capital. 'This
tire, it was the famons “civilizing mission.” The voices that expressed
the clearest thinking at the time were those of cynical bourgeoises,
Ike Cecil Rhodes, who envisaged colonial conquest 30 as (o avoid
social revolution i boagland. Again, the voices of protest—irom the
Paris Commune to the Bolsheviks—had littde resonance.

‘This second phase of inperialism is at the origin of the greatest
problem with which mankind has ever been counfronted: the over
whelming polarization that has increased the tnequality between:
peoples from a maximun ratio of two to one around 1800, w sixty
to one today, with only 20 percen: of the carth’s population betng
inchided in the centers that benefit from the system. At the same
time, these prodigious achievemettis of capitalist civilization gave
rise to the most siolent confronwtions between the imperialist
powers that the world has ever seen. Imperialist aggression again
produced the forces that resisted its project: the socialist revolw

~ Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



B MORTHLY BEVIEW / JUNME 20901

dons that rook place in Russia and China (not accidentally ail
occurred within the peripheries that were victimns of the polatizing
cxpansion of really existing capitalism) and the revolutions of
naticnal beration. Fheir victory brought about a halfcentury of
respite, the period after the Second World War, which nourished
the ithwion that capitadism. compelled o adiust to e new situa-
tion, had at last managed to become civilized.

The guestion of imperiatis (and behind it the question of its
opposite—liberaton and development) bas continued to weigh
on the history of capitalisin up o the present. Thus the victory of
the Lberation movements that just after the Second World War
won the political independence of te Asian and Afvican nations
ot only put an cnd o the systen: of colonialism but also, in a way,
brought (o & dose the eva of Faropean oxpansion that had opened
in 1492, For {our and a half centuries, from 1500 o [950, thatr
expansion had heen the form tzken by the development of histor-
ical capitalism, (0 the poiut where these two aspects of the same
reatity had become inseparable. To be sure, the “world system of
14927 had already been breached at the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury and the beginuing of the nincteenth by the independence of
the Americas. Bug the breach was only apparent, because the inde-
pendence in question had been won not by the indigenous peo-
pies and the slaves imported by the colonists {except in Haitl) but
by the colonists themselves, who thereby transformed America into
a second, burcpe, The ndependence reconquered by the peoples
of Asia and Africa took on a different meaning,

The ruling classes of the colonialist countries of Europe did not
fail to understand that a new page of history bad been turnced.
They realized that they had to give up the traditional view that the
growtit of thelr domestic capitalist coonomy was tied to the success
of their imperial expansion. For that view was held not only by the
old colonial powers—primarily England, France, and Holland—
bzt also by the new capitulist cenrters formed in the nineteenth cen-
tury—Germany, tire United States, and Japan. Accordingly, the
intra-European and internationai conflicts were primarily struggles
over the colounics in the mperialist system of 1492, It heing under
stood that the United States reserved to itself exclusive vights o the
whole new conginent.
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The consuruction of & great European space—developed, rich,
having a firstclass wechnological and sciengfic potential, and strong
military tradions—scened to constitute a solid alternative on
which to found a new resurgence of capitalist wecumulation, with-
out “colonies”—that is, on the basis of a new type of globalization,
different from thas of the system of 1492, The question remuined
how this new world system could differ from the old, i it wonld still
he as polarizing as the oid oite, even if on a new basis, or i it would
cease W he 5.

No doubt this consguction, which is not only far from finished
bur is going through a crisis that could call inte question its
long-rerm significance, will remain a difficult task. No formulas
have yet becnt found that would make it possible to reconcile the
historical realities of each nation, which weigh so hewvily, with the
formation of a podticaily united Europe. In addition, the vision of
how this European cconomic and political space would fit into the
new giohal swstem, which is also not vet constrticted, has so far
rernaited ambiguous, not to say foggy. Is this economic space o be
the rival of the other great space, the one created in the second
Europe by the United States? I so, how will this rivalry affect the
relations of Europe and the United States with the rest of the
workd? Will the vivals confront each othwer like the imperialist pow-
ers of the carlier period? Or will they act in concerte In thai case,
will the Furopeans chouose o participate by proxy in this new ver-
sion of the imperialist system of 1492, keeping their political choic-
es in conformity with those of Washingtonrr On what conditions
could the constuction of Furope become part of a globalization
that would pur @ definitive end to the systemn of 14927

