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Preface

p. 13 In the summer of 1993 the journal Foreign Affairs published an

article of mine titled “The Clash of Civilizations?”. That article,
according to the Foreign Affairs editors, stirred up more discussion in
three years than any other article they had published since the 1940s. It
certainly stirred up more debate in three years than anything else I have
written. The responses and comments on it have come from every
continent and scores of countries. People were variously impressed,
intrigued, outraged, frightened, and perplexed by my argument that the
central and most dangerous dimension of the emerging global politics
would be conflict between groups from differing civilizations.
Whatever else it did, the article struck a nerve in people of every
civilization.

Given the interest in, misrepresentation of, and controversy over the
article, it seemed desirable for me to explore further the issues it
raised. One constructive way of posing a question is to state an
hypothesis. The article, which had a generally ignored question mark in
its title, was an effort to do that. This book is intended to provide a
fuller, deeper, and more thoroughly documented answer to the article’s
question. I here attempt to elaborate, refine, supplement, and, on
occasion, qualify the themes set forth in the article and to develop
many ideas and cover many topics not dealt with or touched on only in
passing in the article. These include: the concept of civilizations; the
question of a universal civilization; the relation between power and
culture; the shifting balance of power among civilizations; cultural
indigenization in non-Western societies; the political structure of
civilizations; conflicts generated by Western universalism, Muslim
militancy, and Chinese assertion; balancing and bandwagoning
responses to the rise of Chinese power; the causes and dynamics of
fault line wars; and the futures of the West and of a world of
civilizations. One major theme absent from the article concerns the
crucial impact of population growth on instability and the balance of
power. A second important theme absent from the article is



summarized in the book’s title and final sentence: “clashes of
civilizations are the greatest threat to world peace, and an international
order based on civilizations is the surest safeguard against world war.”

This book is not intended to be a work of social science. It is instead
meant to be an interpretation of the evolution of global politics after
the Cold War. It aspires to present a framework, a paradigm, for
viewing global politics that will be meaningful to scholars and useful to
policymakers. The test of its , ;, meaningfulness and usefulness is not

whether it accounts for everything that is happening in global politics.
Obviously it does not. The test is whether it provides a more
meaningful and useful lens through which to view international
developments than any alternative paradigm. In addition, no paradigm
is eternally valid. While a civilizational approach may be helpful to
understanding global politics in the late twentieth and early twenty-first
centuries, this does not mean that it would have been equally helpful in
the mid-twentieth century or that it will be helpful in the mid-twenty-
first century.

The ideas that eventually became the article and this book were first
publicly expressed in a Bradley Lecture at the American Enterprise
Institute in Washington in October 1992 and then set forth in an
Occasional Paper prepared for the Olin Institute’s project on “The
Changing Security Environment and American National Interests,”
made possible by the Smith Richardson Foundation. Following
publication of the article, I became involved in innumerable seminars
and meetings focused on “the clash” with academic, government,
business, and other groups across the United States. In addition, I was
fortunate to be able to participate in discussions of the article and its
thesis in many other countries, including Argentina, Belgium, China,
France, Germany, Great Britain, Korea, Japan, Luxembourg, Russia,
Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
and Taiwan. These discussions exposed me to all the major
civilizations except Hinduism, and I benefitted immensely from the
insights and perspectives of the participants in these discussions. In
1994 and 1995 I taught a seminar at Harvard on the nature of the post-



Cold War world, and the always vigorous and at times quite critical
comments of the seminar students were an additional stimulus. My
work on this book also benefitted greatly from the collegial and
supportive environment of Harvard’s John M. Olin Institute for
Strategic Studies and Center for International Affairs.

The manuscript was read in its entirety by Michael C. Desch, Robert
O. Keohane, Fareed Zakaria, and R. Scott Zimmerman, and their
comments led to significant improvements in both its substance and
organization. Throughout the writing of this book, Scott Zimmerman
also provided indispensable research assistance; without his energetic,
expert, and devoted help, this book would never have been completed
when it was. Our undergraduate assistants, Peter Jun and Christiana
Briggs, also pitched in constructively. Grace de Magistris typed early
portions of the manuscript, and Carol Edwards with great commitment
and superb efficiency redid the manuscript so many times that she must
know large portions of it almost by heart. Denise Shannon and Lynn
Cox at Georges Borchardt and Robert Asahina, Robert Bender, and
Johanna Li at Simon & Schuster have cheerfully and professionally
guided the manuscript through the publication process. I am immensely
grateful to all these individuals for their help in bringing this book into
being. They have made it much better than it would have been
otherwise, and the remaining deficiencies are my responsibility.

». 15 My work on this book was made possible by the financial

support of the John M. Olin Foundation and the Smith Richardson
Foundation. Without their assistance, completion of the book would
have been delayed for years, and I greatly appreciate their generous
backing of this effort. While other foundations have increasingly
focused on domestic issues, Olin and Smith Richardson deserve
accolades for maintaining their interest in and support for work on war,
peace, and national and international security.

S.P.H.









Part 1 — A World of Civilizations



Chapter 1 — The New Era in World Politics

Introduction: Flags And Cultural Identity

». 19 On January 3, 1992 a meeting of Russian and American scholars

took place in the auditorium of a government building in Moscow. Two
weeks earlier the Soviet Union had ceased to exist and the Russian
Federation had become an independent country. As a result, the statue
of Lenin which previously graced the stage of the auditorium had
disappeared and instead the flag of the Russian Federation was now
displayed on the front wall. The only problem, one American observed,
was that the flag had been hung upside down. After this was pointed out
to the Russian hosts, they quickly and quietly corrected the error during
the first intermission.

The years after the Cold War witnessed the beginnings of dramatic
changes in peoples’ identities and the symbols of those identities.
Global politics began to be reconfigured along cultural lines. Upside-
down flags were a sign of the transition, but more and more the flags
are flying high and true, and Russians and other peoples are mobilizing
and marching behind these and other symbols of their new cultural
identities.

On April 18, 1994 two thousand people rallied in Sarajevo waving
the flags of Saudi Arabia and Turkey. By flying those banners, instead
of U.N., NATO, or American flags, these Sarajevans identified
themselves with their fellow Muslims and told the world who were
their real and not-so-real friends.

On October 16, 1994 in Los Angeles 70,000 people marched beneath
“a sea of Mexican flags” protesting Proposition 187, a referendum
measure which would deny many state benefits to illegal immigrants
and their children. Why are they “walking down the street with a
Mexican flag and demanding that this , ,, country give them a free

education?” observers asked. “They should be waving the American
flag.” Two weeks later more protestors did march down the street



carrying an American flag—upside down. These flag displays ensured
victory for Proposition 187, which was approved by 59 percent of
California voters.

In the post-Cold War world flags count and so do other symbols of
cultural identity, including crosses, crescents, and even head coverings,
because culture counts, and cultural identity is what is most meaningful
to most people. People are discovering new but often old identities and
marching under new but often old flags which lead to wars with new
but often old enemies.

One grim Weltanschauung for this new era was well expressed by
the Venetian nationalist demagogue in Michael Dibdin’s novel, Dead
Lagoon: “There can be no true friends without true enemies. Unless we
hate what we are not, we cannot love what we are. These are the old
truths we are painfully rediscovering after a century and more of
sentimental cant. Those who deny them deny their family, their
heritage, their culture, their birthright, their very selves! They will not
lightly be forgiven.” The unfortunate truth in these old truths cannot be
ignored by statesmen and scholars. For peoples seeking identity and
reinventing ethnicity, enemies are essential, and the potentially most
dangerous enmities occur across the fault lines between the world’s
major civilizations.

The central theme of this book is that culture and cultural identities,
which at the broadest level are civilization identities, are shaping the
patterns of cohesion, disintegration, and conflict in the post-Cold War
world. The five parts of this book elaborate corollaries to this main
proposition.

Part I: For the first time in history global politics is both multipolar
and multicivilizational; modernization is distinct from Westernization
and is producing neither a universal civilization in any meaningful
sense nor the Westernization of non-Western societies.

Part II: The balance of power among civilizations is shifting: the
West is declining in relative influence; Asian civilizations are
expanding their economic, military, and political strength; Islam is



exploding demographically with destabilizing consequences for
Muslim countries and their neighbors; and non-Western civilizations
generally are reaffirming the value of their own cultures.

Part III: A civilization-based world order is emerging: societies
sharing cultural affinities cooperate with each other; efforts to shift
societies from one civilization to another are unsuccessful; and
countries group themselves around the lead or core states of their
civilization.

Part IV: The West’s universalist pretensions increasingly bring it
into conflict with other civilizations, most seriously with Islam and
China; at the local level fault line wars, largely between Muslims and
non-Muslims, generate “kin-country rallying,” the threat of broader
escalation, and hence efforts by core states to halt these wars.

Part V: The survival of the West depends on Americans reaffirming
their Western identity and Westerners accepting their civilization as
unique not , »; universal and uniting to renew and preserve it against

challenges from non-Western societies. Avoidance of a global war of
civilizations depends on world leaders accepting and cooperating to
maintain the multicivilizational character of global politics.

A Multipolar, Multicivilizational World

In the post-Cold War world, for the first time in history, global politics
has become multipolar and multicivilizational. During most of human
existence, contacts between civilizations were intermittent or
nonexistent. Then, with the beginning of the modern era, about A.D.
1500, global politics assumed two dimensions. For over four hundred
years, the nation states of the West—Britain, France, Spain, Austria,
Prussia, Germany, the United States, and others—constituted a
multipolar international system within Western civilization and
interacted, competed, and fought wars with each other. At the same
time, Western nations also expanded, conquered, colonized, or
decisively influenced every other civilization (Map 1.1). During the
Cold War global politics became bipolar and the world was divided



into three parts. A group of mostly wealthy and democratic societies,
led by the United States, was engaged in a pervasive ideological,
political, economic, and, at times, military competition with a group of
somewhat poorer communist societies associated with and led by the
Soviet Union. Much of this conflict occurred in the Third World
outside these two camps, composed of countries which often were poor,
lacked political stability, were recently independent, and claimed to be
nonaligned (Map 1.2).

The West and the Rest: 1920

:t.__" 1
Map 1.1 — The West and the Rest: 1920



The Cold War World: 19605

The World of Civilizations:

Post-1990




Map 1.3 — The World of Civilizations: Post-1990

In the late 1980s the communist world collapsed, and the Cold War
international system became history. In the post-Cold War world, the
most important distinctions among peoples are not ideological,
political, or economic. They are cultural. Peoples and nations are
attempting to answer the most basic question humans can face: Who
are we? And they are answering that question in the traditional way
human beings have answered it, by reference to the things that mean
most to them. People define themselves in terms of ancestry, religion,
language, history, values, customs, and institutions. They identify with
cultural groups: tribes, ethnic groups, religious communities, nations,
and, at the broadest level, civilizations. People use politics not just to
advance their interests but also to define their identity. We know who
we are only when we know who we are not and often only when we
know whom we are against.

Nation states remain the principal actors in world affairs. Their
behavior is shaped as in the past by the pursuit of power and wealth, but
it is also shaped by cultural preferences, commonalities, and
differences. The most important groupings of states are no longer the
three blocs of the Cold War but rather the world’s seven or eight major
civilizations (Map 1.3). Non-Western societies, particularly in East
Asia, are developing their economic wealth and creating the basis for
enhanced military power and political influence. As their power and
self-confidence increase, non-Western societies increasingly assert
their , ,3 own cultural values and reject those “imposed” on them by

the West. The “international system of the twenty-first century,” Henry
Kissinger has noted, “. . . will contain at least six major powers—the
United States, Europe, China, Japan, Russia, and probably India—as
well as a multiplicity of medium-sized and smaller countries.”[1]
Kissinger’s six major powers belong to five very different civilizations,
and in addition there are important Islamic states whose strategic
locations, large populations, and/or oil resources make them influential
in world affairs. In this new world, local politics is the politics of
ethnicity; global politics is the politics of civilizations. The rivalry of



the superpowers is replaced by the clash of civilizations.

In this new world the most pervasive, important, and dangerous
conflicts will not be between social classes, rich and poor, or other
economically defined groups, but between peoples belonging to
different cultural entities. Tribal wars and ethnic conflicts will occur
within civilizations. Violence between states and groups from different
civilizations, however, carries with it the potential for escalation as
other states and groups from these civilizations rally to the support of
their “kin countries.”[2] The bloody clash of clans in Somalia poses no
threat of broader conflict. The bloody clash of tribes in Rwanda has
consequences for Uganda, Zaire, and Burundi but not much further. The
bloody clashes of civilizations in Bosnia, the Caucasus, Central Asia, or
Kashmir could become bigger wars. In the Yugoslav conflicts, Russia
provided diplomatic support to the Serbs, and Saudi Arabia, Turkey,
Iran, and Libya provided funds and arms to the Bosnians, not for
reasons of ideology or power politics or economic interest but because
of cultural kinship. “Cultural conflicts,” Vaclav Havel has observed,
“are increasing and are more dangerous today than at any time in
history,” and Jacques Delors agreed that “future conflicts will be
sparked by cultural factors rather than economics or ideology.”[3] And
the most dangerous cultural conflicts are those along the fault lines
between civilizations.

In the post-Cold War world, culture is both a divisive and a unifying
force. People separated by ideology but united by culture come
together, as the two Germanys did and as the two Koreas and the
several Chinas are beginning to. Societies united by ideology or
historical circumstance but divided by civilization either come apart, as
did the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Bosnia, or are subjected to
intense strain, as is the case with Ukraine, Nigeria, Sudan, India, Sri
Lanka, and many others. Countries with cultural affinities cooperate
economically and politically. International organizations based on
states with cultural commonality, such as the European Union, are far
more successful than those that attempt to transcend cultures. For
forty-five years the Iron Curtain was the central dividing line in



Europe. That line has moved several hundred miles east. It is now the
line separating the peoples of Western Christianity, on the one hand,
from Muslim and Orthodox peoples on the other.

The philosophical assumptions, underlying values, social relations,
customs, and overall outlooks on life differ significantly among
civilizations. The revitalization of religion throughout much of the
world is reinforcing these cultural ; ,4 differences. Cultures can

change, and the nature of their impact on politics and economics can
vary from one period to another. Yet the major differences in political
and economic development among civilizations are clearly rooted in
their different cultures. East Asian economic success has its source in
East Asian culture, as do the difficulties East Asian societies have had
in achieving stable democratic political systems. Islamic culture
explains in large part the failure of democracy to emerge in much of
the Muslim world. Developments in the postcommunist societies of
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union are shaped by their
civilizational identities. Those with Western Christian heritages are
making progress toward economic development and democratic
politics; the prospects for economic and political development in the
Orthodox countries are uncertain; the prospects in the Muslim
republics are bleak.

The West is and will remain for years to come the most powerful
civilization. Yet its power relative to that of other civilizations is
declining. As the West attempts to assert its values and to protect its
interests, non-Western societies confront a choice. Some attempt to
emulate the West and to join or to “bandwagon” with the West. Other
Confucian and Islamic societies attempt to expand their own economic
and military power to resist and to “balance” against the West. A
central axis of post-Cold War world politics is thus the interaction of
Western power and culture with the power and culture of non-Western
civilizations.

In sum, the post-Cold War world is a world of seven or eight major
civilizations. Cultural commonalities and differences shape the



interests, antagonisms, and associations of states. The most important
countries in the world come overwhelmingly from different
civilizations. The local conflicts most likely to escalate into broader
wars are those between groups and states from different civilizations.
The predominant patterns of political and economic development differ
from civilization to civilization. The key issues on the international
agenda involve differences among civilizations. Power is shifting from
the long predominant West to non-Western civilizations. Global
politics has become multipolar and multicivilizational.

Other Worlds?

Maps and Paradigms

This picture of post-Cold War world politics shaped by cultural
factors and involving interactions among states and groups from
different civilizations is highly simplified. It omits many things,
distorts some things, and obscures others. Yet if we are to think
seriously about the world, and act effectively in it, some sort of
simplified map of reality, some theory, concept, model, paradigm, is
necessary. Without such intellectual constructs, there is, as William
James said, only “a bloomin’ buzzin’ confusion.” Intellectual and
scientific advance, Thomas Kuhn showed in his classic The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, consists of the displacement of one paradigm,
which , 3, has become increasingly incapable of explaining new or

newly discovered facts, by a new paradigm, which does account for
those facts in a more satisfactory fashion. “To be accepted as a
paradigm,” Kuhn wrote, “a theory must seem better than its
competitors, but it need not, and in fact never does, explain all the facts
with which it can be confronted.”[4] “Finding one’s way through
unfamiliar terrain,” John Lewis Gaddis also wisely observed,
“generally requires a map of some sort. Cartography, like cognition
itself, is a necessary simplification that allows us to see where we are,
and where we may be going.” The Cold War image of superpower
competition was, as he points out, such a model, articulated first by
Harry Truman, as “an exercise in geopolitical cartography that depicted



the international landscape in terms everyone could understand, and so
doing prepared the way for the sophisticated strategy of containment
that was soon to follow.” World views and causal theories are
indispensable guides to international politics.[5]

For forty years students and practitioners of international relations
thought and acted in terms of the highly simplified but very useful Cold
War paradigm of world affairs. This paradigm could not account for
everything that went on in world politics. There were many anomalies,
to use Kuhn’s term, and at times the paradigm blinded scholars and
statesmen to major developments, such as the Sino-Soviet split. Yet as
a simple model of global politics, it accounted for more important
phenomena than any of its rivals, it was an essential starting point for
thinking about international affairs, it came to be almost universally
accepted, and it shaped thinking about world politics for two
generations.

Simplified paradigms or maps are indispensable for human thought
and action. On the one hand, we may explicitly formulate theories or
models and consciously use them to guide our behavior. Alternatively,
we may deny the need for such guides and assume that we will act only
in terms of specific “objective” facts, dealing with each case “on its
merits.” If we assume this, however, we delude ourselves. For in the
back of our minds are hidden assumptions, biases, and prejudices that
determine how we perceive reality, what facts we look at, and how we
judge their importance and merits. We need explicit or implicit models
so as to be able to:

order and generalize about reality;
understand causal relationships among phenomena;
anticipate and, if we are lucky, predict future developments;

distinguish what is important from what is unimportant; and

ok W

show us what paths we should take to achieve our goals.



Every model or map is an abstraction and will be more useful for
some purposes than for others. A road map shows us how to drive from
A to B, but will not be very useful if we are piloting a plane, in which
case we will want a map highlighting airfields, radio beacons, flight
paths, and topography. With no map, however, we will be lost. The
more detailed a map is the more fully it , 5; will reflect reality. An

extremely detailed map, however, will not be useful for many purposes.
If we wish to get from one big city to another on a major expressway,
we do not need and may find confusing a map which includes much
information unrelated to automotive transportation and in which the
major highways are lost in a complex mass of secondary roads. A map,
on the other hand, which had only one expressway on it would
eliminate much reality and limit our ability to find alternative routes if
the expressway were blocked by a major accident. In short, we need a
map that both portrays reality and simplifies reality in a way that best
serves our purposes. Several maps or paradigms of world politics were
advanced at the end of the Cold War.

One World: Euphoria and Harmony

One widely articulated paradigm was based on the assumption that
the end of the Cold War meant the end of significant conflict in global
politics and the emergence of one relatively harmonious world. The
most widely discussed formulation of this model was the “end of
history” thesis advanced by Francis Fukuyama.[FO1] “We may be
witnessing,” Fukuyama argued, “. . . the end of history as such: that is,
the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the
universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of
human government.” To be sure, he said, some conflicts may happen in
places in the Third World, but the global conflict is over, and not just in
Europe. “It is precisely in the non-European world” that the big
changes have occurred, particularly in China and the Soviet Union. The
war of ideas is at an end. Believers in Marxist-Leninism may still exist
“in places like Managua, Pyongyang, and Cambridge, Massachusetts,”



but overall liberal democracy has triumphed. The future will be
devoted not to great exhilarating struggles over ideas but rather to
resolving mundane economic and technical problems. And, he
concluded rather sadly, it will all be rather boring.[6]

The expectation of harmony was widely shared. Political and
intellectual leaders elaborated similar views. The Berlin wall had come
down, communist regimes had collapsed, the United Nations was to
assume a new importance, the former Cold War rivals would engage in
“partnership” and a “grand bargain,” peacekeeping and peacemaking
would be the order of the day. The President of the world’s leading
country proclaimed the “new world order”; the president of, arguably,
the world’s leading university vetoed appointment of a professor of
security studies because the need had disappeared: “Hallelujah! We
study war no more because war is no more.”

The moment of euphoria at the end of the Cold War generated an
illusion of harmony, which was soon revealed to be exactly that. The
world became different in the early 1990s, but not necessarily more
peaceful. Change was inevitable; progress was not. Similar illusions of
harmony flourished, briefly, at , 3, the end of each of the twentieth

century’s other major conflicts. World War I was the “war to end wars”
and to make the world safe for democracy. World War II, as Franklin
Roosevelt put it, would “end the system of unilateral action, the
exclusive alliances, the balances of power, and all the other expedients
that have been tried for centuries—and have always failed.” Instead we
will have “a universal organization” of “peace-loving Nations” and the
beginnings of a “permanent structure of peace.”[7] World War I,
however, generated communism, fascism, and the reversal of a century-
old trend toward democracy. World War II produced a Cold War that
was truly global. The illusion of harmony at the end of that Cold War
was soon dissipated by the multiplication of ethnic conflicts and
“ethnic cleansing,” the breakdown of law and order, the emergence of
new patterns of alliance and conflict among states, the resurgence of
neo-communist and neo-fascist movements, intensification of religious
fundamentalism, the end of the “diplomacy of smiles” and “policy of



yes” in Russia’s relations with the West, the inability of the United
Nations and the United States to suppress bloody local conflicts, and
the increasing assertiveness of a rising China. In the five years after the
Berlin wall came down, the word “genocide” was heard far more often
than in any five years of the Cold War. The one harmonious world
paradigm is clearly far too divorced from reality to be a useful guide to
the post-Cold War world.

Two Worlds: Us and Them

While one-world expectations appear at the end of major conflicts,
the tendency to think in terms of two worlds recurs throughout human
history. People are always tempted to divide people into us and them,
the in-group and the other, our civilization and those barbarians.
Scholars have analyzed the world in terms of the Orient and the
Occident, North and South, center and periphery. Muslims have
traditionally divided the world into Dar al-Islam and Dar al-Harb, the
abode of peace and the abode of war. This distinction was reflected, and
in a sense reversed, at the end of the Cold War by American scholars
who divided the world into “zones of peace” and “zones of turmoil.”
The former included the West and Japan with about 15 percent of the
world’s population, the latter everyone else.[8]

Depending upon how the parts are defined, a two-part world picture
may in some measure correspond with reality. The most common
division, which appears under various names, is between rich (modern,
developed) countries and poor (traditional, undeveloped or developing)
countries. Historically correlating with this economic division is the
cultural division between West and East, where the emphasis is less on
differences in economic well-being and more on differences in
underlying philosophy, values, and way of life.[9] Each of these images
reflects some elements of reality yet also suffers limitations. Rich
modern countries share characteristics which differentiate them from
poor traditional countries, which also share characteristics. Differences
in wealth may lead to conflicts between societies, but the evidence
suggests that this , 33 happens primarily when rich and more powerful



societies attempt to conquer and colonize poor and more traditional
societies. The West did this for four hundred years, and then some of
the colonies rebelled and waged wars of liberation against the colonial
powers, who may well have lost the will to empire. In the current
world, decolonization has occurred and colonial wars of liberation have
been replaced by conflicts among the liberated peoples.

At a more general level, conflicts between rich and poor are unlikely
because, except in special circumstances, the poor countries lack the
political unity, economic power, and military capability to challenge
the rich countries. Economic development in Asia and Latin America is
blurring the simple dichotomy of haves and have-nots. Rich states may
fight trade wars with each other; poor states may fight violent wars
with each other; but an international class war between the poor South
and the wealthy North is almost as far from reality as one happy
harmonious world.

The cultural bifurcation of the world division is still less useful. At
some level, the West is an entity. What, however, do non-Western
societies have in common other than the fact that they are non-
Western? Japanese, Chinese, Hindu, Muslim, and African civilizations
share little in terms of religion, social structure, institutions, and
prevailing values. The unity of the non-West and the East-West
dichotomy are myths created by the West. These myths suffer the
defects of the Orientalism which Edward Said appropriately criticized
for promoting “the difference between the familiar (Europe, the West,
‘us’) and the strange (the Orient, the East, ‘them’)” and for assuming
the inherent superiority of the former to the latter.[10] During the Cold
War the world was, in considerable measure, polarized along an
ideological spectrum. There is, however, no single cultural spectrum.
The polarization of “East” and “West” culturally is in part another
consequence of the universal but unfortunate practice of calling
European civilization Western civilization. Instead of “East and West,”
it is more appropriate to speak of “the West and the rest,” which at
least implies the existence of many non-Wests. The world is too
complex to be usefully envisioned for most purposes as simply divided



economically between North and South or culturally between East and
West.

184 States, More or Less

A third map of the post-Cold War world derives from what is often
called the “realist” theory of international relations. According to this
theory states are the primary, indeed, the only important actors in world
affairs, the relation among states is one of anarchy, and hence to insure
their survival and security, states invariably attempt to maximize their
power. If one state sees another state increasing its power and thereby
becoming a potential threat, it attempts to protect its own security by
strengthening its power and/or by allying itself with other states. The
interests and actions of the more or less 184 states of the post-Cold
War world can be predicted from these assumptions.”[11]

p. 34 This “realist” picture of the world is a highly useful starting

point for analyzing international affairs and explains much state
behavior. States are and will remain the dominant entities in world
affairs. They maintain armies, conduct diplomacy, negotiate treaties,
fight wars, control international organizations, influence and in
considerable measure shape production and commerce. The
governments of states give priority to insuring the external security of
their states (although they often may give higher priority to insuring
their security as a government against internal threats). Overall this
statist paradigm does provide a more realistic picture of and guide to
global politics than the one- or two-world paradigms.

It also, however, suffers severe limitations.

It assumes all states perceive their interests in the same way and act
in the same way. Its simple assumption that power is all is a starting
point for understanding state behavior but does not get one very far.
States define their interests in terms of power but also in terms of much
else besides. States often, of course, attempt to balance power, but if
that is all they did, Western European countries would have coalesced
with the Soviet Union against the United States in the late 1940s. States
respond primarily to perceived threats, and the Western European



states then saw a political, ideological, and military threat from the
East. They saw their interests in a way which would not have been
predicted by classic realist theory. Values, culture, and institutions
pervasively influence how states define their interests. The interests of
states are also shaped not only by their domestic values and institutions
but by international norms and institutions. Above and beyond their
primal concern with security, different types of states define their
interests in different ways. States with similar cultures and institutions
will see common interest. Democratic states have commonalities with
other democratic states and hence do not fight each other. Canada does
not have to ally with another power to deter invasion by the United
States.

At a basic level the assumptions of the statist paradigm have been
true throughout history. They thus do not help us to understand how
global politics after the Cold War will differ from global politics
during and before the Cold War. Yet clearly there are differences, and
states pursue their interests differently from one historical period to
another. In the post-Cold War world, states increasingly define their
interests in civilizational terms. They cooperate with and ally
themselves with states with similar or common culture and are more
often in conflict with countries of different culture. States define
threats in terms of the intentions of other states, and those intentions
and how they are perceived are powerfully shaped by cultural
considerations. Publics and statesmen are less likely to see threats
emerging from people they feel they understand and can trust because
of shared language, religion, values, institutions, and culture. They are
much more likely to see threats coming from states whose societies
have different cultures and hence which they do not understand and feel
they cannot trust. Now that a Marxist-Leninist Soviet Union no longer
poses a threat to the Free World and the United States no longer |, 35

poses a countering threat to the communist world, countries in both
worlds increasingly see threats coming from societies which are
culturally different.

While states remain the primary actors in world affairs, they also are



suffering losses in sovereignty, functions, and power. International
institutions now assert the right to judge and to constrain what states do
in their own territory. In some cases, most notably in Europe,
international institutions have assumed important functions previously
performed by states, and powerful international bureaucracies have
been created which operate directly on individual citizens. Globally
there has been a trend for state governments to lose power also through
devolution to substate, regional, provincial, and local political entities.
In many states, including those in the developed world, regional
movements exist promoting substantial autonomy or secession. State
governments have in considerable measure lost the ability to control
the flow of money in and out of their country and are having increasing
difficulty controlling the flows of ideas, technology, goods, and people.
State borders, in short, have become increasingly permeable. All these
developments have led many to see the gradual end of the hard,
“billiard ball” state, which purportedly has been the norm since the
Treaty of Westphalia in 1648,[12] and the emergence of a varied,
complex, multi-layered international order more closely resembling
that of medieval times.

Sheer Chaos

The weakening of states and the appearance of “failed states”
contribute to a fourth image of a world in anarchy. This paradigm
stresses: the breakdown of governmental authority; the breakup of
states; the intensification of tribal, ethnic, and religious conflict; the
emergence of international criminal mafias; refugees multiplying into
the tens of millions; the proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of
mass destruction; the spread of terrorism; the prevalence of massacres
and ethnic cleansing. This picture of a world in chaos was convincingly
set forth and summed up in the titles of two penetrating works
published in 1993: Out of Control by Zbigniew Brzezinski and
Pandaemonium by Daniel Patrick Moynihan.[13]

Like the states paradigm, the chaos paradigm is close to reality. It
provides a graphic and accurate picture of much of what is going on in
the world, and unlike the states paradigm, it highlights the significant



changes in world politics that have occurred with the end of the Cold
War. As of early 1993, for instance, an estimated 48 ethnic wars were
occurring throughout the world, and 164 “territorial-ethnic claims and
conflicts concerning borders” existed in the former Soviet Union, of
which 30 had involved some form of armed conflict.[14] Yet it suffers
even more than the states paradigm in being too close to reality. The
world may be chaos but it is not totally without order. An image of
universal and undifferentiated anarchy provides few clues for
understanding the world, for ordering events and evaluating their
importance, for predicting trends in the anarchy, for distinguishing
among types of chaos and their possibly different causes and
consequences, and for developing guidelines for governmental policy
makers.

Comparing Worlds: Realism, Parsimony, And Predictions

». 36 Bach of these four paradigms offers a somewhat different

combination of realism and parsimony. Each also has its deficiencies
and limitations. Conceivably these could be countered by combining
paradigms, and positing, for instance, that the world is engaged in
simultaneous processes of fragmentation and integration.[15] Both
trends indeed exist, and a more complex model will more closely
approximate reality than a simpler one. Yet this sacrifices parsimony
for realism and, if pursued very far, leads to the rejection of all
paradigms or theories. In addition, by embracing two simultaneous
opposing trends, the fragmentation-integration model fails to set forth
under what circumstances one trend will prevail and under what
circumstances the other will. The challenge is to develop a paradigm
that accounts for more crucial events and provides a better
understanding of trends than other paradigms at a similar level of
intellectual abstraction.

These four paradigms are also incompatible with each other. The
world cannot be both one and fundamentally divided between East and
West or North and South. Nor can the nation state be the base rock of
international affairs if it is fragmenting and torn by proliferating civil



strife. The world is either one, or two, or 184 states, or potentially an
almost infinite number of tribes, ethnic groups, and nationalities.

Viewing the world in terms of seven or eight civilizations avoids
many of these difficulties. It does not sacrifice reality to parsimony as
do the one- and two-world paradigms; yet it also does not sacrifice
parsimony to reality as the statist and chaos paradigms do. It provides
an easily grasped and intelligible framework for understanding the
world, distinguishing what is important from what is unimportant
among the multiplying conflicts, predicting future developments, and
providing guidelines for policy makers. It also builds on and
incorporates elements of the other paradigms. It is more compatible
with them than they are with each other. A civilizational approach, for
instance, holds that:

The forces of integration in the world are real and are precisely what
are generating counterforces of cultural assertion and civilizational
consciousness.

* The world is in some sense two, but the central distinction is
between the West as the hitherto dominant civilization and all the
others, which, however, have little if anything in common among
them. The world, in short, is divided between a Western one and a
non-Western many.

 Nation states are and will remain the most important actors in world
affairs, but their interests, associations, and conflicts are
increasingly shaped by cultural and civilizational factors.

» The world is indeed anarchical, rife with tribal and nationality
conflicts, but the conflicts that pose the greatest dangers for stability
are those between states or groups from different civilizations.

p. 37 A civilizational paradigm thus sets forth a relatively simple but

not too simple map for understanding what is going on in the world as



the twentieth century ends. No paradigm, however, is good forever. The
Cold War model of world politics was useful and relevant for forty
years but became obsolete in the late 1980s, and at some point the
civilizational paradigm will suffer a similar fate. For the contemporary
period, however, it provides a useful guide for distinguishing what is
more important from what is less important. Slightly less than half of
the forty-eight ethnic conflicts in the world in early 1993, for example,
were between groups from different civilizations. The civilizational
perspective would lead the U.N. Secretary-General and the U.S.
Secretary of State to concentrate their peacemaking efforts on these
conflicts which have much greater potential than others to escalate into
broader wars.

Paradigms also generate predictions, and a crucial test of a
paradigm’s validity and usefulness is the extent to which the
predictions derived from it turn out to be more accurate than those
from alternative paradigms. A statist paradigm, for instance, leads John
Mearsheimer to predict that “the situation between Ukraine and Russia
is ripe for the outbreak of security competition between them. Great
powers that share a long and unprotected common border, like that
between Russia and Ukraine, often lapse into competition driven by
security fears. Russia and Ukraine might overcome this dynamic and
learn to live together in harmony, but it would be unusual if they
do.”[16] A civilizational approach, on the other hand, emphasizes the
close cultural, personal, and historical links between Russia and
Ukraine and the intermingling of Russians and Ukrainians in both
countries, and focuses instead on the civilizational fault line that
divides Orthodox eastern Ukraine from Uniate western Ukraine, a
central historical fact of long standing which, in keeping with the
“realist” concept of states as unified and self-identified entities,
Mearsheimer totally ignores. While a statist approach highlights the
possibility of a Russian-Ukrainian war, a civilizational approach
minimizes that and instead highlights the possibility of Ukraine
splitting in half, a separation which cultural factors would lead one to
predict might be more violent than that of Czechoslovakia but far less



bloody than that of Yugoslavia. These different predictions, in turn,
give rise to different policy priorities. Mearsheimer’s statist prediction
of possible war and Russian conquest of Ukraine leads him to support
Ukraine’s having nuclear weapons. A civilizational approach would
encourage cooperation between Russia and Ukraine, urge Ukraine to
give up its nuclear weapons, promote substantial economic assistance
and other measures to help maintain Ukrainian unity and independence,
and sponsor contingency planning for the possible breakup of Ukraine.

Many important developments after the end of the Cold War were
compatible with the civilizational paradigm and could have been
predicted from it. These include: the breakup of the Soviet Union and
Yugoslavia; the wars going on in their former territories; the rise of
religious fundamentalism throughout the world; the struggles within
Russia, Turkey, and Mexico over their identity; , 35 the intensity of the

trade conflicts between the United States and Japan; the resistance of
Islamic states to Western pressure on Iraq and Libya; the efforts of
Islamic and Confucian states to acquire nuclear weapons and the means
to deliver them; China’s continuing role as an “outsider” great power;
the consolidation of new democratic regimes in some countries and not
in others; and the developing arms competition in East Asia.