Today we see the beglnnings of a thivd wave of devastagon of the
world by imperialist expansion, encouraged by the collapse of die
Soviet systern and of the regimes of populist nationalism in the
Third World. The objectives of doininant capital are still the same—
the control of the expansion of markets, the looting of the carth’s
vatural resources, the superexploitation of the labor reseives in the
periphery—altiiough they ave being pursued in conditions that are
new and ia somce respects very different from those that churacter-
ized the preceding phiase of imperialism. The ideological discourse
designed to secure the assent of the peoples of the central Trad
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(the United States, Western Furope, and Japan} has been refurs
hished and is now founded on a “duty (o intervene” that is suppos-
edly justified by the detense of “cemocracy,” the “rights of peoples,”
and “humartitariamism.” The exampies of the double standard are
s¢ agrant that it seerns obvious to the Asians and Afiicans how oyn-
icudly this language is used. Western opinicn, however, has respond-
ed 1o it with as much enthusiasm as it did to the justifications of
earlier phases of imperiakiso.

Furthernmore, to this end the United States is carrying out a sys-
tematic strategy designed to ensure its absolute hegemony by a show
of military mnight that will consolidate behind it ali the other partners
in the friad. From this point of view, the war in Kosovo fulfilled a cru-
cial fonrction, witness the total capitulation of the Furopean states,
which supported the American position on the “new strategic con-
cept” adopted by NATO immediately after the “victory” in Yagoskavia
on April 2325, 1999, Tn this “new concept” (referred to more blune
ly on the othwr side of the Atlantic as the “Clinton Doctrine”),
NALOs nission s, for practcal puposes, extended o all of Asia
and Africa (the Ulnited States, ever since the Monvoe Doctrine,
reserving the sole right to intervesie in the Americas), an admission
that NATO is not a defensive alliance but an offensive weapon of the
Ulnited States. At the same time, this mission s redelined in terms as
vague as one coukd wish tdar incude new “threats” (international
crime, “terrorism,” the “dangerows” arming of countries outside
NATO, etc.), which plainly makes it possible to jusily alimost any
aggression useful o the United States. Clinton, moreover, made no
hones abour speaking of “rogue states” thar might De necessary (o
attack “preventtively,” without further specilying what he means hy
the roguery in question. In addition, NATO is freed from the obii-
gation of acting only on mandate from the UN, which is treated with
a contempt equal to that which the fascist powers showed for the
Eeaguc of Nations (there is a striking similarity in the tenms used).

American ideology ks carefid 1o package its merchandise, the
impertalist project. in the netfable linguage of the “historic mis-
sion of the United States.” A wadition handed down from the
beginping by the “founding fathers,” sure of their divine spira-
tion. American liberuls—in the political sense of the term, who con-
sider themselves as the "left” in thelr society—share this ideology.

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



iMPERIALISM AND GLOBALIZATION 11

Accordingly, they present Amesican hegemony as necessaribv
“benign,” the source of progress in moral scruples and in demo-
craic practice, which will necessarily be to the advantage of those
who, in their eyes, are not victims of this project but beneficiaries,
American hegemony, universal peace, democracy, and nmaterial
progress are joined together as separable terms. Reality, of
caurse, is iocated elsewhere,

‘The unbelievable extent to which public opinion in Europe (and
particularly the opinion of the left, in places where it has the major-
ity} has rallied arcund the project—public opinion in the United
States is so naive that it poses o problem—is a catastrophe that
cannot but have tragic consequestces. 'Fhe intensive media cam-
paigns, focused o the regions where Washington has decided to
intervene, no doubt partly explain this widespread agreement, But
beyond that, people in the West are persuaded that because the
United States and the countries of the Europey Lnion are “dem-
acratic.” thelr governments are incapable of “ill will.” which is
reserved for the bloody “dictators” of the Fast. 'Thev are so blinded
by this conviction that they forget the decisive mflucnce of the
intereses of dominant capital. Thus once again people in the impe-
rialist countries give thenselves a clear conscience.

Development and Bemocracy:
Two Inseparabie Sides of the Same Movement

Democracy is one of the absolute requirements for development,
But we must still explain why, and on what conditions, because it is
onlv recenttly that this klea has heen, it seems, genevally accepted.
Not long ago the dominant dogma in the West, as in the Fast and
the South, was that democracy was a “haxury” that could come only
after “development” had solved the material problems of society.
That was the official cioctiine shared by the ruling circles of the cap-
italist world (by the United States to justify its support for the mili-
tary dictators of Latin Aunerica, and the Buropeans to justify theirs
for the autocratic regirnes of Aftica); by the states of the Third World
{where the Latin Amertean theory of desarroliismo expressed it chear
lyy; and by vory Coast, Kenya, Malawl, and many other countries
waich proved that the sociadist states were not the only ones gow
erned by single parties; and by the rulers of the Soviet systeni.
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But now, overnight, the proposition bas been (urned into its
oppusite. Fverywhere, or alinost everywhere, there is dailv official
talk about the concernt for demaocracy; a certificate of democracy,
awarded in due form, is a “condition” for seeiing aid from the big,
rich democracies; and so forth. The credibility of this rhetoric is
particularly doubtful when the principle of the “double standard,”
which is applied with perfect cynicisi, so plainly reveals in praciice
the real priority given to other, unacknowledged objectives, which
the ruling circles atternpt o achieve by pure and simple manipula-
tion. This is not o deny that certain social movenients, if not all,
reaily do have demaocratic objectives, or that demaocracy really is the
condition for development,

Bemacracy is a modern concept in the sense that it is the very det
inition of modermty—if, as { suggest, we understand by incdernity
the adoption of the principle that human beings individually and
collectively (thar is, socictics) are vesponsible for their hisrory.
Before they could formulate thut concept, people had o free them-
scives from the alienations characteristic of the forms of power that

preceded capitalism, whether they were the alienadons of religion
or whether they took the form of “taditions” concrived as perma-
nent, transhistorical facts, The expressions of moderuiry, and of the
necessity for demecracy that 3t bmplies, date from the Age of
Faolightenment. The modernity in question s therefore syiony-
mous with capitalism, and the demnocracy that it has produced is
Emited Eke the rest. like capitalisn itself, In its historical botrgeols
forms—even though they are the only ones known and practiced
so far—ir constitutes only a “stage.” Neither imnodernity nor demeoc-
racy has reached the end of its potentind developnient. That is why
i prefer the term “democratization,” which stresses the dyparmic
aspect of a stll-unfinished process. to the term “democracy,” which
reinforces the Hlusion that we can give a definiuve formula for it
Bourgeols social thought has been based from the beginning,
that is, since the Eulighienmend. on & separadon of the different
domains of socidd Bfe—among others, its cconomic management
and its political management—and the adoption of different spe-
cific principles that are supposed to be the expression of the partic-
ular demands of "Reasort” in each of these domains, According to
this view, democracy s the reasonable principle of good political
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management. Since men (at the tine, there was never auy question
of inchyling women) or more precisely, certain men (those who
are sufficiently educated and well-to-de) are reasonuble, they should
have the responsibitity of making the laws under which they wish o
ftve and of choosing, hy election, the persons who will be charged
with execwting those laws, Econonuc life, on the other hand, is man-
aged by other pringiples that are Fkewise conceived as the expres-
sion of the demands of "Reason” (ynouvinous with human
natire): private property. the right (o be an entreprenenr, compoeti-
tion in markets. We recognize this group of principics as those of
capitalism, which in and of thernselves have nothing to do with the
principles of democracy. This is the case especially it we think of
democracy as imphing eguality—the equality of 1nen and women,
of course, but alsc of all hwnan beings (bearing in mind that
American democracy forgot its slaves until 1865 and the elementary
civii rights of their descendants until 1960}, of property owners and
non-propeity owners (Boting Giat private property exists only when
it is exclusive, that is, if’ there are those whoe have none).

The separation of the economic and political domuins immedi-
ately raises the question of the convergence or divergence of the
results of the specific logics that govern them. In other words,
should “democracy” (shorthand for modern management of
political life) and “the market” (shorthand for capitalist manage-
ment of economic activity) be viewed ax convergent or divergent?
The postulate un which the currently fashionable discourse rests.
and which is clevated to the statis of a troth so selfevident dhat
there is no need w discuss it, affivmes that the o tenns converge.
Democracy and the market supposedly engender cach other,
democracy reguires the market and vice versit. Nothing could be
further from the ruth, us real history demonstrates,

The thinkers of the Fnlightenment were more demanding than
the common mu of our contemporanes. Unlike the fatter, they
asked themselves why there was this convergence and on what con-
ditions. Their answer to the first question was inspired by their con-
cept of "Reason.” the common denominator of ithe modes of
management envisaged for democracy and marker. If men are rea-
sonabie, then the resuits of their political choices can only rein-
force the vesults produced by the market, This, then, cu the

Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



14 MONTHLY REVIEW / JUME 200°¢%

condition, obviously, that the exercise of democratic rights is
reserved to beings endowed with reason, which is to say certain
men—unot womeil, who, s we know, are guided only by their emo-
tions and not by reasoir; not, of course, slaves, the poor, and the dis-
possessed (the proletarians), who only obey their instinets.
Denrocracy must he based on property gualifications and reserved
te those who are sinultanecusly citizens and enwepreneurs.
Naturally, then, it is probable that their clectoral chioices will always,
or almost always, be consistent with their interests as capitalists. Bue
that at once means that in its convergence with, not to say subor-
dination to, economics, bolitics loses its antonomy. Economistic
alicnation fapctions here to the full, conceating this fact.