The relevance of the civilizational paradigm to the emerging world is
illustrated by the events fitting that paradigm which occurred during a
six-month period in 1993:

» the continuation and intensification of the fighting among Croats,
Muslims, and Serbs in the former Yugoslavia;

* the failure of the West to provide meaningful support to the Bosnian
Muslims or to denounce Croat atrocities in the same way Serb
atrocities were denounced;

* the unwillingness of Russia to join other U.N. Security Council
members in getting the Serbs in Croatia to make peace with the
Croatian government, and the offer of Iran and other Muslim nations



to provide 18,000 troops to protect Bosnian Muslims;

the intensification of the war between Armenians and Azeris,
Turkish and Iranian demands that the Armenians surrender their
conquests, the deployment of Turkish troops to and Iranian troops
across the Azerbaijan border, and Russia’s warning that the Iranian
action contributes to “escalation of the conflict” and “pushes it to
dangerous limits of internationalization”;

the continued fighting in central Asia between Russian troops and
mujahedeen guerrillas;

the confrontation at the Vienna Human Rights Conference between
the West, led by U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher,
denouncing “cultural relativism,” and a coalition of Islamic and
Confucian states rejecting “Western universalism”;

the refocusing in parallel fashion of Russian and NATO military
planners on “the threat from the South”;

the voting, apparently almost entirely along civilizational lines, that
gave the 2000 Olympics to Sydney rather than Beijing;

the sale of missile components from China to Pakistan, the resulting
imposition of U.S. sanctions against China, and the confrontation
between China and the United States over the alleged shipment of
nuclear technology to Iran;

the breaking of the moratorium and the testing of a nuclear weapon
by China, despite vigorous U.S. protests, and North Korea’s refusal
to participate further in talks on its own nuclear weapons program;

the revelation that the U.S. State Department was following a “dual
containment” policy directed at both Iran and Irag;

p. 39 the announcement by the U.S. Defense Department of a new

strategy of preparing for two “major regional conflicts,” one against
North Korea, the other against Iran or Irag;

the call by Iran’s president for alliances with China and India so that



“we can have the last word on international events”;

 the new German legislation drastically curtailing the admission of
refugees;

* the agreement between Russian President Boris Yeltsin and
Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk on the disposition of the
Black Sea fleet and other issues;

 the bombing of Baghdad by the United States, its virtually
unanimous support by Western governments, and its condemnation
by almost all Muslim governments as another example of the
West’s “double standard”;

* the United States’ listing Sudan as a terrorist state and indicting
Egyptian Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman and his followers for
conspiring “to levy a war of urban terrorism against the United
States”;

» the improved prospects for the eventual admission of Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia into NATO;

 the 1993 Russian parliamentary election which demonstrated that
Russia was indeed a “torn” country with its population and elites
uncertain whether they should join or challenge the West.

A comparable list of events demonstrating the relevance of the
civilization paradigm could be compiled for almost any other six-
month period in the early 1990s.

In the early years of the Cold War, the Canadian statesman Lester
Pearson presciently pointed to the resurgence and vitality of non-
Western societies. “It would be absurd,” he warned, “to imagine that
these new political societies coming to birth in the East will be replicas
of those with which we in the West are familiar. The revival of these
ancient civilizations will take new forms.” Pointing out that
international relations “for several centuries” had been the relations
among the states of Europe, he argued that “the most far-reaching



problems arise no longer between nations within a single civilization
but between civilizations themselves.”[17] The prolonged bipolarity of
the Cold War delayed the developments which Pearson saw coming.
The end of the Cold War released the cultural and civilizational forces
which he identified in the 1950s, and a wide range of scholars and
observers have recognized and highlighted the new role of these factors
in global politics.[18] “[A]s far as anyone interested in the
contemporary world is concerned,” Fernand Braudel has sagely warned,
“and even more so with regard to anyone wishing to act within it, it
‘pays’ to know how to make out, on a map of the world, which
civilizations exist today, to be able to define their borders, their centers
and peripheries, their provinces and the air one breathes there, the
general and particular ‘forms’ existing and associating within them.
Otherwise, what catastrophic blunders of perspective could ensue!”[19]



Chapter 2 — Civilizations in History and Today

The Nature Of Civilizations

». 40 Human history is the history of civilizations. It is impossible to

think of the development of humanity in any other terms. The story
stretches through generations of civilizations from ancient Sumerian
and Egyptian to Classical and Mesoamerican to Christian and Islamic
civilizations and through successive manifestations of Sinic and Hindu
civilizations. Throughout history civilizations have provided the
broadest identifications for people. As a result, the causes, emergence,
rise, interactions, achievements, decline, and fall of civilizations have
been explored at length by distinguished historians, sociologists, and
anthropologists including, among others, Max Weber, Emile Durkheim,
Oswald Spengler, Pitirim Sorokin, Arnold Toynbee, Alfred Weber, A.
L. Kroeber, Philip Bagby, Carroll Quigley, Rushton Coulborn,
Christopher Dawson, S. N. Eisenstadt, Fernand Braudel, William H.
McNeill, Adda Bozeman, Immanuel Wallerstein, and Felipe
Fernandez-Armesto.[1] These and other writers have produced a
voluminous, learned, and sophisticated literature devoted to the
comparative analysis of civilizations. Differences in perspective,
methodology, focus, and concepts pervade this literature. Yet broad
agreement also exists on central propositions concerning the nature,
identity, and dynamics of civilizations.

First, a distinction exists between civilization in the singular and
civilizations in the plural. The idea of civilization was developed by
eighteenth-century French thinkers as the opposite of the concept of
“barbarism.” Civilized society differed from primitive society because
it was settled, urban, and literate. To be civilized was good, to be
uncivilized was bad. The concept of civilization , ,; provided a

standard by which to judge societies, and during the nineteenth century,
Europeans devoted much intellectual, diplomatic, and political energy
to elaborating the criteria by which non-European societies might be
judged sufficiently “civilized” to be accepted as members of the



European-dominated international system. At the same time, however,
people increasingly spoke of civilizations in the plural. This meant
“renunciation of a civilization defined as an ideal, or rather as the
ideal” and a shift away from the assumption there was a single standard
for what was civilized, “confined,” in Braudel’s phrase, “to a few
privileged peoples or groups, humanity’s ‘elite.” ” Instead there were
many civilizations, each of which was civilized in its own way.
Civilization in the singular, in short, “lost some of its cachet,” and a
civilization in the plural sense could in fact be quite uncivilized in the
singular sense.[2]

Civilizations in the plural are the concern of this book. Yet the
distinction between singular and plural retains relevance, and the idea
of civilization in the singular has reappeared in the argument that there
is a universal world civilization. This argument cannot be sustained,
but it is useful to explore, as will be done in the final chapter of this
book, whether or not civilizations are becoming more civilized.

Second, a civilization is a cultural entity, outside Germany.
Nineteenth-century German thinkers drew a sharp distinction between
civilization, which involved mechanics, technology, and material
factors, and culture, which involved values, ideals, and the higher
intellectual artistic, moral qualities of a society. This distinction has
persisted in German thought but has not been accepted elsewhere.
Some anthropologists have even reversed the relation and conceived of
cultures as characteristic of primitive, unchanging, nonurban societies,
while more complex, developed, urban, and dynamic societies are
civilizations. These efforts to distinguish culture and civilization,
however, have not caught on, and, outside Germany, there is
overwhelming agreement with Braudel that it is “delusory to wish in
the German way to separate culture from its foundation
civilization.”[ 3]

Civilization and culture both refer to the overall way of life of a
people, and a civilization is a culture writ large. They both involve the
“values, norms, institutions, and modes of thinking to which successive



generations in a given society have attached primary importance.”[4] A
civilization is, for Braudel, “a space, a ‘cultural area,” ” “a collection of
cultural characteristics and phenomena.” Wallerstein defines it as “a
particular concatenation of worldview, customs, structures, and culture
(both material culture and high culture) which forms some kind of
historical whole and which coexists (if not always simultaneously) with
other varieties of this phenomenon.” A civilization is, according to
Dawson, the product of “a particular original process of cultural
creativity which is the work of a particular people,” while for
Durkheim and Mauss, it is “a kind of moral milieu encompassing a
certain number of nations, each national culture being only a particular
form of the whole.” To Spengler a , 4, civilization is “the inevitable

destiny of the Culture . . . the most external and artificial states of
which a species of developed humanity is capable . .. a conclusion, the
thing-become succeeding the thing-becoming.” Culture is the common
theme in virtually every definition of civilization.[5]

The key cultural elements which define a civilization were set forth
in classic form by the Athenians when they reassured the Spartans that
they would not betray them to the Persians:

For there are many and powerful considerations that forbid us to
do so, even if we were inclined. First and chief, the images and
dwellings of the gods, burnt and laid ruins: this we must needs
avenge to the utmost of our power, rather than make terms with
the man who has perpetrated such deeds. Secondly, the Grecian
race being of the same blood and the same language, and the
temples of the gods and sacrifices in common; and our similar
customs; for the Athenians to become betrayers of these would not
be well.

Blood, language, religion, way of life, were what the Greeks had in
common and what distinguished them from the Persians and other non-



Greeks.[6] Of all the objective elements which define civilizations,
however, the most important usually is religion, as the Athenians
emphasized. To a very large degree, the major civilizations in human
history have been closely identified with the world’s great religions;
and people who share ethnicity and language but differ in religion may
slaughter each other, as happened in Lebanon, the former Yugoslavia,
and the Subcontinent.[7]

A significant correspondence exists between the division of people
by cultural characteristics into civilizations and their division by
physical characteristics into races. Yet civilization and race are not
identical. People of the same race can be deeply divided by civilization;
people of different races may be united by civilization. In particular,
the great missionary religions, Christianity and Islam, encompass
societies from a variety of races. The crucial distinctions among human
groups concern their values, beliefs, institutions, and social structures,
not their physical size, head shapes, and skin colors.

Third, civilizations are comprehensive, that is, none of their
constituent units can be fully understood without reference to the
encompassing civilization. Civilizations, Toynbee argued,
“comprehend without being comprehended by others.” A civilization is
a “totality.” Civilizations, Melko goes on to say,

have a certain degree of integration. Their parts are defined by
their relationship to each other and to the whole. If the civilization
is composed of states, these states will have more relation to one
another than they do to states outside the civilization. They might
fight more, and engage more frequently in diplomatic relations.
They will be more interdependent economically. There will be
pervading aesthetic and philosophical currents.[8]

p. 43 A civilization is the broadest cultural entity. Villages, regions,
ethnic groups, nationalities, religious groups, all have distinct cultures



at different levels of cultural heterogeneity. The culture of a village in
southern Italy may be different from that of a village in northern Italy,
but both will share in a common Italian culture that distinguishes them
from German villages. European communities, in turn, will share
cultural features that distinguish them from Chinese or Hindu
communities. Chinese, Hindus, and Westerners, however, are not part
of any broader cultural entity. They constitute civilizations. A
civilization is thus the highest cultural grouping of people and the
broadest level of cultural identity people have short of that which
distinguishes humans from other species. It is defined both by common
objective elements, such as language, history, religion, customs,
institutions, and by the subjective self-identification of people. People
have levels of identity: a resident of Rome may define himself with
varying degrees of intensity as a Roman, an Italian, a Catholic, a
Christian, a European, a Westerner. The civilization to which he
belongs is the broadest level of identification with which he strongly
identifies. Civilizations are the biggest “we” within which we feel
culturally at home as distinguished from all the other “thems” out
there. Civilizations may involve a large number of people, such as
Chinese civilization, or a very small number of people, such as the
Anglophone Caribbean. Throughout history, many small groups of
people have existed possessing a distinct culture and lacking any
broader cultural identification. Distinctions have been made in terms of
size and importance between major and peripheral civilizations
(Bagby) or major and arrested or abortive civilizations (Toynbee). This
book is concerned with what are generally considered the major
civilizations in human history.

Civilizations have no clear-cut boundaries and no precise beginnings
and endings. People can and do redefine their identities and, as a result,
the composition and shapes of civilizations change over time. The
cultures of peoples interact and overlap. The extent to which the
cultures of civilizations resemble or differ from each other also varies
considerably. Civilizations are nonetheless meaningful entities, and
while the lines between them are seldom sharp, they are real.



Fourth, civilizations are mortal but also very long-lived; they evolve,
adapt, and are the most enduring of human associations, “realities of
the extreme longue duree.” Their “unique and particular essence” is
“their long historical continuity. Civilization is in fact the longest story
of all.” Empires rise and fall, governments come and go, civilizations
remain and “survive political, social, economic, even ideological
upheavals.”[9] “International history,” Bozeman concludes, “rightly
documents the thesis that political systems are transient expedients on
the surface of civilization, and that the destiny of each linguistically
and morally unified community depends ultimately upon the survival
of certain primary structuring ideas around which successive
generations have coalesced , 4, and which thus symbolize the society’s

continuity.”[10] Virtually all the major civilizations in the world in the
twentieth century either have existed for a millennium or, as with Latin
America, are the immediate offspring of another long-lived
civilization.

While civilizations endure, they also evolve. They are dynamic; they
rise and fall; they merge and divide; and as any student of history
knows, they also disappear and are buried in the sands of time. The
phases of their evolution may be specified in various ways. Quigley
sees civilizations moving through seven stages: mixture, gestation,
expansion, age of conflict, universal empire, decay, and invasion.
Melko generalizes a model of change from a crystallized feudal system
to a feudal system in transition to a crystallized state system to a state
system in transition to a crystallized imperial system. Toynbee sees a
civilization arising as a response to challenges and then going through a
period of growth involving increasing control over its environment
produced by a creative minority, followed by a time of troubles, the
rise of a universal state, and then disintegration. While significant
differences exist, all these theories see civilizations evolving through a
time of troubles or conflict to a universal state to decay and
disintegration.[11]

Fifth, since civilizations are cultural not political entities, they do
not, as such, maintain order, establish justice, collect taxes, fight wars,



negotiate treaties, or do any of the other things which governments do.
The political composition of civilizations varies between civilizations
and varies over time within a civilization. A civilization may thus
contain one or many political units. Those units may be city states,
empires, federations, confederations, nation states, multinational states,
all of which may have varying forms of government. As a civilization
evolves, changes normally occur in the number and nature of its
constituent political units. At one extreme, a civilization and a political
entity may coincide. China, Lucian Pye has commented, is “a
civilization pretending to be a state.”[12] Japan is a civilization that is
a state. Most civilizations, however, contain more than one state or
other political entity. In the modern world, most civilizations contain
two or more states.

Finally, scholars generally agree in their identification of the major
civilizations in history and on those that exist in the modern world.
They often differ, however, on the total number of civilizations that
have existed in history. Quigley argues for sixteen clear historical cases
and very probably eight additional ones. Toynbee first placed the
number at twenty-one, then twenty-three; Spengler specifies eight
major cultures. McNeill discusses nine civilizations in all of history;
Bagby also sees nine major civilizations or eleven if Japan and
Orthodoxy are distinguished from China and the West. Braudel
identifies nine and Rostovanyi seven major contemporary ones.[13]
These differences in part depend on whether cultural groups such as the
Chinese and the Indians are thought to have had a single civilization
throughout history or two or more closely related civilizations, one of
which was the offspring of the other. Despite , ,5 these differences, the

identity of the major civilizations is not contested. “Reasonable
agreement,” as Melko concludes after reviewing the literature, exists
on at least twelve major civilizations, seven of which no longer exist
(Mesopotamian, Egyptian, Cretan, Classical, Byzantine, Middle
American, Andean) and five which do (Chinese, Japanese, Indian,
Islamic, and Western).[14] To these five civilizations it is useful in the
contemporary world to add Orthodox Latin American, and, possibly,



African civilizations.

The major contemporary civilizations are thus as follows:
Sinic

All scholars recognize the existence of either a single distinct
Chinese civilization dating back at least to 1500 B.c. and perhaps to a
thousand years earlier, or of two Chinese civilizations one succeeding
the other in the early centuries of the Christian epoch. In my Foreign
Affairs article, I labeled this civilization Confucian. It is more accurate,
however, to use the term Sinic. While Confucianism is a major
component of Chinese civilization, Chinese civilization is more than
Confucianism and also transcends China as a political entity. The term
“Sinic,” which has been used by many scholars, appropriately describes
the common culture of China and the Chinese communities in
Southeast Asia and elsewhere outside of China as well as the related
cultures of Vietnam and Korea.

Japanese

Some scholars combine Japanese and Chinese culture under the
heading of a single Far Eastern civilization. Most, however, do not and
instead recognize Japan as a distinct civilization which was the
offspring of Chinese civilization, emerging during the period between
A.D. 100 and 400.

Hindu

One or more successive civilizations, it is universally recognized,
have existed on the Subcontinent since at least 1500 B.c. These are
generally referred to as Indian, Indie, or Hindu, with the latter term
being preferred for the most recent civilization. In one form or another,
Hinduism has been central to the culture of the Subcontinent since the
second millennium B.C. “[M]ore than a religion or a social system; it is
the core of Indian civilization.”[15] It has continued in this role
through modern times, even though India itself has a substantial
Muslim community as well as several smaller cultural minorities. Like
Sinic, the term Hindu also separates the name of the civilization from



the name of its core state, which is desirable when, as in these cases,
the culture of the civilization extends beyond that state.

Islamic

All major scholars recognize the existence of a distinct Islamic
civilization. Originating in the Arabian peninsula in the seventh century
A.D., Islam rapidly spread across North Africa and the Iberian peninsula
and also eastward into central Asia, the Subcontinent, and Southeast
Asia. As a result, many distinct cultures or subcivilizations exist within
Islam, including Arab, Turkic, Persian, and Malay.

Orthodox

Several scholars distinguish a separate Orthodox civilization,
centered in Russia and separate from Western Christendom as a result
of its Byzantine parentage, distinct religion, 200 years of Tatar rule,
bureaucratic , 46 despotism, and limited exposure to the Renaissance,

Reformation, Enlightenment, and other central Western experiences.

Western

Western civilization is usually dated as emerging about A.D. 700 or
800. It is generally viewed by scholars as having three major
components, in Europe, North America, and Latin America.

Latin American

Latin America, however, has a distinct identity which differentiates
it from the West. Although an offspring of European civilization, Latin
America has evolved along a very different path from Europe and
North America. It has had a corporatist, authoritarian culture, which
Europe had to a much lesser degree and North America not at all.
Europe and North America both felt the effects of the Reformation and
have combined Catholic and Protestant cultures. Historically, although
this may be changing, Latin America has been only Catholic. Latin
American civilization incorporates indigenous cultures, which did not
exist in Europe, were effectively wiped out in North America, and
which vary in importance from Mexico, Central America, Peru, and
Bolivia, on the one hand, to Argentina and Chile, on the other. Latin



American political evolution and economic development have differed
sharply from the patterns prevailing in the North Atlantic countries.
Subjectively, Latin Americans themselves are divided in their self-
identifications. Some say, “Yes, we are part of the West.” Others claim,
“No, we have our own unique culture,” and a large literature by Latin
and North Americans elaborates their cultural differences.[16] Latin
America could be considered either a subcivilization within Western
civilization or a separate civilization closely affiliated with the West
and divided as to whether it belongs in the West. For an analysis
focused on the international political implications of civilizations,
including the relations between Latin America, on the one hand, and
North America and Europe, on the other, the latter is the more
appropriate and useful designation.

The West, then, includes Europe, North America, plus other
European settler countries such as Australia and New Zealand. The
relation between the two major components of the West has, however,
changed over time. For much of their history, Americans defined their
society in opposition to Europe. America was the land of freedom,
equality, opportunity, the future; Europe represented oppression, class
conflict, hierarchy, backwardness. America, it was even argued, was a
distinct civilization. This positing of an opposition between America
and Europe was, in considerable measure, a result of the fact that at
least until the end of the nineteenth century America had only limited
contacts with non-Western civilizations. Once the United States moved
out on the world scene, however, the sense of a broader identity with
Europe developed.[17] While nineteenth-century America defined
itself as different from and opposed to Europe, twentieth-century
America has defined itself as a part of and, indeed, the leader of a
broader entity, the West, that includes Europe.

The term “the West” is now universally used to refer to what used to
be called Western Christendom. The West is thus the only civilization
identified , 47 by a compass direction and not by the name of a
particular people, religion, or geographical area.[F02] This
identification lifts the civilization out of its historical, geographical,



and cultural context. Historically, Western civilization is European
civilization. In the modern era, Western civilization is Euroamerican or
North Atlantic civilization. Europe, America, and the North Atlantic
can be found on a map; the West cannot. The name “the West” has also
given rise to the concept of “Westernization” and has promoted a
misleading conflation of Westernization and modernization: it is easier
to conceive of Japan “Westernizing” than “Euroamericanizing.”
European-American civilization is, however, universally referred to as
Western civilization, and that term, despite its serious disabilities, will
be used here.

African (possibly)

Most major scholars of civilization except Braudel do not recognize
a distinct African civilization. The north of the African continent and
its east coast belong to Islamic civilization. Historically, Ethiopia
constituted a civilization of its own. Elsewhere European imperialism
and settlements brought elements of Western civilization. In South
Africa Dutch, French, and then English settlers created a
multifragmented European culture.[18] Most significantly, European
imperialism brought Christianity to most of the continent south of the
Sahara. Throughout Africa tribal identities are pervasive and intense,
but Africans are also increasingly developing a sense of African
identity, and conceivably sub-Saharan Africa could cohere into a
distinct civilization, with South Africa possibly being its core state.

Religion is a central defining characteristic of civilizations, and, as
Christopher Dawson said, “the great religions are the foundations on
which the great civilizations rest.”[19] Of Weber’s five “world
religions,” four—Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, and Confucianism—
are associated with major civilizations. The fifth, Buddhism, is not.
Why is this the case? Like Islam and Christianity, Buddhism early
separated into two main subdivisions, and, like Christianity, it did not
survive in the land of its birth. Beginning in the first century A.D.,
Mahayana Buddhism was exported to China and subsequently to Korea,
Vietnam, and Japan. In these societies, Buddhism was variously
adapted, assimilated to the indigenous culture (in China, for example,



to Confucianism and Taoism), and suppressed. Hence, while Buddhism
remains an important component of their cultures, these societies do
not constitute and would not identify themselves as part of a Buddhist
civilization. What can legitimately be de, ,gscribed as a Therevada

Buddhist civilization, however, does exist in Sri Lanka, Burma,
Thailand, Laos, and Cambodia. In addition, the populations of Tibet,
Mongolia, and Bhutan have historically subscribed to the Lamaist
variant of Mahayana Buddhism, and these societies constitute a second
area of Buddhist civilization. Overall, however, the virtual extinction of
Buddhism in India and its adaptation and incorporation into existing
cultures in China and Japan mean that Buddhism, although a major
religion, has not been the basis of a major civilization.[20] [F03]

Relations Among Civilizations

Encounters: Civilizations Before A.D. 1500

The relations among civilizations have evolved through two phases
and are now in a third. For more than three thousand years after
civilizations first emerged, the contacts among them were, with some
exceptions, either nonexistent or limited or intermittent and intense.
The nature of these contacts is well expressed in the word historians
use to describe them: “encounters.”[21] Civilizations were separated by
time and space. Only a small number existed at any one time, and a
significant difference exists, as Benjamin Schwartz and Shmuel
Eisenstadt argued, between Axial Age and pre-Axial Age civilizations
in terms of whether or not they recognized a distinction between the
“transcendental and mundane orders.” The Axial Age civilizations,
unlike their predecessors, had transcendental myths propagated by a
distinct intellectual class: “the Jewish prophets and priests, the Greek
philosophers and sophists, the Chinese Literati, the Hindu Brahmins,
the Buddhist Sangha and the Islamic Ulema.”[22] Some regions
witnessed two or three generations of affiliated civilizations, with the
demise of one civilization and interregnum followed by the rise of
another successor generation. Figure 2.1 is a simplified chart
(reproduced from Carroll Quigley) of the relations among major



Eurasian civilizations through time.

Civilizations were also separated geographically. Until 1500 the
Andean and Mesoamerican civilizations had no contact with other
civilizations or with each |, 49 other. The early civilizations in the

valleys of the Nile, Tigris-Euphrates, Indus, and Yellow rivers also did
not interact. Eventually, contacts between civilizations did multiply in
the eastern Mediterranean, southwestern Asia, and northern India.
Communications and commercial relations were restricted, however,
by the distances separating civilizations and the limited means of
transport available to overcome distance. While there was some
commerce by sea in the Mediterranean and Indian Ocean, “Steppe-
traversing horses, not ocean-traversing sailing ships, were the
sovereign means of locomotion by which the separate civilizations of
the world as it was before A.D. 1500 were linked together—to the slight
extent to which they did maintain contact with each other.”[23]

Ideas and technology moved from civilization to civilization, but it
often took centuries. Perhaps the most important cultural diffusion not
the result of conquest was the spread of Buddhism to China, which
occurred about six hundred years after its origin in northern India.
Printing was invented in China in the eighth century A.D. and movable
type in the eleventh century, but this technology only reached Europe in
the fifteenth century. Paper was introduced into China in the second
century A.D., came to Japan in the seventh century, and was diffused
westward to Central Asia in the eighth century, North Africa in the
tenth, Spain in the twelfth, and northern Europe in the thirteenth.
Another Chinese invention, gunpowder, made in the ninth century,
disseminated to the Arabs a few hundred years later, and reached
Europe in the fourteenth century.[24]
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Figure 2.1 — Eastern Hemisphere Civilizations

». 50 The most dramatic and significant contacts between
civilizations were when people from one civilization conquered and
eliminated or subjugated the people of another. These contacts
normally were not only violent but brief, and they occurred only
intermittently. Beginning in the seventh century A.D., relatively
sustained and at times intense intercivilizational contacts did develop
between Islam and the West and Islam and India. Most commercial,
cultural, and military interactions, however, were within civilizations.
While India and China, for instance, were on occasion invaded and
subjected by other peoples (Moguls, Mongols), both civilizations also
had extensive times of “warring states” within their own civilization.
Similarly, the Greeks fought each other and traded with each other far
more often than they did with Persians or other non-Greeks.

Impact: The Rise of the West

European Christendom began to emerge as a distinct civilization in
the eighth and ninth centuries. For several hundred years, however, it



lagged behind many other civilizations in its level of civilization.
China under the Tang, Sung, and Ming dynasties, the Islamic world
from the eighth to the twelfth centuries, and Byzantium from the eighth
to the eleventh centuries far surpassed Europe in wealth, territory,
military power, and artistic, literary, and scientific achievement.[25]
Between the eleventh and thirteenth centuries, European culture began
to develop, facilitated by the “eager and systematic appropriation of
suitable elements from the higher civilizations of Islam and
Byzantium, together with adaptation of this inheritance to the special
conditions and interests of the West.” During the same period,
Hungary, Poland, Scandinavia, and the Baltic coast were converted to
Western Christianity, with Roman law and other aspects of Western
civilization following, and the eastern boundary of Western civilization
was stabilized where it would remain thereafter without significant
change. During the twelfth and thirteenth centuries Westerners
struggled to expand their control in Spain and did establish effective
dominance of the Mediterranean. Subsequently, however, the rise of
Turkish power brought about the collapse of “Western Europe’s first
overseas empire.”[26] Yet by 1500, the renaissance of European culture
was well under way and social pluralism, expanding commerce, and
technological achievements provided the basis for a new era in global
politics.

Intermittent or limited multidirectional encounters among
civilizations gave way to the sustained, overpowering, unidirectional
impact of the West on all other civilizations. The end of the fifteenth
century witnessed the final re-conquest of the Iberian peninsula from
the Moors and the beginnings of Portuguese penetration of Asia and
Spanish penetration of the Americas. During the subsequent two
hundred fifty years all of the Western Hemisphere and significant
portions of Asia were brought under European rule or domination. The
end of the eighteenth century saw a retraction of direct European
control as first the United States, then Haiti, and then most of Latin
America revolted , 5; against European rule and achieved

independence. In the latter part of the nineteenth century, however,



renewed Western imperialism extended Western rule over almost all of
Africa, consolidated Western control in the Subcontinent and elsewhere
in Asia, and by the early twentieth century subjected virtually the entire
Middle East except for Turkey to direct or indirect Western control.
Europeans or former European colonies (in the Americas) controlled 35
percent of the earth’s land surface in 1800, 67 percent in 1878, and 84
percent in 1914. By 1920 the percentage was still higher as the Ottoman
Empire was divided up among Britain, France, and Italy. In 1800 the
British Empire consisted of 1.5 million square miles and 20 million
people. By 1900 the Victorian empire upon which the sun never set
included 11 million square miles and 390 million people.[27] In the
course of European expansion, the Andean and Mesoamerican
civilizations were effectively eliminated, Indian and Islamic
civilizations along with Africa were subjugated, and China was
penetrated and subordinated to Western influence. Only Russian,
Japanese, and Ethiopian civilizations, all three governed by highly
centralized imperial authorities, were able to resist the onslaught of the
West and maintain meaningful independent existence. For four hundred
years intercivilizational relations consisted of the subordination of
other societies to Western civilization.

The causes of this unique and dramatic development included the
social structure and class relations of the West, the rise of cities and
commerce, the relative dispersion of power in Western societies
between estates and monarchs and secular and religious authorities, the
emerging sense of national consciousness among Western peoples, and
the development of state bureaucracies. The immediate source of
Western expansion, however, was technological: the invention of the
means of ocean navigation for reaching distant peoples and the
development of the military capabilities for conquering those peoples.
“[I]n large measure,” as Geoffrey Parker has observed, “ ‘the rise of the
West’ depended upon the exercise of force, upon the fact that the
military balance between the Europeans and their adversaries overseas
was steadily tilting in favour of the former; . . . the key to the
Westerners’ success in creating the first truly global empires between



1500 and 1750 depended upon precisely those improvements in the
ability to wage war which have been termed ‘the military revolution.” ”
The expansion of the West was also facilitated by the superiority in
organization, discipline, and training of its troops and subsequently by
the superior weapons, transport, logistics, and medical services
resulting from its leadership in the Industrial Revolution.[28] The West
won the world not by the superiority of its ideas or values or religion
(to which few members of other civilizations were converted) but
rather by its superiority in applying organized violence. Westerners
often forget this fact; non-Westerners never do.

By 1910 the world was more one politically and economically than at
any other time in human history. International trade as a proportion of
the gross world product was higher than it had ever been before and
would not again |, 5, approximate until the 1970s and 1980s.

International investment as a percentage of total investment was higher
then than at any other time.[29] Civilization meant Western
civilization. International law was Western international law coming
out of the tradition of Grotius. The international system was the
Western Westphalian system of sovereign but “civilized” nation states
and the colonial territories they controlled.

The emergence of this Western-defined international system was the
second major development in global politics in the centuries after 1500.
In addition to interacting in a domination-subordination mode with
non-Western societies, Western societies also interacted on a more
equal basis with each other. These interactions among political entities
within a single civilization closely resembled those that had occurred
within Chinese, Indian, and Greek civilizations. They were based on a
cultural homogeneity which involved “language, law, religion,
administrative practice, agriculture, landholding, and perhaps kinship
as well.” European peoples “shared a common culture and maintained
extensive contacts via an active network of trade, a constant movement
of persons, and a tremendous interlocking of ruling families.” They
also fought each other virtually without end; among European states
peace was the exception not the rule.[30] Although for much of this



period the Ottoman empire controlled up to one-fourth of what was
often thought of as Europe, the empire was not considered a member of
the European international system.

For 150 years the intracivilizational politics of the West was
dominated by the great religious schism and by religious and dynastic
wars. For another century and a half following the Treaty of
Westphalia, the conflicts of the Western world were largely among
princes—emperors, absolute monarchs, and constitutional monarchs
attempting to expand their bureaucracies, their armies, their
mercantilist economic strength, and, most important, the territory they
ruled. In the process they created nation states, and beginning with the
French Revolution the principal lines of conflict were between nations
rather than princes. In 1793 as R. R. Palmer put it, “The wars of kings
were over; the wars of peoples had begun.”[31] This nineteenth-century
pattern lasted until World War 1.

In 1917, as a result of the Russian Revolution, the conflict of nation
states was supplemented by the conflict of ideologies, first among
fascism, communism, and liberal democracy and then between the
latter two. In the Cold War these ideologies were embodied in the two
superpowers, each of which defined its identity by its ideology and
neither of which was a nation state in the traditional European sense.
The coming to power of Marxism first in Russia and then in China and
Vietnam represented a transition phase from the European international
system to a post-European multicivilizational system. Marxism was a
product of European civilization, but it neither took root nor succeeded
there. Instead modernizing and revolutionary elites imported it into
non-Western societies; Lenin, Mao, and Ho adapted it to their purposes
and |, 53 used it to challenge Western power, to mobilize their people,

and to assert the national identity and autonomy of their countries
against the West. The collapse of this ideology in the Soviet Union and
its substantial adaptation in China and Vietnam does not, however,
necessarily mean that these societies will import the other Western
ideology of liberal democracy. Westerners who assume that it does are
likely to be surprised by the creativity, resilience, and individuality of



non-Western cultures.

Interactions: A Multicivilizational System

In the twentieth century the relations among civilizations have thus
moved from a phase dominated by the unidirectional impact of one
civilization on all others to one of intense, sustained, and
multidirectional interactions among all civilizations. Both of the
central characteristics of the previous era of intercivilizational relations
began to disappear.

First, in the favorite phrases of historians, “the expansion of the
West” ended and “the revolt against the West” began. Unevenly and
with pauses and reversals, Western power declined relative to the
power of other civilizations. The map of the world in 1990 bore little
resemblance to the map of the world in 1920. The balances of military
and economic power and of political influence shifted (and will be
explored in greater detail in a later chapter). The West continued to
have significant impacts on other societies, but increasingly the
relations between the West and other civilizations were dominated by
the reactions of the West to developments in those civilizations. Far
from being simply the objects of Western-made history, non-Western
societies were increasingly becoming the movers and shapers of their
own history and of Western history.

Second, as a result of these developments, the international system
expanded beyond the West and became multicivilizational.
Simultaneously, conflict among Western states—which had dominated
that system for centuries—faded away. By the late twentieth century,
the West has moved out of its “warring state” phase of development as
a civilization and toward its “universal state” phase. At the end of the
century, this phase is still incomplete as the nation states of the West
cohere into two semiuniversal states in Europe and North America.
These two entities and their constituent units are, however, bound
together by an extraordinarily complex network of formal and informal
institutional ties. The universal states of previous civilizations are
empires. Since democracy, however, is the political form of Western



civilization, the emerging universal state of Western civilization is not
an empire but rather a compound of federations, confederations, and
international regimes and organizations.

The great political ideologies of the twentieth century include
liberalism, socialism, anarchism, corporatism, Marxism, communism,
social democracy, conservatism, nationalism, fascism, and Christian
democracy. They all share one thing in common: they are products of
Western civilization. No other , 5, civilization has generated a

significant political ideology. The West, however, has never generated
a major religion. The great religions of the world are all products of
non-Western civilizations and, in most cases, antedate Western
civilization. As the world moves out of its Western phase, the
ideologies which typified late Western civilization decline, and their
place is taken by religions and other culturally based forms of identity
and commitment. The Westphalian separation of religion and
international politics, an idiosyncratic product of Western civilization,
is coming to an end, and religion, as Edward Mortimer suggests, is
“increasingly likely to intrude into international affairs.”[32] The
intracivilizational clash of political ideas spawned by the West is being
supplanted by an intercivilizational clash of culture and religion.

Global political geography thus moved from the one world of 1920
to the three worlds of the 1960s to the more than half-dozen worlds of
the 1990s. Concomitantly, the Western global empires of 1920 shrank
to the much more limited “Free World” of the 1960s (which included
many non-Western states opposed to communism) and then to the still
more restricted “West” of the 1990s. This shift was reflected
semantically between 1988 and 1993 in the decline in the use of the
ideological term “Free World” and the increase in use of the
civilizational term “the West” (see Table 2.1). It is also seen in
increased references to Islam as a cultural-political phenomenon,
“Greater China,” Russia and its “near abroad,” and the European Union,
all terms with a civilizational content. Intercivilizational relations in
this third phase are far more frequent and intense than they were in the
first phase and far more equal and reciprocal than they were in the



second phase. Also, unlike the Cold War, no single cleavage dominates,
and multiple cleavages exist between the West and other civilizations
and among the many non-Wests.

TagLE 2.1
UsE oF TERMS
"FREE WORLD™ AND "THE WEST" s s
Mumber of Aeferences % Change in
1988 1993 References
MWew York Times
Free World M a4 _i8
The West 16 144 213
‘Washington Post
Free World 112 67 —40
The West 36 a7 +14F
Congressional Record
Free World 346 114 —B#
The West 7 0 _+4

Source: Lexis/Nexis. Reference nembers are numbers of stones about or containing the terms “free warld” or
“the West.” Aeferences i “the Wast” were reviewed for contestual approprateness o insute that the term
refarred to "the West” as a civilization or political entity

Table 2.1 — Use of Terms “Free World” and “The West”

An international system exists, Hedley Bull argued, “when two or
more states have sufficient contact between them, and have sufficient
impact on one another’s decisions, to cause them to behave—at least in
some measure—as parts of a whole.” An international society,
however, exists only when states in an international system have
“common interests and common values,” “conceive themselves to be
bound by a common set of rules,” “share in the working of common
institutions,” and have “a common culture or civilization.”[33] Like its
Sumerian, Greek, Hellenistic, Chinese, Indian, and Islamic
predecessors, the European international system of the seventeenth to
the nineteenth centuries was also an international society. During the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries the European international system
expanded to encompass virtually all societies in other civilizations.
Some European institutions and practices were also exported to these
countries. Yet these societies still lack the common culture that
underlay European international society. In terms of British
international relations theory, the world is thus a well-developed
international system but at best only a very primitive international



society.