‘The later extension of democratic rights 1o others besides citizen
entreprenewrs was 1ot the sponanecus result of capitalist develop-
ment or the expression of a reguirerment of that developinent. Quite
the contrary, those rights were won gradually by the victims of the
systern—the working class and, later, women. They were the result of
struggles against the systewn, even i the system munaged to adapt o
them, o “recuperate” their benefits, as the saying goes. How and at
what cost? 'Thar is the real question thar must be asked herve.

This extension of rights necessarily reveals a contradiction
expressed through the democratc vote between the will of the
miajority {those exploited by the syste) and the fate that the mur-
ket iras in store for them. the system runs the risk of becomning

unsiable, even explosive. At a minimum there is the risk—and the
possibility—that the market in guestion may have to subimit to the
expressicn of sockd interests that do not coincide with the maxi-
men profitability of capital, to which the cvonomic domain gives
priority. In other words, there is the risk for some (capital) and the
possibifitv for others (fhe worker<citizens) that the market may be
reguizted in terms other than the workings of its strict unilateral
logic. ‘That is possible; indeed, in certain conditions it has come to
pass, as in the postwar welfare state.

But that is nnot the only possible way of concealing the divergence
between democracy and the market. I concrete history produces
circuwnstances such that the movernent of social criticisin becomes
fragmented and impotentt, and that conseguently there appears to
be no akternative to the dominant ideciogy, then democracy can be
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emptied of all content that gets in the way of the market and is
potentially dangerous for it. You can vote freely anv wav vou like:
white, blue, green, pink, or red. Whatever you do, it will have no
effect, because your fate 15 decided elsewhere, outside the precinets
of parliament, in the market. The subordination of democracy 1o
the market {and not thelr comvergence) is veflected in the lan-
guage of politcs. The word “alternadon” (changing the faces in
POWET 50 as 10 go on doing the samne thing) has replaced the word
“alterprative” (doing something clse).

This alternation that applies only to the meaningless remmants
Feft by market reguation is in fact « sign that democracy is in crisis.
It crodes the credibility and legitimacy of democratic procedures
and can readily lead to the replacemnent of dermocracy with an ilio-
sory consensus based, for example. on religion or ethnic chauvin-
tsm. From the beginning, the thesis that there is a “nutural”
comvergence between democracy and the musket contained the
danger that we wourld come 1o this pass. It presupposes a society
reconcited with itself, a society without conflict, as certain so-called
postmodernist imerpretations suggest. But the evidence is conche
sive that global capitalist market relations have generated ever
greater inequalites. Convergence theory—the notion that the
market and democracy converge—is today piae dogma; a theorv
of imaginary politics. This theary is, inn its own domain, the coun-
terpart of “pure econonics,” which is the theory not of veally exist-
ing capitalism but of an imaginary economy. Just as the dogma of
market fundamentilism is evervwhere wearing thin in the fuce of
reality, we can no longer aceept the populur notion propugated
today that demaocracy converges with capitalisin.

On the contrary, we become aware of the potentiad tor authori-
tariatisin latert in capitalism. Capitalism’s response o the chal
fenge presented by the dialectic of the individual vs. the collective
{social} does indeed contain this dangerous potential,

The conuudiction between the individual and the collective,
which is inherent in every society at every level of its reality, was
surmeournted, in all the social systerus before modern thines, by the
negation of its first terme—that is, by the domestication of the mdi-
vidual by socicty. The individual is recognizable only by and
through his status in the family, the clan, and society. In the ideol-
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agy of the modern: {capitalist) world, the terms of the negation are
reversed: modernity declares Lsell in the rights of the ndividaal,
cven in opposition to society. In 1ty optidon, this roversal is only a
preconditon of liberation. the begiuning of heration. Because at
the same e it Eberates a potential for permanent aggressivity in
thie refations between individuals, Capitalist ideoiogy oxpresses this
reality by its ammbignous ethic: long Ive competition, let the
strongest win. The devastating effects of this ideoiogy are some-
timies contained by the coexistence of other ethical principles,
mostly of religious origin or inherited from earlier social forms. But
let these dams give way, and the unilateral ideology of the rights of
the individuai—whether in the popularized versions of Sade or
Nietsche, or in the American version—can onlv produce horror
and, if pushed 10 its Emits, autacracy—haed (fascist) or soft.

Marx underestimated this danger, 1 think. Perhaps owt of con-
cern ot (¢ encourage any ilusions stemming from an addiction to
the past, he may not have seen all the 1eactionary potential i the
bourgeois ideciogy of the individuai. Withess his preference for the
American socicty, on the pretext that it did not suffer from the vey
tiges of a feudal past that handicapped progress in Furope. T want
to suggest, on the contrary, that Furope's feudal past accounts for
some of the relatively positive characteristics that argue in its tavor
Should not the degree of viclence that dominates daily life in the
United States, which is out of ail propordon to what exists in
Europe, be attributed precisely to the absence of premodern
antecedents in the United States? To go even firther, can we not
ascribe o these antecedents—where they exist—a positive role in
the emergence ol cicments of a postcapitalist ideology, emphiasiz-
ing the values of gencrosity and buman solidarity? Boes not their
absence reinforce subnission (o the dominating power of capital-
ist ideology? Is it mere chance that, precisely, “soft” authoritarian-
isn (alternating with phases of hard authoritarianism. as the
experience of McCarthyism should remind alt those who have sys-
tematically crased it from their memaory of recent Iustory) is one of
the permanent characteristics of the Amertcan model? Is it mere
chance that for this reason the United States supplies the perfect
model of lowintensity deimocracy, (o the point where the propor-
tion of people who abstain from voting is unheard of clsewhere
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anel that—another fact that is not just accidental—it is precisely the
disinherited who stay away from the polls en masser

How will a dialectical synthesis, beyoned capitdism, 1nake it possi-
hle to reconcile the rights of the individual and those of the col
fectivityr How will this possible recondiiiation give more
transparency to individual life and the life of societv? These are
gucstions that we shall not atternpt to answer bere, but tha: defi-
nitely present themselves, indeed challenge the bourgeois concept
of democracy and identity its historical Emits.

I, then, there is no convergence, feast of all a “natural” oune,
hetween the market and democracy, are we to conclude that devel
opment—undersiood in its usual sense of accelerared economic
growth through an expansion of markets (and up to now theve has
frardly been any expericnce of development of a different kindy—
is incompatible with the exercise of a ruther adbhunced degree of
democracy?

There i~ no fack of fucts that would argue n favor of this hesis.
The “successes” of Korea, of Taiwan, of Brazl under the military
dictatorship, und of the nationalist populisms n their ascending
paase (Nasser, Boumedienne, the rag of the Baath, etc.} were not
achieved by systems that had any great raspect for democracy,
Further back, Germany and Japan. i the phase when they were
catching up, were certainly less democratic than their British and
French rivals. The modern socndist experiments, which were
scarcely democratic, oceasionally registered remarkable growth
rates. But on the other side, one might observe that postwar dem-
ocratic Haly modemized with o spead and o & depth that fascism,
for all its bluster: nover wchieved, and thut Western Europe, with its
advanced sockdl damocracy {(the postwar welfare siate), esper-
enced the most predigious period of growth in history. One could
strengthen the comparison in favor of democracy by enumerating
countless dictatorships that engendered only stagnadon, and even
devastating masses of inertwined difficultes.

Could we then adopt a reserved, relativist position, refise to
establish any king of refation between development and democra-
oy, and say that whether they are compatible or not depends on
specilic concrete vonditons? That attitude is acoeptable so long as
we are content with the “ordinany” definition of development,
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identifying it with accelerated growth within the system. But it is no
longer acceptable once we acknowledge the second of the three
coentral propositions set {forth at the beginning of this study, To wit:
that globalized capitalism is by nature polariving and that develop-
mient is therofore a oritiead concept, which implics that develop-
ment must take place within the framnework of the construction of
an alternative, postcapitatist society. That constmction can only be
the product of the progressive will and action of people. Is there a
gefinition of democracy other than the one fmplicit in thar will and
that action? It is in this sense that democracy is truly the condition
of developmenzt. But that is a proposition that no longer has any-
thing to do with what the dominant discotirse has 1o say on the sub-
Jeet. O3ur propasition comes down to saving in effect: there can be
no socialism (i we use that tenn 1o designate a better, postcapital-
ist alternative) without democracy, but alse there can be no
progress in democratizadon without a socialist ransformation.