Every civilization sees itself as the center of the world and writes its
history |, 55 as the central drama of human history. This has been

perhaps even more true of the West than of other cultures. Such
monocivilizational viewpoints, however, have decreasing relevance and
usefulness in a multicivilizational world. Scholars of civilizations have
long recognized this truism. In 1918 Spengler denounced the myopic
view of history prevailing in the West with its neat division into
ancient, medieval, and modern phases relevant only to the West. It is
necessary, he said, to replace this “Ptolemaic approach to history” with
a Copernican one and to substitute for the “empty figment of one linear
history, the drama of a number of mighty cultures.”[34] A few decades
later Toynbee castigated the “parochialism and impertinence” of the
West manifested in the “egocentric illusions” that the world revolved
around it, that there was an “unchanging East,” and that “progress” was
inevitable. Like Spengler he had no use for the assumption of the unity
of history, the assumption that there is “only one river of civilization,
our own, and that all others are either tributary to it or lost in the desert
sands.”[35] Fifty years after Toynbee, Braudel similarly urged the need
to strive for a broader perspective and to understand “the great cultural
conflicts in the world, and the multiplicity of its civilizations.”[36] The
illusions and prejudices of which these scholars warned, however, live
on and in the late twentieth century have blossomed forth in the
widespread and parochial conceit that the European civilization of the
West is now the universal civilization of the world.



Chapter 3 — A Universal Civilization? Modernization and
Westernization

Universal Civilization: Meanings

p. 56 Some people argue that this era is witnessing the emergence of

what V. S. Naipaul called a “universal civilization.”[1] What is meant
by this term? The idea implies in general the cultural coming together
of humanity and the increasing acceptance of common values, beliefs,
orientations, practices, and institutions by peoples throughout the
world. More specifically, the idea may mean some things which are
profound but irrelevant, some which are relevant but not profound, and
some which are irrelevant and superficial.

First, human beings in virtually all societies share certain basic
values, such as murder is evil, and certain basic institutions, such as
some form of the family. Most peoples in most societies have a similar
“moral sense,” a “thin” minimal morality of basic concepts of what is
right and wrong.[2] If this is what is meant by universal civilization, it
is both profound and profoundly important, but it is also neither new
nor relevant. If people have shared a few fundamental values and
institutions throughout history, this may explain some constants in
human behavior but it cannot illuminate or explain history, which
consists of changes in human behavior. In addition, if a universal
civilization common to all humanity exists, what term do we then use
to identify the major cultural groupings of humanity short of the human
race? Humanity is divided into subgroups—tribes, nations, and broader
cultural entities normally called civilizations. If the term civilization is
elevated and restricted to what is common to humanity as a whole,
either one has to invent a new term to refer to the largest cultural
groupings of people short of humanity as a whole or one has to assume
». 57 that these large but not-humanity-wide groupings evaporate.
Vaclav Havel, for example, has argued that “we now live in a single
global civilization,” and that this “is no more than a thin veneer” that
“covers or conceals the immense variety of cultures, of peoples, of



religious worlds, of historical traditions and historically formed
attitudes, all of which in a sense lie ‘beneath’ it.”[3] Only semantic
confusion, however, is gained by restricting “civilization” to the global
level and designating as “cultures” or “subcivilizations,” those largest
cultural entities which have historically always been called
civilizations.[F04]

Second, the term “universal civilization” could be used to refer to
what civilized societies have in common, such as cities and literacy,
which distinguish them from primitive societies and barbarians. This
is, of course, the eighteenth century singular meaning of the term, and
in this sense a universal civilization is emerging, much to the horror of
various anthropologists and others who view with dismay the
disappearance of primitive peoples. Civilization in this sense has been
gradually expanding throughout human history, and the spread of
civilization in the singular has been quite compatible with the existence
of many civilizations in the plural.

Third, the term “universal civilization” may refer to the assumptions,
values, and doctrines currently held by many people in Western
civilization and by some people in other civilizations. This might be
called the Davos Culture. Each year about a thousand businessmen,
bankers, government officials, intellectuals, and journalists from scores
of countries meet in the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland.
Almost all these people hold university degrees in the physical
sciences, social sciences, business, or law, work with words and/or
numbers, are reasonably fluent in English, are employed by
governments, corporations, and academic institutions with extensive
international involvements, and travel frequently outside their own
country. They generally share beliefs in individualism, market
economies, and political democracy, which are also common among
people in Western civilization. Davos people control virtually all
international institutions, many of the world’s governments, and the
bulk of the world’s economic and military capabilities. The Davos
Culture hence is tremendously important. Worldwide, however, how
many people share this culture? Outside the West, it is probably shared



by less than 50 million people or 1 percent of the world’s population
and perhaps by as few as one-tenth of 1 percent of the world’s
population. It is far from a universal culture, and the leaders who share
in the Davos Culture do not necessarily , g have a secure grip on

»

power in their own societies. This “common intellectual culture exists,
as Hedley Bull pointed out, “only at the elite level: its roots are shallow
in many societies . . . [and] it is doubtful whether, even at the
diplomatic level, it embraces what was called a common moral culture
or set of common values, as distinct from a common intellectual
culture.”[4]

Fourth, the idea is advanced that the spread of Western consumption
patterns and popular culture around the world is creating a universal
civilization. This argument is neither profound nor relevant. Cultural
fads have been transmitted from civilization to civilization throughout
history. Innovations in one civilization are regularly taken up by other
civilizations. These are, however, either techniques lacking in
significant cultural consequences or fads that come and go without
altering the underlying culture of the recipient civilization. These
imports “take” in the recipient civilization either because they are
exotic or because they are imposed. In previous centuries the Western
world was periodically swept by enthusiasms for various items of
Chinese or Hindu culture. In the nineteenth century cultural imports
from the West became popular in China and India because they seemed
to reflect Western power. The argument now that the spread of pop
culture and consumer goods around the world represents the triumph of
Western civilization trivializes Western culture. The essence of
Western civilization is the Magna Carta, not the Magna Mac. The fact
that non-Westerners may bite into the latter has no implications for
their accepting the former.

It also has no implications for their attitudes toward the West.
Somewhere in the Middle East a half-dozen young men could well be
dressed in jeans, drinking Coke, listening to rap, and, between their
bows to Mecca, putting together a bomb to blow up an American
airliner. During the 1970s and 1980s Americans consumed millions of



Japanese cars, TV sets, cameras, and electronic gadgets without being
“Japanized” and indeed while becoming considerably more
antagonistic toward Japan. Only naive arrogance can lead Westerners to
assume that non-Westerners will become “Westernized” by acquiring
Western goods. What, indeed, does it tell the world about the West
when Westerners identify their civilization with fizzy liquids, faded
pants, and fatty foods?

A slightly more sophisticated version of the universal popular
culture argument focuses not on consumer goods generally but on the
media, on Hollywood rather than Coca-Cola. American control of the
global movie, television, and video industries even exceeds its
dominance of the aircraft industry. Eighty-eight of the hundred films
most attended throughout the world in 1993 were American, and two
American and two European organizations dominate the collection and
dissemination of news on a global basis.[5] This situation reflects two
phenomena. The first is the universality of human interest in love, sex,
violence, mystery, heroism, and wealth, and the ability of profit-
motivated companies, primarily American, to exploit those interests to
their own advan, sqtage. Little or no evidence exists, however, to

support the assumption that the emergence of pervasive global
communications is producing significant convergence in attitudes and
beliefs. “Entertainment,” as Michael Vlahos has said, “does not equate
to cultural conversion.” Second, people interpret communications in
terms of their own preexisting values and perspectives. “The same
visual images transmitted simultaneously into living rooms across the
globe,” Kishore Mahbubani observes, “trigger opposing perceptions.
Western living rooms applaud when cruise missiles strike Baghdad.
Most living outside see that the West will deliver swift retribution to
non-white Iraqis or Somalis but not to white Serbians, a dangerous
signal by any standard.”[6]

Global communications are one of the most important contemporary
manifestations of Western power. This Western hegemony, however,
encourages populist politicians in non-Western societies to denounce
Western cultural imperialism and to rally their publics to preserve the



survival and integrity of their indigenous culture. The extent to which
global communications are dominated by the West is, thus, a major
source of the resentment and hostility of non-Western peoples against
the West. In addition, by the early 1990s modernization and economic
development in non-Western societies were leading to the emergence
of local and regional media industries catering to the distinctive tastes
of those societies.[7] In 1994, for instance, CNN International
estimated that it had an audience of 55 million potential viewers, or
about 1 percent of the world’s population (strikingly equivalent in
number to and undoubtedly largely identical with the Davos Culture
people), and its president predicated that its English broadcasts might
eventually appeal to 2 to 4 percent of the market. Hence regional (i.e.,
civilizational) networks would emerge broadcasting in Spanish,
Japanese, Arabic, French (for West Africa), and other languages. “The
Global Newsroom,” three scholars concluded, “is still confronted with
a Tower of Babel.”[8] Ronald Dore makes an impressive case for the
emergence of a global intellectual culture among diplomats and public
officials. Even he, however, comes to a highly qualified conclusion
concerning the impact of intensified communications: “other things
being equal [italics his], an increasing density of communication
should ensure an increasing basis for fellow-feeling between the
nations, or at least the middle classes, or at the very least the diplomats
of the world,” but, he adds, “some of the things that may not be equal
can be very important indeed.”[9]

Language

The central elements of any culture or civilization are language and
religion. If a universal civilization is emerging, there should be
tendencies toward the emergence of a universal language and a
universal religion. This claim is often made with respect to language.
“The world’s language is English,” as the editor of the Wall Street
journal put it.[10] This can mean two things, only one of which would
support the case for a universal civilization. It could mean that an
increasing proportion of the world’s population speaks |, ¢, English. No

evidence exists to support this proposition, and the most reliable



evidence that does exist, which admittedly cannot be very precise,
shows just the opposite. The available data covering more than three
decades (1958-1992) suggest that the overall pattern of language use in
the world did not change dramatically, that significant declines
occurred in the proportion of people speaking English, French, German,
Russian, and Japanese, that a smaller decline occurred in the proportion
speaking Mandarin, and that increases occurred in the proportions of
people speaking Hindi, Malay-Indonesian, Arabic, Bengali, Spanish,
Portuguese, and other languages. English speakers in the world dropped
from 9.8 percent of the people in 1958 speaking languages spoken by at
least 1 million people to 7.6 percent in 1992 (see Table 3.1). The
proportion of the world’s population speaking the five major Western
languages (English, French, German, Portuguese, Spanish) declined
from 24.1 percent in 1958 to 20.8 percent in 1992. In 1992 roughly
twice as many people spoke Mandarin, 15.2 percent of the world’s
population, as spoke English, and an additional 3.6 percent spoke other
versions of Chinese (see Table 3.2).

TABLE 3.1

SPEAKFAS OF MaJos LaNGIrAGES
[Percentages of World Population®|

Year 1958 1970 1980 1997

Language

Arabic 27 49 33 a5
Bengali 27 24 32 iz
English S8 91 a7 16
Hindi 52 53 53 fid
handarin 156 166 158 152
Russian 55 hb a0 11
Spanish 50 L ] .1

* Total number of people speaking fenguages spoken by 1 million or more people

Source. Percentages calculated fram data comgeled by Professor Sidney 3. Culbert, Department of Psychology,
Liniversity of Washmgion, Seanie, on the number of people speaking languages spoken by 1 million people o
more and reparied annuzlly in the World Aimanae and ook of facrs His sstimates include both “mother-longue”
and “nonmother wnoue” speakers and are desved from nationgl censuses, sample surveys of the population,
surveys of radio and television broadeazes, population growth data, secondary studies, and other sources,

Table 3.1 — Speakers of Major Languages



TABLE 3.2
SPEAKERS DF PRINGIFAL CHINESE
AND WESTERN LANGUAGES

1958 1487
No. of Speakers Percentage of Mo. of Speakers Percentage of

Lanquage _lin milligns) ~ World (m milligns) World
Mandarin 444 15.6 ao? 15.2
Cantonese 4] 15 i 1.1
Wu 3% 14 B4 1
in e 13 a0 g
Hakka 19 nv 1 Na

Chinese Languages a1 208 113 1A
English P 94 456 16
Spanish 147 50 67 B 1
Portuguess I 2h 17 a0
German 120 42 114 20
French i Zh 153 21

Wastem Languages BB 241 1237 208
Wﬂlﬁ E_mal 2045 _ E!-.S 5479 ’I'El 4

Source: Percentages caloulated from language data compiled by Professor Sidngy 5. Calbert, Department of
Psychology. Univarsity of Washington, Seatle, and reported in the Word Almanac and Book of Facts for 1953
and 193]

Table 3.2 — Speakers of Principal Chinese and Western
Languages

In one sense, a language foreign to 92 percent of the people in the
world cannot be the world’s language. In another sense, however, it
could be so described, if it is the language which people from different
language groups and cultures use to communicate with each other, if it
is the world’s lingua franca, or in linguistic terms, the world’s principal
Language of Wider Communication (LWC).[11] People who need to
communicate with each other have to find means of doing so. At one
level they can rely on specially trained professionals who have become
fluent in two or more languages to serve as interpreters and translators.
That, however, is awkward, time-consuming, and expensive. Hence
throughout history lingua francas emerge, Latin in the Classical and
». 61 medieval worlds, French for several centuries in the West, Swahili

in many parts of Africa, and English throughout much of the world in
the latter half of the twentieth century. Diplomats, businessmen,
scientists, tourists and the services catering to them, airline pilots and
air traffic controllers, need some means of efficient communication



with each other, and now do it largely in English. In this sense, English
is the world’s way of communicating interculturally just as the
Christian calendar is the world’s way of tracking time, Arabic numbers
are the world’s way of counting, and the metric system is, for the most
part, the world’s way of measuring. The use of English in this way,
however, is intercultural communication; it presupposes the existence
of separate cultures. A lingua franca is a way of coping with linguistic
and cultural differences, not a way of eliminating them. It is a tool for
communication not a source of identity and community. Because a
Japanese banker and an Indonesian businessman talk to each other in
English does not mean that either one of them is being Anglofied or
Westernized. The same can be said of German- and French-speaking
Swiss who are as likely to communicate with each other in English as
in either of their national languages. Similarly, the maintenance of
English as an associate national language in India, despite Nehru’s
plans to the contrary, testifies to the intense desires of the non-Hindi-
speaking peoples of India to preserve their own languages and cultures
and the necessity of India remaining a multilingual society.

». 62 As the leading linguistic scholar Joshua Fishman has observed, a

language is more likely to be accepted as a lingua franca or LWC if it is
not identified with a particular ethnic group, religion, or ideology. In
the past English had many of these identifications. More recently
English has been “de-ethnicized (or minimally ethnicized)” as
happened in the past with Akkadian, Aramaic, Greek, and Latin. “It is
part of the relative good fortune of English as an additional language
that neither its British nor its American fountainheads have been
widely or deeply viewed in an ethnic or ideological context for the past
quarter century or so” [Italics his].[12] The use of English for
intercultural communication thus helps to maintain and, indeed,
reinforces peoples’ separate cultural identities. Precisely because
people want to preserve their own culture they use English to
communicate with peoples of other cultures.

The people who speak English throughout the world also
increasingly speak different Englishes. English is indigenized and takes



on local colorations which distinguish it from British or American
English and which, at the extreme, make these Englishes almost
unintelligible one to the other, as is also the case with varieties of
Chinese. Nigerian Pidgin English, Indian English, and other forms of
English are being incorporated into their respective host cultures and
presumably will continue to differentiate themselves so as to become
related but distinct languages, even as Romance languages evolved out
of Latin. Unlike Italian, French, and Spanish, however, these English-
derived languages will either be spoken by only a small portion of
people in the society or they will be used primarily for communication
between particular linguistic groups.

All these processes can be seen at work in India. Purportedly, for
instance, there were 18 million English speakers in 1983 out of a
population of 733 million and 20 million in 1991 out of a population of
867 million. The proportion of English speakers in the Indian
population has thus remained relatively stable at about 2 to 4
percent.[13] Outside of a relatively narrow elite, English does not even
serve as a lingua franca. “The ground reality,” two professors of
English at New Delhi University allege, “is that when one travels from
Kashmir down to the southern-most tip at Kanyakumari, the
communication link is best maintained through a form of Hindi rather
than through English.” In addition, Indian English is taking on many
distinctive characteristics of its own: it is being Indianized, or rather it
is being localized as differences develop among the various speakers of
English with different local tongues.[14] English is being absorbed into
Indian culture just as Sanskrit and Persian were earlier.

Throughout history the distribution of languages in the world has
reflected the distribution of power in the world. The most widely
spoken languages—FEnglish, Mandarin, Spanish, French, Arabic,
Russian—are or were the languages of imperial states which actively
promoted use of their languages by other peoples. Shifts in the
distribution of power produce shifts in the use of languages. “[T]wo
centuries of British and American colonial, commercial, , g; industrial,

scientific, and fiscal power have left a substantial legacy in higher



education, government, trade, and technology” throughout the
world.[15] Britain and France insisted on the use of their languages in
their colonies. Following independence, however, most of the former
colonies attempted in varying degrees and with varying success to
replace the imperial language with indigenous ones. During the heyday
of the Soviet Union, Russian was the lingua franca from Prague to
Hanoi. The decline of Russian power is accompanied by a parallel
decline in the use of Russian as a second language. As with other forms
of culture, increasing power generates both linguistic assertiveness by
native speakers and incentives to learn the language by others. In the
heady days immediately after the Berlin Wall came down and it
seemed as if the united Germany was the new behemoth, there was a
noticeable tendency for Germans fluent in English to speak German at
international meetings. Japanese economic power has stimulated the
learning of Japanese by non-Japanese, and the economic development
of China is producing a similar boom in Chinese. Chinese is rapidly
displacing English as the predominant language in Hong Kong[16] and,
given the role of the overseas Chinese in Southeast Asia, has become
the language in which much of that area’s international business is
transacted. As the power of the West gradually declines relative to that
of other civilizations, the use of English and other Western languages
in other societies and for communications between societies will also
slowly erode. If at some point in the distant future China displaces the
West as the dominant civilization in the world, English will give way to
Mandarin as the world’s lingua franca.

As the former colonies moved toward independence and became
independent, promotion or use of the indigenous languages and
suppression of the languages of empire was one way for nationalist
elites to distinguish themselves from the Western colonialists and to
define their own identity. Following independence, however, the elites
of these societies needed to distinguish themselves from the common
people of their societies. Fluency in English, French, or another
Western language did this. As a result, elites of non-Western societies
are often better able to communicate with Westerners and each other



than with the people of their own society (a situation like that in the
West in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries when aristocrats from
different countries could easily communicate in French with each other
but could not speak the vernacular of their own country). In non-
Western societies two opposing trends appear to be underway. On the
one hand, English is increasingly used at the university level to equip
graduates to function effectively in the global competition for capital
and customers. On the other hand, social and political pressures
increasingly lead to the more general use of indigenous languages,
Arabic displacing French in North Africa, Urdu supplanting English as
the language of government and education in Pakistan, and indigenous
language media replacing English media in India. This development
was foreseen by the Indian , ¢, Education Commission in 1948, when it

argued that “use of English . . . divides the people into two nations, the
few who govern and the many who are governed, the one unable to talk
the language of the other, and mutually uncomprehending.” Forty years
later the persistence of English as the elite language bore out this
prediction and had created “an unnatural situation in a working
democracy based on adult suffrage. . . . English-speaking India and
politically-conscious India diverge more and more” stimulating
“tensions between the minority at the top who know English, and the
many millions—armed with the vote—who do not.”[17] To the extent
that non-Western societies establish democratic institutions and the
people in those societies participate more extensively in government,
the use of Western languages declines and indigenous languages
become more prevalent.

The end of the Soviet empire and of the Cold War promoted the
proliferation and rejuvenation of languages which had been suppressed
or forgotten. Major efforts have been underway in most of the former
Soviet republics to revive their traditional languages. Estonian,
Latvian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian, Georgian, and Armenian are now the
national languages of independent states. Among the Muslim republics
similar linguistic assertion has occurred, and Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan,
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan have shifted from the Cyrillic script of



their former Russian masters to the Western script of their Turkish
kinsmen, while Persian-speaking Tajikistan has adopted Arabic script.
The Serbs, on the other hand, now call their language Serbian rather
than Serbo-Croatian and have shifted from the Western script of their
Catholic enemies to the Cyrillic script of their Russian kinsmen. In
parallel moves, the Croats now call their language Croatian and are
attempting to purge it of Turkish and other foreign words, while the
same “Turkish and Arabic borrowings, linguistic sediment left by the
Ottoman Empire’s 450-year presence in the Balkans, have come back
into vogue” in Bosnia.[18] Language is realigned and reconstructed to
accord with the identities and contours of civilizations. As power
diffuses Babelization spreads.

Religion

A universal religion is only slightly more likely to emerge than is a
universal language. The late twentieth century has seen a global
resurgence of religions around the world (see pp. 95-101). That
resurgence has involved the intensification of religious consciousness
and the rise of fundamentalist movements. It has thus reinforced the
differences among religions. It has not necessarily involved significant
shifts in the proportions of the world’s population adhering to different
religions. The data available on religious adherents are even more
fragmentary and unreliable than the data available on language
speakers. Table 3.3 sets out figures derived from one widely used
source. These and other data suggest that the relative numerical
strength of religions around the world has not changed dramatically in
this century. The largest change recorded by this source was the
increase in the proportion of people classified , g5 as “nonreligious”

and “atheist” from 0.2 percent in 1900 to 20.9 percent in 1980.
Conceivably this could reflect a major shift away from religion, and in
1980 the religious resurgence was just gathering steam. Yet this 20.7
percent increase in nonbelievers is closely matched by a 19.0 percent
decrease in those classified as adherents of “Chinese folk-religions”
from 23.5 percent in 1900 to 4.5 percent in 1980. These virtually equal
increases and decreases suggest that with the advent of communism the



bulk of China’s population was simply reclassified from folk-
religionist to nonbelieving.

TaBLE 3.3
PROPORATION OF WORLD POPULATION ADHERING TO MaJDR RELIGIOUE TRADITIONS
{in percentages|

Year 14900 1970 1980 1985 (est) 2000 {est)
Religion 3 .
Westarn Christian 64 06 00 487 299
Orthadox Christian 7.5 1 28 27 24
Muslim 174 153 165 17 192
Monreligious 02 1510 16.4 1649 111
Hindu 125 128 133 135 137
Buddfist 74 G4 6.3 fi.¢ b1
Chingse folk 235 54 415 34 25
Tribal 66 24 21 14 16
Athgist 0.0 Ah 4.5 44 47

Source: David B. Barrett, ed , Workd Chestian Ercyciopedia; A comparative study of chisehes and saligions i the
modiers word A n 1900 - 2000 [Oxford: Ouford Unreersity Press, 1982

Table 3.3 — Proportion of World Population Adhering to Major
Religious Traditions

The data do show increases in the proportions of the world
population adhering to the two major proselytizing religions, Islam and
Christianity, over eighty years. Western Christians were estimated at
26.9 percent of the world’s population in 1900 and 30 percent in 1980.
Muslims increased more dramatically from 12.4 percent in 1900 to
16.5 percent or by other estimates 18 percent in 1980. During the last
decades of the twentieth century both Islam and Christianity
significantly expanded their numbers in Africa, and a major shift
toward Christianity occurred in South Korea. In rapidly modernizing
societies, if the traditional religion is unable to adapt to the
requirements of modernization, the potential exists for the spread of
Western Christianity and Islam. In these societies the most successful
protagonists of Western culture are not neo-classical economists or
crusading democrats or multinational corporation executives. They are
and most likely will continue to be Christian missionaries. Neither
Adam Smith nor Thomas Jefferson will meet the psychological,
emotional, moral, and social needs of urban migrants and first-
generation secondary school graduates. Jesus Christ may not meet them
either, but He is likely to have a better chance.



In the long run, however, Mohammed wins out. Christianity spreads
primarily by conversion, Islam by conversion and reproduction. The
percentage of Christians in the world peaked at about 30 percent in the
1980s, leveled off, is , 55 now declining, and will probably

approximate about 25 percent of the world’s population by 2025. As a
result of their extremely high rates of population growth (see chapter
5), the proportion of Muslims in the world will continue to increase
dramatically, amounting to 20 percent of the world’s population about
the turn of the century, surpassing the number of Christians some years
later, and probably accounting for about 30 percent of the world’s
population by 2025.[19]

Universal Civilization: Sources

The concept of a universal civilization is a distinctive product of
Western civilization. In the nineteenth century the idea of “the white
man’s burden” helped justify the extension of Western political and
economic domination over non-Western societies. At the end of the
twentieth century the concept of a universal civilization helps justify
Western cultural dominance of other societies and the need for those
societies to ape Western practices and institutions. Universalism is the
ideology of the West for confrontations with non-Western cultures. As
is often the case with marginals or converts, among the most
enthusiastic proponents of the single civilization idea are intellectual
migrants to the West, such as Naipaul and Fouad Ajami, for whom the
concept provides a highly satisfying answer to the central question:
Who am I? “White man’s nigger,” however, is the term one Arab
intellectual applied to these migrants,[20] and the idea of a universal
civilization finds little support in other civilizations. The non-Wests
see as Western what the West sees as universal. What Westerners
herald as benign global integration, such as the proliferation of
worldwide media, non-Westerners denounce as nefarious Western
imperialism. To the extent that non-Westerners see the world as one,
they see it as a threat.

The arguments that some sort of universal civilization is emerging



rest on one or more of three assumptions as to why this should be the
case. First, there is the assumption, discussed in chapter 1, that the
collapse of Soviet communism meant the end of history and the
universal victory of liberal democracy throughout the world. This
argument suffers from the single alternative fallacy. It is rooted in the
Cold War perspective that the only alternative to communism is liberal
democracy and that the demise of the first produces the universality of
the second. Obviously, however, there are many forms of
authoritarianism, nationalism, corporatism, and market communism (as
in China) that are alive and well in today’s world. More significantly,
there are all the religious alternatives that lie outside the world of
secular ideologies. In the modern world, religion is a central, perhaps
the central, force that motivates and mobilizes people. It is sheer hubris
to think that because Soviet communism has collapsed, the West has
won the world for all time and that Muslims, Chinese, Indians, and
others are going to rush to embrace Western liberalism as the only
alternative. The Cold War division of humanity is over. The more
fundamental , ¢, divisions of humanity in terms of ethnicity, religions,

and civilizations remain and spawn new conflicts.

Second, there is the assumption that increased interaction among
peoples—trade, investment, tourism, media, electronic communication
generally—is generating a common world culture. Improvements in
transportation and communications technology have indeed made it
easier and cheaper to move money, goods, people, knowledge, ideas,
and images around the world. No doubt exists as to the increased
international traffic in these items. Much doubt exists, however, as to
the impact of this increased traffic. Does trade increase or decrease the
likelihood of conflict? The assumption that it reduces the probability of
war between nations is, at a minimum, not proven, and much evidence
exists to the contrary. International trade expanded significantly in the
1960s and 1970s and in the following decade the Cold War came to an
end. In 1913, however, international trade was at record highs and in
the next few years nations slaughtered each other in unprecedented
numbers.[21] If international commerce at that level could not prevent



war, when can it? The evidence simply does not support the liberal,
internationalist assumption that commerce promotes peace. Analyses
done in the 1990s throw that assumption further into question. One
study concludes that “increasing levels of trade may be a highly
divisive force . . . for international politics” and that “increasing trade
in the international system is, by itself, unlikely to ease international
tensions or promote greater international stability.”[22] Another study
argues that high levels of economic interdependence “can be either
peace-inducing or war-inducing, depending on the expectations of
future trade.” Economic interdependence fosters peace only “when
states expect that high trade levels will continue into the foreseeable
future.” If states do not expect high levels of interdependence to
continue, war is likely to result.[23]

The failure of trade and communications to produce peace or
common feeling is consonant with the findings of social science. In
social psychology, distinctiveness theory holds that people define
themselves by what makes them different from others in a particular
context: “one perceives oneself in terms of characteristics that
distinguish oneself from other humans, especially from people in one’s
usual social milieu . .. a woman psychologist in the company of a
dozen women who work at other occupations thinks of herself as a
psychologist; when with a dozen male psychologists, she thinks of
herself as a woman.”[24] People define their identity by what they are
not. As increased communications, trade, and travel multiply the
interactions among civilizations, people increasingly accord greater
relevance to their civilizational identity. Two Europeans, one German
and one French, interacting with each other will identify each other as
German and French. Two Europeans, one German and one French,
interacting with two Arabs, one Saudi and one Egyptian, will define
themselves as Europeans and Arabs. North African immigration to
France generates hostility among the French and at the same time
increased |, gg receptivity to immigration by European Catholic Poles.

Americans react far more negatively to Japanese investment than to
larger investments from Canada and European countries. Similarly, as



Donald Horowitz has pointed out, “An Ibo may be . . . an Owerri Ibo or
an Onitsha Ibo in what was the Eastern region of Nigeria. In Lagos, he
is simply an Ibo. In London, he is Nigerian. In New York, he is an
African.”[25] From sociology, globalization theory produces a similar
conclusion: “in an increasingly globalized world—characterized by
historically exceptional degrees of civilizational, societal and other
modes of interdependence and widespread consciousness thereof—
there is an exacerbation of civilizational, societal and ethnic self-
consciousness.” The global religious revival, “the return to the sacred,”
is a response to people’s perception of the world as “a single
place.”[26]

The West And Modernization

The third and most general argument for the emergence of a universal
civilization sees it as the result of the broad processes of modernization
that have been going on since the eighteenth century. Modernization
involves industrialization, urbanization, increasing levels of literacy,
education, wealth, and social mobilization, and more complex and
diversified occupational structures. It is a product of the tremendous
expansion of scientific and engineering knowledge beginning in the
eighteenth century that made it possible for humans to control and
shape their environment in totally unprecedented ways. Modernization
is a revolutionary process comparable only to the shift from primitive
to civilized societies, that is, the emergence of civilization in the
singular, which began in the valleys of the Tigris and Euphrates, the
Nile, and the Indus about 5000 B.c.[27] The attitudes, values,
knowledge, and culture of people in a modern society differ greatly
from those in a traditional society. As the first civilization to
modernize, the West leads in the acquisition of the culture of
modernity. As other societies acquire similar patterns of education,
work, wealth, and class structure, the argument runs, this modern
Western culture will become the universal culture of the world.

That significant differences exist between modern and traditional
cultures is beyond dispute. It does not necessarily follow, however, that



societies with modern cultures resemble each other more than do
societies with traditional cultures. Obviously a world in which some
societies are highly modern and others still traditional will be less
homogeneous than a world in which all societies are at comparable
high levels of modernity. But what about a world in which all societies
were traditional? This world existed a few hundred years ago. Was it
any less homogeneous than a future world of universal modernity is
likely to be? Possibly not. “Ming China . . . was assuredly closer to the
France of the Valois,” Braudel argues, “than the China of Mao Tse-tung
is to the France of the Fifth Republic.”[28]

p. 69 Yet modern societies could resemble each other more than do

traditional societies for two reasons. First, the increased interaction
among modern societies may not generate a common culture but it does
facilitate the transfer of techniques, inventions, and practices from one
society to another with a speed and to a degree that were impossible in
the traditional world. Second, traditional society was based on
agriculture; modern society is based on industry, which may evolve
from handicrafts to classic heavy industry to knowledge-based
industry. Patterns of agriculture and the social structure which goes
with them are much more dependent on the natural environment than
are patterns of industry. They vary with soil and climate and thus may
give rise to different forms of land ownership, social structure, and
government. Whatever the overall merits of Wittfogel’s hydraulic
civilization thesis, agriculture dependent on the construction and
operation of massive irrigation systems does foster the emergence of
centralized and bureaucratic political authorities. It could hardly be
otherwise. Rich soil and good climate are likely to encourage
development of large-scale plantation agriculture and a consequent
social structure involving a small class of wealthy landowners and a
large class of peasants, slaves, or serfs who work the plantations.
Conditions inhospitable to large-scale agriculture may encourage
emergence of a society of independent farmers. In agricultural
societies, in short, social structure is shaped by geography. Industry, in
contrast, is much less dependent on the local natural environment.



Differences in industrial organization are likely to derive from
differences in culture and social structure rather than geography, and
the former conceivably can converge while the latter cannot.

Modern societies thus have much in common. But do they
necessarily merge into homogeneity? The argument that they do rests
on the assumption that modern society must approximate a single type,
the Western type, that modern civilization is Western civilization and
that Western civilization is modern civilization. This, however, is a
totally false identification. Western civilization emerged in the eighth
and ninth centuries and developed its distinctive characteristics in the
following centuries. It did not begin to modernize until the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. The West was the West long before it was
modern. The central characteristics of the West, those which
distinguish it from other civilizations, antedate the modernization of
the West.

What were these distinguishing characteristics of Western society
during the hundreds of years before it modernized? Various scholars
have produced answers to this question which differ in some specifics
but agree on the key institutions, practices, and beliefs that may
legitimately be identified as the core of Western civilization. These
include the following.[29]

The Classical legacy

As a third generation civilization, the West inherited much from
previous civilizations, including most notably Classical civilization.
The legacies of the West from Classical civilization are many,
including Greek philosophy and rationalism, Roman law, Latin, and
Christianity. Islamic and |, ;, Orthodox civilizations also inherited

from Classical civilization but nowhere near to the same degree the
West did.

Catholicism and Protestantism

Western Christianity, first Catholicism and then Catholicism and
Protestantism, is historically the single most important characteristic of



Western civilization. During most of its first millennium, indeed, what
is now known as Western civilization was called Western Christendom;
there existed a well-developed sense of community among Western
Christian peoples that they were distinct from Turks, Moors,
Byzantines, and others; and it was for God as well as gold that
Westerners went out to conquer the world in the sixteenth century. The
Reformation and Counter-Reformation and the division of Western
Christendom into a Protestant north and a Catholic south are also
distinctive features of Western history, totally absent from Eastern
Orthodoxy and largely removed from the Latin American experience.

European languages

Language is second only to religion as a factor distinguishing people
of one culture from those of another. The West differs from most other
civilizations in its multiplicity of languages. Japanese, Hindi,
Mandarin, Russian, and even Arabic are recognized as the core
languages of their civilizations. The West inherited Latin, but a variety
of nations emerged and with them national languages grouped loosely
into the broad categories of Romance and Germanic. By the sixteenth
century these languages had generally assumed their contemporary
form.

Separation of spiritual and temporal authority

Throughout Western history first the Church and then many churches
existed apart from the state. God and Caesar, church and state, spiritual
authority and temporal authority, have been a prevailing dualism in
Western culture. Only in Hindu civilization were religion and politics
also so distinctly separated. In Islam, God is Caesar; in China and
Japan, Caesar is God; in Orthodoxy, God is Caesar’s junior partner. The
separation and recurring clashes between church and state that typify
Western civilization have existed in no other civilization. This division
of authority contributed immeasurably to the development of freedom
in the West.

Rule of law

The concept of the centrality of law to civilized existence was



inherited from the Romans. Medieval thinkers elaborated the idea of
natural law according to which monarchs were supposed to exercise
their power, and a common law tradition developed in England. During
the phase of absolutism in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the
rule of law was observed more in the breach than in reality, but the idea
persisted of the subordination of human power to some external
restraint: “Non sub homine sed sub Deo et lege.” The tradition of the
rule of law laid the basis for constitutionalism and the protection of
human rights, including property rights, against the exercise of
arbitrary power. In most other civilizations law was a much less
important factor in shaping thought and behavior.

Social pluralism

Historically Western society has been highly pluralistic. As Deutsch
notes, what is distinctive about the West “is the rise and persistence of
p. 71 diverse autonomous groups not based on blood relationship or

marriage.”[30] Beginning in the sixth and seventh centuries, these
groups initially included monasteries, monastic orders, and guilds, but
then expanded to include in many areas of Europe a variety of other
associations and societies.[31] Associational pluralism was
supplemented by class pluralism. Most Western European societies
included a relatively strong and autonomous aristocracy, a substantial
peasantry, and a small but significant class of merchants and traders.
The strength of the feudal aristocracy was particularly significant in
limiting the extent to which absolutism was able to take firm root in
most European nations. This European pluralism contrasts sharply with
the poverty of civil society, the weakness of the aristocracy, and the
strength of the centralized bureaucratic empires which simultaneously
existed in Russia, China, the Ottoman lands, and other non-Western
societies.