The “realistic” observer who Is iying it wait for me wilt lose no

time in pomting out that the experience of really existing socialisi
argues against the validity of my thesis. Troe. The popuiar version
of Soviet historical Marxism did decree that the abolition of private
property mearnt straight away that it had been replaced by social
property. Neither Marx nor Lenin: had ever made so farreaching a
sitnplificavon. For them, the aboliion of private ownership of cap-
ital and land was only the first necessary act initiating a possible
long evohition toward the constitation of social ownership. Social
ownership starts to become a reality only from the moment when
democratization has made such powerful progress that the citizen-
producers have become masters of all the decisions taken at all lev-
cls of social life, from the workplace to the sumimit of the state. The
most opthnistic of huinan beings could not imagine that this result
might be achioved auywhere in the world—whether in the United
States or France or the Congo—in “a few years,” like the few years
at the end of whicn it was proclaimerd that in one place or another
the construction of socialism had been completed. For the task is
notiing less than to build a new culture, which requires suceessive
generations gradually transiornning themselves by their own action.

The reader will have quickly understood tiat there is an analogy,
and not a contradiction, hetween {) the functoning, m historical
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capitalism, of the relation between: wopian Eberalism and prag-
matic management: and 2) the functioning, in the Soviet society, of
the relation between socialist ideological discourse and real man-
agement. The sociabist ideology in question is thai of Bolshevism
which, following that of Europear: social demacracy hefore 1914
{and making no break with it on this fundamental point), did not
challenge the "natural” convergence of the logics of the different
domains of social life und gave o “meaning” to history in . facile,
linear interpretation of its “necessary” course. That was no doubt
one way of reading historical Marxism, but it was not the only pos-
sible way of reading Marx (at any rate, it is noi mine). The con-
vergence is expressed here i the same way: seen from the point
of view imposed by the dogma, the mzanagement of the cconomy
by the Plan (substituted for the market) obviously produces an
appropriate response (o the needs, Penocracy can only reinforce
the decisions of the Plan, and opposing these is irrational. But
here too imaginary socialism runs up against the demands of the
management of really existiing socialism, which is confromed
with real and serious problems, among others. for instance, devel-
oping the productive forces so us to “catwch up.” The
powers-that-be provide for that by cynical pracuees that cannot
be, and are not, acknowledged. Totalitarianism s common o
bath systemns and expresses iself in the same wav: by svstematic
lying. If its manifestations were, plaiitly, more violent in the USSR,
it is because the backwardness that had o be overcorie was such
an extremely hewy burden, while the progress tirat had been
made in the West gave is societies comfortablie cushions on
which to rest (hence its often “soft” wealitaranisin, as in the con-
sumerisim of the periods of easy growth},

Abandoning the thesis of convergence and accepting the con
ilict between the logics of different domains is the prerequisite
for interpreting history in & way that petentially reconciles theory
and reality. But it is also the prereqguisite for devising sirategies
that will make it possible to ke reallv effective acton—that is, (o
make progress in every aspect of society.

The indmate velation between real social develepment and
democratization, so close that the two are ineparable, has noth-
ing to do with the chatter on the subject offered by the propo-
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nents of the dominant ideology. Their thinking is always see-
ondkrate, confusing. ambiguous, and in the end, despite what
may sometimes appean reactionary. As 4 consequence, it has

hecome the perfect ool of the dominani power of capital,
Democracy s pecessarily a universalist comcept. and it can toler
ate no lapse from that essential virtue, But the dominant discourse
—cven: the one thar ennates fron: forces that subjectivelv classi-
Iy themselves as “on the left’—gives a slicedup interpretation of
democracy that in the end negates the unity of the human race in

9

favor of “races,” “communities,” “cultural groups,” ete.
Anglo-Saxon identity politics, the aggregate expression of which is
“‘conmnunitarianism.” is a blatant exanple of this negation of the
real couality of human beings. To wish nuively, even with the best
of intentions, for specific [orms of “commumity development”—
which, it will be claimed afterwards, were produced by the demo-
cratically expressed will of the conununities in question (the West
Indians in the London suburbs. for example, or the North
Africans in France, or the Blacks in the United States, ete.)—is to
lock individuals inside these communities and fo lock these conr
mmites inside the ron limits of the hievarchies that the system
imposes. It is nothing less than a kisxd of apartheid that is not
acknowledged as such.