Representative bodies

Social pluralism early gave rise to estates, parliaments, and other
institutions to represent the interests of the aristocracy, clergy,
merchants, and other groups. These bodies provided forms of



representation which in the course of modernization evolved into the
institutions of modern democracy. In some instances these bodies were
abolished or their powers were greatly limited during the period of
absolutism. Even when that happened, however, they could, as in
France, be resurrected to provide a vehicle for expanded political
participation. No other contemporary civilization has a comparable
heritage of representative bodies stretching back for a millennium. At
the local level also, beginning about the ninth century, movements for
self-government developed in the Italian cities and then spread
northward “forcing bishops, local barons and other great nobles to
share power with the burghers, and in the end often yield to them
altogether.”[32] Representation at the national level was thus
supplemented by a measure of autonomy at the local level not
duplicated in other regions of the world.

Individualism

Many of the above features of Western civilization contributed to the
emergence of a sense of individualism and a tradition of individual
rights and liberties unique among civilized societies. Individualism
developed in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries and acceptance of
the right of individual choice—what Deutsch terms “the Romeo and
Juliet revolution”—prevailed in the West by the seventeenth century.
Even claims for equal rights for all individuals—“the poorest he in
England has a life to live as much as the richest he”—were articulated
if not universally accepted. Individualism remains a distinguishing
mark of the West among twentieth-century civilizations. In one
analysis involving similar samples from fifty countries, the top twenty
countries scoring highest on the individualism index included all the
Western countries except Portugal plus Israel.[33] The author of
another cross-cultural survey of individualism and collectivism
similarly highlighted the dominance of individualism in the West
compared to the prevalence of collectivism elsewhere and concluded
that “the values that are most important in the West are least , 7,

important worldwide.” Again and again both Westerners and non-
Westerners point to individualism as the central distinguishing mark of



the West.[34]

The above list is not meant to be an exhaustive enumeration of the
distinctive characteristics of Western civilization. Nor is it meant to
imply that those characteristics were always and universally present in
Western society. Obviously they were not: the many despots in
Western history regularly ignored the rule of law and suspended
representative bodies. Nor is it meant to suggest that none of these
characteristics appeared in other civilizations. Obviously they do: the
Koran and the shari’a constitute basic law for Islamic societies; Japan
and India had class systems paralleling that of the West (and perhaps as
a result are the only two major non-Western societies to sustain
democratic governments for any length of time). Individually almost
none of these factors was unique to the West. The combination of them
was, however, and this is what gave the West its distinctive quality.
These concepts, practices, and institutions simply have been more
prevalent in the West than in other civilizations. They form at least part
of the essential continuing core of Western civilization. They are what
is Western but not modern about the West. They are also in large part
the factors which enabled the West to take the lead in modernizing
itself and the world.

Responses To The West And Modernization

The expansion of the West has promoted both the modernization and
the Westernization of non-Western societies. The political and
intellectual leaders of these societies have responded to the Western
impact in one or more of three ways: rejecting both modernization and
Westernization; embracing both; embracing the first and rejecting the
second.[35]

Rejectionism

Japan followed a substantially rejectionist course from its first
contacts with the West in 1542 until the mid-nineteenth century. Only
limited forms of modernization were permitted, such as the acquisition
of firearms, and the import of Western culture, including most notably



Christianity, was highly restricted. Westerners were totally expelled in
the mid-seventeenth century. This rejectionist stance came to an end
with the forcible opening of Japan by Commodore Perry in 1854 and
the dramatic efforts to learn from the West following the Meiji
Restoration in 1868. For several centuries China also attempted to bar
any significant modernization or Westernization. Although Christian
emissaries were allowed into China in 1601 they were then effectively
excluded in 1722. Unlike Japan, China’s rejectionist policy was in large
part rooted in the Chinese image of itself as the Middle Kingdom and
the firm belief in the superiority of Chinese culture to those of all other
peoples. Chinese isolation, like Japanese isolation, was brought to an
end by Western arms, applied to China by the British in the Opium War
of 1839-1842. As these cases suggest, during the nineteenth century
Western power made it , ;3 increasingly difficult and eventually

impossible for non-Western societies to adhere to purely exclusionist
strategies.

In the twentieth century improvements in transportation and
communication and global interdependence increased tremendously the
costs of exclusion. Except for small, isolated, rural communities
willing to exist at a subsistence level, the total rejection of
modernization as well as Westernization is hardly possible in a world
becoming overwhelmingly modern and highly interconnected. “Only
the very most extreme fundamentalists,” Daniel Pipes writes
concerning Islam, “reject modernization as well as Westernization.
They throw television sets into rivers, ban wrist watches, and reject the
internal combustion engine. The impracticality of their program
severely limits the appeal of such groups, however; and in several cases
—such as the Yen Izala of Kano, Sadat’s assassins, the Mecca mosque
attackers, and some Malaysian dakwah groups—their defeats in violent
encounters with the authorities caused them then to disappear with few
traces.”[36] Disappearance with few traces summarizes generally the
fate of purely rejectionist policies by the end of the twentieth century.
Zealotry, to use Toynbee’s term, is simply not a viable option.

Kemalism



A second possible response to the West is Toynbee’s Herodianism,
to embrace both modernization and Westernization. This response is
based on the assumptions that modernization is desirable and
necessary, that the indigenous culture is incompatible with
modernization and must be abandoned or abolished, and that society
must fully Westernize in order to successfully modernize.
Modernization and Westernization reinforce each other and have to go
together. This approach was epitomized in the arguments of some late
nineteenth century Japanese and Chinese intellectuals that in order to
modernize, their societies should abandon their historic languages and
adopt English as their national language. This view, not surprisingly,
has been even more popular among Westerners than among non-
Western elites. Its message is: “To be successful, you must be like us;
our way is the only way.” The argument is that “the religious values,
moral assumptions, and social structures of these [non-Western]
societies are at best alien, and sometime hostile, to the values and
practices of industrialism.” Hence economic development will “require
a radical and destructive remaking of life and society, and, often, a
reinterpretation of the meaning of existence itself as it has been
understood by the people who live in these civilizations.”[37] Pipes
makes the same point with explicit reference to Islam:

To escape anomy, Muslims have but one choice, for
modernization requires Westernization. . . . Islam does not offer
an alternative way to modernize. . . . Secularism cannot be
avoided. Modern science and technology require an absorption of
the thought processes which accompany them; so too with
political institutions. Because content must be emulated no less
than form, the predominance of Western civilization must be
acknowledged so as to be ;, ;, able to learn from it. European

languages and Western educational institutions cannot be avoided,
even if the latter do encourage freethinking and easy living. Only
when Muslims explicitly accept the Western model will they be in
a position to technicalize and then to develop.[38]



Sixty years before these words were written Mustafa Kemal Ataturk
had come to similar conclusions, had created a new Turkey out of the
ruins of the Ottoman empire, and had launched a massive effort both to
Westernize it and to modernize it. In embarking on this course, and
rejecting the Islamic past, Ataturk made Turkey a “torn country,” a
society which was Muslim in its religion, heritage, customs, and
institutions but with a ruling elite determined to make it modern,
Western, and at one with the West. In the late twentieth century several
countries are pursuing the Kemalist option and trying to substitute a
Western for a non-Western identity. Their efforts are analyzed in
chapter 6.

Reformism

Rejection involves the hopeless task of isolating a society from the
shrinking modern world. Kemalism involves the difficult and traumatic
task of destroying a culture that has existed for centuries and putting in
its place a totally new culture imported from another civilization. A
third choice is to attempt to combine modernization with the
preservation of the central values, practices, and institutions of the
society’s indigneous culture. This choice has understandably been the
most popular one among non-Western elites. In China in the last stages
of the Ch’ing dynasty, the slogan was Ti-Yong, “Chinese learning for
the fundamental principles, Western learning for practical use.” In
Japan it was Wakon, Yosei, “Japanese spirit, Western technique.” In
Egypt in the 1830s Muhammad Ali “attempted technical modernization
without excessive cultural Westernization.” This effort failed, however,
when the British forced him to abandon most of his modernizing
reforms. As a result, Ali Mazrui observes, “Egypt’s destiny was not a
Japanese fate of technical modernization without cultural
Westernization, nor was it an Ataturk fate of technical modernization
through cultural Westernization.”[39] In the latter part of the
nineteenth century, however, Jamal al-Din al-Afghani, Muhammad
’Abduh, and other reformers attempted a new reconciliation of Islam
and modernity, arguing “the compatibility of Islam with modern



science and the best of Western thought” and providing an “Islamic
rationale for accepting modern ideas and institutions, whether
scientific, technological, or political (constitutionalism and
representative government).”[40] This was a broad-gauged reformism,
tending toward Kemalism, which accepted not only modernity but also
some Western institutions. Reformism of this type was the dominant
response to the West on the part of Muslim elites for fifty years from
the 1870s to the 1920s, when it was challenged by the rise first of
Kemalism and then of a much purer reformism in the shape of
fundamentalism.

Rejectionism, Kemalism, and reformism are based on different
assumptions as to what is possible and what is desirable. For
rejectionism both moderniza, ;stion and Westernization are

undesirable and it is possible to reject both. For Kemalism both
modernization and Westernization are desirable, the latter because it is
indispensable to achieving the former, and both are possible. For
reformism, modernization is desirable and possible without substantial
Westernization, which is undesirable. Conflicts thus exist between
rejectionism and Kemalism on the desirability of modernization and
Westernization and between Kemalism and reformism as to whether
modernization can occur without Westernization.
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ALTERNATIVE RESPONSES TO THE |MPACT OF THE WEST

Westernization ——— g

Modernization —————————=
Figure 3.1 — Alternative Responses to the Impact of the West

Figure 3.1 diagrams these three courses of action. The rejectionist
would remain at Point A; the Kemalist would move along the diagonal
to Point B; the reformer would move horizontally toward Point C.
Along what path, however, have societies actually moved? Obviously
each non-Western society has followed its own course, which may
differ substantially from these three prototypical paths. Mazrui even
argues that Egypt and Africa have moved toward Point D through a
“painful process of cultural Westernization without technical
modernization.” To the extent that any general pattern of
modernization and Westernization exists in the responses of non-
Western societies to the West, it would appear to be along the curve A-
E. Initially, Westernization and modernization are closely linked, with
the non-Western society absorbing substantial elements of Western
culture and making slow progress toward modernization. As the pace of
modernization increases, however, the rate of Westernization , ;¢

declines and the indigenous culture goes through a revival. Further
modernization then alters the civilizational balance of power between



the West and the non-Western society and strengthens commitment to
the indigenous culture.

In the early phases of change, Westernization thus promotes
modernization. In the later phases, modernization promotes de-
Westernization and the resurgence of indigenous culture in two ways.
At the societal level, modernization enhances the economic, military,
and political power of the society as a whole and encourages the people
of that society to have confidence in their culture and to become
culturally assertive. At the individual level, modernization generates
feelings of alienation and anomie as traditional bonds and social
relations are broken and leads to crises of identity to which religion
provides an answer. This causal flow is set forth in simple form in
Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2 — Modernization and Cultural Resurgence

This hypothetical general model is congruent with both social
science theory and historical experience. Reviewing at length the
available evidence concerning “the invariance hypothesis,” Rainer
Baum concludes that “the continuing quest of man’s search for
meaningful authority and meaningful personal autonomy occurs in
culturally distinct fashions. In these matters there is no convergence
toward a cross-culturally homogenizing world. Instead, there seems to
be invariance in the patterns that were developed in distinct forms
during the historical and early modern stages of development.”[41]
Borrowing theory, as elaborated by Frobenius, Spengler, and Bozeman
among others, stresses the extent to which recipient civilizations
selectively borrow items from other civilizations and adapt, transform,
and assimilate them so as to strengthen and insure the survival of the
core values or “paideuma” of their culture.[42] Almost all of the non-



Western civilizations in the world have existed for at least one
millennium and in some cases for several. They have a demonstrated
record of borrowing from other civilizations in ways to enhance their
own survival. China’s absorption of Buddhism from India, scholars
agree, failed to produce the “Indianization” of China. The Chinese
adapted Buddhism to Chinese purposes and needs. Chinese culture
remained Chinese. The Chinese have to date consistently defeated
intense Western efforts to Christianize them. If, at some point, they do
import Christianity, it is to be expected that it will be absorbed and
adapted in such a manner as to be compatible with the central elements
of Chinese culture. Similarly, Muslim Arabs received, valued, and
made use of their “Hellenic inheritance for essentially utilitarian
reasons. Being mostly , ;; interested in borrowing certain external

forms or technical aspects, they knew how to disregard all elements in
the Greek body of thought that would conflict with ‘the truth’ as
established in their fundamental Koranic norms and precepts.”[43]
Japan followed the same pattern. In the seventh century Japan imported
Chinese culture and made the “transformation on its own initiative, free
from economic and military pressures” to high civilization. “During the
centuries that followed, periods of relative isolation from continental
influences during which previous borrowings were sorted out and the
useful ones assimilated would alternate with periods of renewed
contact and cultural borrowing.”[44] Through all these phases,
Japanese culture maintained its distinctive character.

The moderate form of the Kemalist argument that non-Western
societies may modernize by Westernizing remains unproven. The
extreme Kemalist argument that non-Western societies must
Westernize in order to modernize does not stand as a universal
proposition. It does, however, raise the question: Are there some non-
Western societies in which the obstacles the indigenous culture poses
to modernization are so great that the culture must be substantially
replaced by Western culture if modernization is to occur? In theory this
should be more probable with consummatary than with instrumental
cultures. Instrumental cultures are “characterized by a large sector of



intermediate ends separate from and independent of ultimate ends.”
These systems “innovate easily by spreading the blanket of tradition
upon change itself. . . . Such systems can innovate without appearing to
alter their social institutions fundamentally. Rather, innovation is made
to serve immemoriality.” Consummately systems, in contrast, “are
characterized by a close relationship between intermediate and ultimate
ends. . . . society, the state, authority, and the like are all part of an
elaborately sustained, high-solidarity system in which religion as a
cognitive guide is pervasive. Such systems have been hostile to
innovation.”[45] Apter uses these categories to analyze change in
African tribes. Eisenstadt applies a parallel analysis to the great Asian
civilizations and comes to a similar conclusion. Internal transformation
is “greatly facilitated by autonomy of social, cultural, and political
institutions.”[46] For this reason, the more instrumental Japanese and
Hindu societies moved earlier and more easily into modernization than
Confucian and Islamic societies. They were better able to import the
modern technology and use it to bolster their existing culture. Does this
mean that Chinese and Islamic societies must either forgo both
modernization and Westernization or embrace both? The choices do not
appear that limited. In addition to Japan, Singapore, Taiwan, Saudi
Arabia, and, to a lesser degree, Iran have become modern societies
without becoming Western. Indeed, the effort by the Shah to follow a
Kemalist course and do both generated an intense anti-Western but not
antimodern reaction. China is clearly embarked on a reformist path.

Islamic societies have had difficulty with modernization, and Pipes
supports , ;g his claim that Westernization is a prerequisite by pointing

to the conflicts between Islam and modernity in economic matters such
as interest, fasting, inheritance laws, and female participation in the
work force. Yet even he approvingly quotes Maxine Rodinson to the
effect that “there is nothing to indicate in a compelling way that the
Muslim religion prevented the Muslim world from developing along
the road to modern capitalism” and argues that in most matters other
than economic



Islam and modernization do not clash. Pious Muslims can
cultivate the sciences, work efficiently in factories, or utilize
advanced weapons. Modernization requires no one political
ideology or set of institutions: elections, national boundaries, civic
associations, and the other hallmarks of Western life are not
necessary to economic growth. As a creed, Islam satisfies
management consultants as well as peasants. The Shari’a has
nothing to say about the changes that accompany modernization,
such as the shift from agriculture to industry, from countryside to
city, or from social stability to social flux; nor does it impinge on
such matters as mass education, rapid communications, new forms
of transportation, or health care.[47]

Similiarly, even extreme proponents of anti-Westernism and the
revitalization of indigenous cultures do not hesitate to use modern
techniques of e-mail, cassettes, and television to promote their cause.

Modernization, in short, does not necessarily mean Westernization.
Non-Western societies can modernize and have modernized without
abandoning their own cultures and adopting wholesale Western values,
institutions, and practices. The latter, indeed, may be almost
impossible: whatever obstacles non-Western cultures pose to
modernization pale before those they pose to Westernization. It would,
as Braudel observes, almost “be childish” to think that modernization
or the “triumph of civilization in the singular” would lead to the end of
the plurality of historic cultures embodied for centuries in the world’s
great civilizations.[48] Modernization, instead, strengthens those
cultures and reduces the relative power of the West. In fundamental
ways, the world is becoming more modern and less Western.