The argument advaitced by the promoters of this model of “com-
ity developruent” appoears to he botih pragmatic ("do something
for the dispossessed and the victims, who are gathered together in
these comrnunities”) and dentocratic (“the conununities are cager
to assert themsehes as such™). No doubt a lot of vniversalist talk has
been and still is puve thetoric, calling for no strategy for effective
acton to change the world, which would obviously mean consider-
ing concrete forms of sauggle against the oppression suffered by
this or that particular group. Agreed. Bat the oppression in question
cannof be abotished it af the same time we give i a framework with-
in which it can reproduce iself, even if in a milder form.

The attachment that members of an oppressed comninity may
feel fur their own cultire of oppression, much as we may respect
the [eeling in the abstract, is nevertheless the product of the crisis
of democracy. It is because the effectiveness. the aedibility, and the
legitimacy of demaocracy bave eroded that human beings iake
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refuge in the illusion of 2 particular identity that could protect
them. Then we find on the agenda culturalism, that is, the asser-
tion that cach of these communities (religious, ethnic, sexual. or
other) has its own irreducible vialues (that is, values that have no
universal significance). Culturalism, as T have said elsewhere, is not
a complement (o democracy, a means of applying it concretely, hut
on the contrary a congadiction to it

Globatization of Social Struggles:
Conditions for a Resumption of Bevelopment

The scenarios for the tuture remain largely dependent on one’s
vision of the relations between the strong objective tendencies and
the responses that the peoples, and the social forces of whicl thev
are composed, ke to the challenges those tendencies represent.
So there is an clement of subjec
climinated. And that, by the way, is a very good thing, becuuse it
means that the fuiure s not programmmned i advance and that the
pooduct of the mventive imagination, (o use Castoriadis’s strong
expression, has its place in real history,

wity, of infuition, that cannot be

It is especially hard (© make predictions in a period like ours,
when all the ideclogical and pelitical mecharisms dhat governed
the behavior of the various actors have disappeared. When the post-
Second World War period caine to an end, the siructure of political
life collapsed. Political Jife and pohitical struggles had traditionally
been conducted in the context of political states, whose legitimacy
was not questioned (the legitimacy of a governinent could be ques-
doned, but not that of the state}. Behind and within the state, polit-
ical parties, umions, a few great instimtions—Iike national
associations of employers and the circles that the media el the
“political class™—constittted the husic siructure of the svstem with-
inn which political inovermnents, social struggies, and ideologicnd cur-
rents expressed themselves. But now we find that almaost everywhere
mn the world these wstititions have to one degree or ancthe: lost a
good part, if not all, of their legitimacy. People “don’t belivve in
them any more.” Thas, in their place “movements” of various kinds
have pushed o the fore, miovements centered around the detnands
of the Greens, or of wornen, movements for democracy or social jus-
tee, and movemenis of groups asserting their identity as cthnic or
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refigions comnmunitios. This new political life is theretore highly
unstable. It would be worth discussing conaretely the relation
between these demands and movernents and the radical critique of
society (that is, of really existing capitalism) and globalized neoiib-
cral managerent. Because sorne of these movements join—aor
couid join—in the conscious reicction of the society projected by
the dominant powers; others on the contrary, take no interest jun it
and do nothing to oppose it. The dominant powers are able (o
make this distinction, and they make it Some movernents they
manipulate and support, openly or covertly: others they resolutely
comnbat—that is the nude in this new and unseutled political hife,

There is @ global political strategy for world management. The
ohjective of this strategy is to ning ahous the greatest possible frag-
inentation of the forces potentially hostile 1o the system by toster-
ing the breakup of the state forms of organization of society. As
mrany Slovenias, Chechnyas, Kosovos, and Kuwaits as possiblel In
this connertion, the oppormmity of using, cven manipulaiing,
demands based on separate identity is weleome. The question of
comumnunity identity—ethnic. religious. or other—is therefore one
of the central questions of our time.

The basic democratic principle, which implies real respect for
diversity (national, cthnie, religious, cultural, ideological), can tol-
erate no breach. The enly way 0 manage diversity is by practicing
genuine demecracy. Failing thal, it inevitably becomes an tostru-
mient that the adversary can use {or his (Jess often her} own ends.
Butin this respect the various lefts in bistory have often been lack
iztg. Not always, of course, and nmuch less so than is frequently said
today, One examnple among others: Tito's Yugosiavia was almost a
model of coexistence of nationalities on a really equal footing; but
certainiy not Romanial In the Thivd World of the Bandung period
the national lberation movernents often managed o unite differ-
ent ethmc groups and religious communities against the imperialk-
ist enemy. Many ruling classes in the first geperation of Afvican
states were really mansethnic, But very few powers were able to
manage diversity democratically, o, when gains were made, ©
maintain them. Their weak inclination for democracy gave resulis
as deplorable in this domain as in the management of the other
probiems of their societies. When the orisis cane, the hardpressed
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ruling classes, powerless (o confront it, often played « decisive role
in a purticular ethnic comumunitys recourse 1o withdrawal, which
was wed as a means of prolonging their “control” of the nmasses.
Even i many anthentic bourgeois demeocracies, however, conume
nity diversity is far from having always heen managed correctly.
Northern Ireland is the most striking example.

Culturalisin has been successful to the degree that democratic
management of diversity has faiied. By culturalism | mean the affis-
mation that the differences in gquestion are “primordial,” thut they
should be given “prioriey” (over class differences, fur example),
and sometines cven that they are “wanshistorical,” that is, based on
historical invarizbles. (This last is ofien the case with religions cul-
turalisms, which easily slide toward obscurantism and fanaticisin.

To sort out this tangle of demands based on identity, T would pro-
pose what I think is an essential eviterion. Those movernents whose
demands are connected with the fight against social exploitation
and for greater democraey in every domain are progressive. On the
contrary, those thay present themselves as having “no sockl pro-
Zram” (hecause that Is supposed to be unimportant!) and as being
“not hostile to globulization” (because that too is unimportant!)}—
@ fortioni, those that deciare themselves foreign to the concept of
democracy (which is accused of being a “Westorn” notionj—are
onenly reactionary and serve the ends of dominant capital (o per-
fection. Pominant capital knows this, by the way, and supports their
demands (oven when the media take advantage of their barbarous
content to denouace the peoples who are its victimisl }, using, and
sometimes manipulating, these movernents.

Democracy and the rights of peoples, which the same represen-
tatives of dominarnt capital invoke today, are hardly conceived to be
more than the political means of neoliberal management of the
contemporary workd crisis, complementing the economic means.
The democracy in: question depends on cases. The same is true of
the “good governance” they talk sbout. In addition, because it is
entirely subservient to the priorities that the strategy of the United
States/ Triad tries 1o impose, itis cynically used as & tool, Hence the
systematic application of the double standard. No guestion of inter-
vening in favor of demeocracy in Alghanistan or the countries of the
Persian Gulf, for example, any more than of getting in the way of

~ Copyright © 2001 All Rights Reserved



4 MOKNTHLY REVIEW / JUMNME 2001

Mobutu vesterday, of Savimbi today, or of many others tomorrow.
‘The rights of peoples are sacred in certain cases (today in Kosovo,
wmorrow perhaps in Tihet), forgotten in others (Palestine,
Turkish Kurdistan, Cyprus, the Serbs of Krajing whom the Croatian
regime has expelled by anmed foree, etc.). Fven the terrible geno-
cide in Rwanda occasioned no serious mnquiry into the share of
responsibility of the stites thar guve diplomnatic support to the gov-
eruments that were openly preparing it Mo doubst the abominahble
behavior of cortain regimes facilitates the task by providing pretexts
that are casy to exploit. But the complicitous silence in other cases
takes away all credibility fromn the alk of democracy and the rights
of peoples. One could not do less o meet the fundamnental
reguirerents of the struggle for democracy and respect for peo-
ples, without which there can be no progross.

That being (fortunately) the case, in the new phase we are already
witnessing the rise of struggles volving the working people who
are victms of the system. Landless peasants in Bravil; wage earners
and unemploved, in solidarity, in some European cousntiries; unions
that include the great majority of wage carners (us in Korea or
South Africa); young people and studentts carrying along with them
the urban working classes (as in Indonesia)—the list grows longer
every day. These social struggles are bound to expanel. They will
surely be very pluralistic, whick is one of the positive characteristics
of our dme. MNo doubt this pluralism stems from the accumulated
results of what has sometimes boeen called the “new social move-
N —wWornen s movements, ecological movements, democratic
movernents. They will, of course, have 1o confront different obsta-
cles to their development, depending on time and nlace.

The centesl question here is what the refation will be between the
overriding conflicts, by which 1 mean the global contlicts between
the various dominant classes—that s, the states—whose possible
geometry [ have wied to outine above, Which wili cany the day? Wil
the soctal suuggles be subordinated, contined within the larger
glohalimperialist context of the conflicts. and therefore mastered by
the dominant powers, even mobilized for thelr purposes, if not
abways inanipulated? Or, on the contrary, wili (he sociat struggles win
thelr anonomy wnd force the powers (o adapt (o their demands?
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