Part Il - The Shifting Balance of
Civilizations



Chapter 4 — The Fading of the West: Power, Culture, and
Indigenization

Western Power: Dominance And Decline

».81 1 wo pictures exist of the power of the West in relation to other

civilizations. The first is of overwhelming, triumphant, almost total
Western dominance. The disintegration of the Soviet Union removed
the only serious challenger to the West and as a result the world is and
will be shaped by the goals, priorities, and interests of the principal
Western nations, with perhaps an occasional assist from Japan. As the
one remaining superpower, the United States together with Britain and
France make the crucial decisions on political and security issues; the
United States together with Germany and Japan make the crucial
decisions on economic issues. The West is the only civilization which
has substantial interests in every other civilization or region and has the
ability to affect the politics, economics, and security of every other
civilization or region. Societies from other civilizations usually need
Western help to achieve their goals and protect their interests. Western
nations, as one author summarized it:

* Own and operate the international banking system
 Control all hard currencies

 Are the world’s principal customer

 Provide the majority of the world’s finished goods

« Dominate international capital markets

» Exert considerable moral leadership within many societies
 Are capable of massive military intervention

 Control the sea lanes

* p. g2 Conduct most advanced technical research and development



Control leading edge technical education

Dominate access to space

Dominate the aerospace industry

Dominate international communications

Dominate the high-tech weapons industry[1]

The second picture of the West is very different. It is of a civilization
in decline, its share of world political, economic, and military power
going down relative to that of other civilizations. The West’s victory in
the Cold War has produced not triumph but exhaustion. The West is
increasingly concerned with its internal problems and needs, as it
confronts slow economic growth, stagnating populations,
unemployment, huge government deficits, a declining work ethic, low
savings rates, and in many countries including the United States social
disintegration, drugs, and crime. Economic power is rapidly shifting to
East Asia, and military power and political influence are starting to
follow. India is on the verge of economic takeoff and the Islamic world
is increasingly hostile toward the West. The willingness of other
societies to accept the West’s dictates or abide its sermons is rapidly
evaporating, and so are the West’s self-confidence and will to
dominate. The late 1980s witnessed much debate about the declinist
thesis concerning the United States. In the mid-1990s, a balanced
analysis came to a somewhat similar conclusion:

[I]n many important respects, its [the United States’] relative
power will decline at an accelerating pace. In terms of its raw
economic capabilities, the position of the United States in relation
to Japan and eventually China is likely to erode still further. In the
military realm, the balance of effective capabilities between the
United States and a number of growing regional powers
(including, perhaps, Iran, India, and China) will shift from the



center toward the periphery. Some of America’s structural power
will flow to other nations; some (and some of its soft power as
well) will find its way into the hands of nonstate actors like
multinational corporations.[2]

Which of these two contrasting pictures of the place of the West in
the world describes reality? The answer, of course, is: they both do. The
West is overwhelmingly dominant now and will remain number one in
terms of power and influence well into the twenty-first century.
Gradual, inexorable, and fundamental changes, however, are also
occurring in the balances of power among civilizations, and the power
of the West relative to that of other civilizations will continue to
decline. As the West’s primacy erodes, much of its power will simply
evaporate and the rest will be diffused on a regional basis among the
several major civilizations and their core states. The most significant
increases in power are accruing and will accrue to Asian civilizations,
with China gradu,, gsally emerging as the society most likely to

challenge the West for global influence. These shifts in power among
civilizations are leading and will lead to the revival and increased
cultural assertiveness of non-Western societies and to their increasing
rejection of Western culture.

The decline of the West has three major characteristics.

First, it is a slow process. The rise of Western power took four
hundred years. Its recession could take as long. In the 1980s the
distinguished British scholar Hedley Bull argued that “European or
Western dominance of the universal international society may be said
to have reached its apogee about the year 1900.”[3] Spengler’s first
volume appeared in 1918 and the “decline of the West” has been a
central theme in twentieth-century history. The process itself has
stretched out through most of the century. Conceivably, however, it
could accelerate. Economic growth and other increases in a country’s
capabilities often proceed along an S curve: a slow start then rapid
acceleration followed by reduced rates of expansion and leveling off.



The decline of countries may also occur along a reverse S curve, as it
did with the Soviet Union: moderate at first then rapidly accelerating
before bottoming out. The decline of the West is still in the slow first
phase, but at some point it might speed up dramatically.

Second, decline does not proceed in a straight line. It is highly
irregular with pauses, reversals, and reassertions of Western power
following manifestations of Western weakness. The open democratic
societies of the West have great capacities for renewal. In addition,
unlike many civilizations, the West has had two major centers of
power. The decline which Bull saw starting about 1900 was essentially
the decline of the European component of Western civilization. From
1910 to 1945 Europe was divided against itself and preoccupied with its
internal economic, social, and political problems. In the 1940s,
however, the American phase of Western domination began, and in
1945 the United States briefly dominated the world to an extent almost
comparable to the combined Allied Powers in 1918. Postwar
decolonization further reduced European influence but not that of the
United States, which substituted a new transnational imperialism for
the traditional territorial empire. During the Cold War, however,
American military power was matched by that of the Soviets and
American economic power declined relative to that of Japan. Yet
periodic efforts at military and economic renewal did occur. In 1991,
indeed, another distinguished British scholar, Barry Buzan, argued that
“The deeper reality is that the centre is now more dominant, and the
periphery more subordinate, than at any time since decolonization
began.”[4] The accuracy of that perception, however, fades as the
military victory that gave rise to it also fades into history.

Third, power is the ability of one person or group to change the
behavior of another person or group. Behavior may be changed through
inducement, coercion, or exhortation, which require the power-wielder
to have economic, military, institutional, demographic, political,
technological, social, or other resources. The power of a state or group
is hence normally estimated by , g, measuring the resources it has at

its disposal against those of the other states or groups it is trying to



influence. The West’s share of most, but not all, of the important power
resources peaked early in the twentieth century and then began to
decline relative to those of other civilizations.

Territory and Population

In 1490 Western societies controlled most of the European peninsula
outside the Balkans or perhaps 1.5 million square miles out of a global
land area (apart from Antarctica) of 52.5 million square miles. At the
peak of its territorial expansion in 1920, the West directly ruled about
25.5 million square miles or close to half the earth’s earth. By 1993 this
territorial control had been cut in half to about 12.7 million square
miles. The West was back to its original European core plus its
spacious settler-populated lands in North America, Australia, and New
Zealand. The territory of independent Islamic societies, in contrast,
rose from 1.8 million square miles in 1920 to over 11 million square
miles in 1993. Similar changes occurred in the control of population. In
1900 Westerners composed roughly 30 percent of the world’s
population and Western governments ruled almost 45 percent of that
population then and 48 percent in 1920. In 1993, except for a few small
imperial remnants like Hong Kong, Western governments ruled no one
but Westerners. Westerners amounted to slightly over 13 percent of
humanity and are due to drop to about 11 percent early in the next
century and to 10 percent by 2025.[5] In terms of total population, in
1993 the West ranked fourth behind Sinic, Islamic, and Hindu
civilizations.
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Table 4.1 — Territory Under the Political Control of Civilizations,
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Table 4.2 — Populations of Countries Belonging to the World's
Major Civilizations, 1993
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Table 4.3 — Shares of World Population Under the Political
Control of Civilizations, 1900-2025

Quantitatively Westerners thus constitute a steadily decreasing
minority of ; g5 the world’s population. Qualitatively the balance

between the West and other populations is also changing. Non-Western
peoples are becoming healthier, more urban, more literate, better
educated. By the early 1990s infant mortality rates in Latin America,
Africa, the Middle East, South Asia, East Asia, and Southeast Asia
were one-third to one-half what they had been thirty years earlier. Life
expectancy in these regions had increased significantly, with gains
varying from eleven years in Africa to twenty-three years in East Asia.
In the early 1960s in most of the Third World less than one-third of the
adult population was literate. In the early 1990s, in very few countries
apart from Africa was less than one-half the population literate. About
fifty percent of Indians and 75 percent of Chinese could read and write.
Literacy rates in developing countries in 1970 averaged 41 percent of
those in developed countries; in 1992 they averaged 71 percent. By the
early 1990s in every region except Africa virtually the entire age group
was enrolled in primary education. Most significantly, in the early



1960s in Asia, Latin America, the Middle East, and Africa less than
». 86 one-third of the appropriate age group was enrolled in secondary

education; by the early 1990s one-half of the age group was enrolled
except in Africa. In 1960 urban residents made up less than one-quarter
of the population of the less developed world. Between 1960 and 1992,
however, the urban percentage of the population rose from 49 percent
to 73 percent in Latin America, 34 percent to 55 percent in Arab
countries, 14 percent to 29 percent in Africa, 18 percent to 27 percent
in China, and 19 percent to 26 percent in India.[6]

These shifts in literacy, education, and urbanization created socially
mobilized populations with enhanced capabilities and higher
expectations who could be activated for political purposes in ways in
which illiterate peasants could not. Socially mobilized societies are
more powerful societies. In 1953, when less than 15 percent of Iranians
were literate and less than 17 percent urban, Kermit Roosevelt and a
few CIA operatives rather easily suppressed an insurgency and restored
the Shah to his throne. In 1979, when 50 percent of Iranians were
literate and 47 percent lived in cities, no amount of U.S. military power
could have kept the Shah on his throne. A significant gap still separates
Chinese, Indians, Arabs, and Africans from Westerners, Japanese, and
Russians. Yet the gap is narrowing rapidly. At the same time, a
different gap is opening. The average ages of Westerners, Japanese, and
Russians are increasingly steadily, and the larger proportion of the
population that no longer works imposes a mounting burden on those
still productively employed. Other civilizations are burdened by large
numbers of children, but children are future workers and soldiers.

Economic Product

The Western share of the global economic product also may have
peaked in the 1920s and has clearly been declining since World War II.
In 1750 China accounted for almost one-third, India for almost one-
quarter, and the West for less than a fifth of the world’s manufacturing
output. By 1830 the West had pulled slightly ahead of China. In the
following decades, as Paul , g; Bairoch points out, the industrialization



of the West led to the deindustrialization of the rest of the world. In
1913 the manufacturing output of non-Western countries was roughly
two-thirds what it had been in 1800. Beginning in the mid-nineteenth
century the Western share rose dramatically, peaking in 1928 at 84.2
percent of world manufacturing output. Thereafter the West’s share
declined as its rate of growth remained modest and as less
industrialized countries expanded their output rapidly after World War
I1. By 1980 the West accounted for 57.8 percent of global
manufacturing output, roughly the share it had 120 years earlier in the
1860s.[7]

TagLe 4.4
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Table 4.4 — Shares of World Manufacturing Output by
Civilization or Country, 1750-1980
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Table 4.5 — Civilization Shares of World Gross Economic



Product, 1950-1992

Reliable data on gross economic product are not available for the
pre-World War II period. In 1950, however, the West accounted for
roughly 64 percent of the gross world product; by the 1980s this
proportion had dropped to 49 percent. (See Table 4.5.) By 2013,
according to one estimate, the West will account for only 30% of the
world product. In 1991, according to another estimate, four of the
world’s seven largest economies belonged to non-Western nations:
Japan (in second place), China (third), Russia (sixth), and India
(seventh). In 1992 the United States had the largest economy in the
world, and the top ten economies included those of five Western
countries plus the leading states of five other civilizations: China,
Japan, India, Russia, and Brazil. In 2020 plausible projections indicate
that the top five economies will be in five different civilizations, and
the top ten economies will include only three Western countries. This
relative decline of the West is, of course, in large part a function of the
rapid rise of East Asia.[8]

Gross figures on economic output partially obscure the West’s
qualitative advantage. The West and Japan almost totally dominate
advanced technology industries. Technologies are being disseminated,
however, and if the West wishes to maintain its superiority it will do
what it can to minimize that dissemination. Thanks to the
interconnected world which the West has created, , g3 however,

slowing the diffusion of technology to other civilizations is
increasingly difficult. It is made all the more so in the absence of a
single, overpowering, agreed-upon threat such as existed during the
Cold War and gave measures of technology control some modest
effectiveness.

It appears probable that for most of history China had the world’s
largest economy. The diffusion of technology and the economic
development of non-Western societies in the second half of the
twentieth century are now producing a return to the historical pattern.
This will be a slow process, but by the middle of the twenty-first



century, if not before, the distribution of economic product and
manufacturing output among the leading civilizations is likely to
resemble that of 1800. The two-hundred-year Western “blip” on the
world economy will be over.

Military Capability

Military power has four dimensions: quantitative—the numbers of
men, weapons, equipment, and resources; technological—the
effectiveness and sophistication of weapons and equipment;
organizational—the coherence, discipline, training, and morale of the
troops and the effectiveness of command and control relationships; and
societal—the ability and willingness of the society to apply military
force effectively. In the 1920s the West was far ahead of everyone else
in all these dimensions. In the years since, the military power of the
West has declined relative to that of other civilizations, a decline
reflected in the shifting balance in military personnel, one measure,
although clearly not the most important one, of military capability.
Modernization and economic development generate the resources and
desire for states to develop their military capabilities, and few states
fail to do so. In the 1930s Japan and the Soviet Union created very
powerful military forces, as they demonstrated in World War II. During
the Cold War the Soviet Union had one of the world’s two most

powerful military forces. Currently the West mo, gqnopolizes the

ability to deploy substantial conventional military forces anywhere in
the world. Whether it will continue to maintain that capability is
uncertain. It seems reasonably certain, however, that no non-Western
state or group of states will create a comparable capability during the
coming decades.

Overall, the years after the Cold War have been dominated by five
major trends in the evolution of global military capabilities.
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Table 4.6 — Civilization Shares of Total World Military
Manpower

First, the armed forces of the Soviet Union ceased to exist shortly
after the Soviet Union ceased to exist. Apart from Russia, only Ukraine
inherited significant military capabilities. Russian forces were greatly
reduced in size and were withdrawn from Central Europe and the Baltic
states. The Warsaw Pact ended. The goal of challenging the U.S. Navy
was abandoned. Military equipment was either disposed of or allowed
to deteriorate and become nonoperational. Budget allocations for
defense were drastically reduced. Demoralization pervaded the ranks of
both officers and men. At the same time the Russian military were
redefining their missions and doctrine and restructuring themselves for
their new roles in protecting Russians and dealing with regional
conflicts in the near abroad.

Second, the precipitous reduction in Russian military capabilities
stimulated a slower but significant decline in Western military
spending, forces, and capabilities. Under the plans of the Bush and
Clinton administrations, U.S. military spending was due to drop by 35
percent from $342.3 billion (1994 dollars) in 1990 to $222.3 in 1998.
The force structure that year would be half to two-thirds what it was at
the end of the Cold War. Total military personnel would go down from
2.1 million to 1.4 million. Many major weapons programs have been
and are being canceled. Between 1985 and 1995 annual purchases of



major weapons went down from 29 to 6 ships, 943 to 127 aircraft, 720
to 0 tanks, and 48 to 18 strategic missiles. Beginning in the late 1980s,
Britain, Germany, and, to a lesser degree, France went through similar
reductions in defense spending and military capabilities. In the mid-
1990s, the German armed forces were scheduled to decline from
370,000 to 340,000 and probably to 320,000; the French army was to
drop from its strength of 290,000 in 1990 to 225,000 in 1997. British
military personnel went down from 377,100 in 1985 to 274,800 in
1993. Continental members of NATO also shortened terms of
conscripted service and debated the possible abandonment of
conscription.

Third, the trends in East Asia differed significantly from those in
Russia and the West. Increased military spending and force
improvements were the order of the day; China was the pacesetter.
Stimulated by both their increasing economic wealth and the Chinese
buildup, other East Asian nations are modernizing and expanding their
military forces. Japan has continued to improve its highly sophisticated
military capability. Taiwan, South Korea, Thailand, Malaysia,
Singapore, and Indonesia all are spending more on their military and
purchasing planes, tanks, and ships from Russia, the United States,
Britain, , oo France, Germany, and other countries. While NATO

defense expenditures declined by roughly 10 percent between 1985 and
1993 (from $539.6 billion to $485.0 billion) (constant 1993 dollars),
expenditures in East Asia rose by 50 percent from $89.8 billion to
$134.8 billion during the same period.[9]

Fourth, military capabilities including weapons of mass destruction
are diffusing broadly across the world. As countries develop
economically, they generate the capacity to produce weapons. Between
the 1960s and 1980s, for instance, the number of Third World countries
producing fighter aircraft increased from one to eight, tanks from one
to six, helicopters from one to six, and tactical missiles from none to
seven. The 1990s have seen a major trend toward the globalization of
the defense industry, which is likely further to erode Western mihtary
advantages.[10] Many non-Western societies either have nuclear



weapons (Russia, China, Israel, India, Pakistan, and possibly North
Korea) or have been making strenuous efforts to acquire them (Iran,
Iraq, Libya, and possibly Algeria) or are placing themselves in a
position quickly to acquire them if they see the need to do so (Japan).

Finally, all those developments make regionalization the central
trend in military strategy and power in the post-Cold War world.
Regionalization provides the rationale for the reductions in Russian and
Western military forces and for increases in the military forces of other
states. Russia no longer has a global military capability but is focusing
its strategy and forces on the near abroad. China has reoriented its
strategy and forces to emphasize local power projection and the defense
of Chinese interests in East Asia. European countries are similarly
redirecting their forces, through both NATO and the Western European
Union, to deal with instability on the periphery of Western Europe. The
United States has explicitly shifted its military planning from deterring
and fighting the Soviet Union on a global basis to preparing to deal
simultaneously with regional contingencies in the Persian Gulf and
Northeast Asia. The United States, however, is not likely to have the
military capability to meet these goals. To defeat Iraq, the United
States deployed in the Persian Gulf 75 percent of its active tactical
aircraft, 42 percent of its modern battle tanks, 46 percent of its aircraft
carriers, 37 percent of its army personnel, and 46 percent of its marine
personnel. With significantly reduced forces in the future, the United
States will be hard put to carry out one intervention, much less two,
against substantial regional powers outside the Western Hemisphere.
Military security throughout the world increasingly depends not on the
global distribution of power and the actions of superpowers but on the
distribution of power within each region of the world and the actions of
the core states of civilizations.

In sum, overall the West will remain the most powerful civilization
well into the early decades of the twenty-first century. Beyond then it
will probably continue to have a substantial lead in scientific talent,
research and development capabilities, and civilian and military
technological innovation. Control , o, over the other power resources,



however, is becoming increasingly dispersed among the core states and
leading countries of non-Western civilizations. The West’s control of
these resources peaked in the 1920s and has since been declining
irregularly but significantly. In the 2020s, a hundred years after that
peak, the West will probably control about 24 percent of the world’s
territory (down from a peak of 49 percent), 10 percent of the total
world population (down from 48 percent) and perhaps 15-20 percent of
the socially mobilized population, about 30 percent of the world’s
economic product (down from a peak of probably 70 percent), perhaps
25 percent of manufacturing output (down from a peak of 84 percent),
and less than 10 percent of global military manpower (down from 45
percent).

In 1919 Woodrow Wilson, Lloyd George, and Georges Clemenceau
together virtually controlled the world. Sitting in Paris, they
determined what countries would exist and which would not, what new
countries would be created, what their boundaries would be and who
would rule them, and how the Middle East and other parts of the world
would be divided up among the victorious powers. They also decided
on military intervention in Russia and economic concessions to be
extracted from China. A hundred years later, no small group of
statesmen will be able to exercise comparable power; to the extent that
any group does it will not consist of three Westerners but leaders of the
core states of the world’s seven or eight major civilizations. The
successors to Reagan, Thatcher, Mitterrand, and Kohl will be rivaled by
those of Deng Xiaoping, Nakasone, Indira Gandhi, Yeltsin, Khomeini,
and Suharto. The age of Western dominance will be over. In the
meantime the fading of the West and the rise of other power centers is
promoting the global processes of indigenization and the resurgence of
non-Western cultures.

Indigenization: The Resurgence Of Non-Western Cultures

The distribution of cultures in the world reflects the distribution of
power. Trade may or may not follow the flag, but culture almost always
follows power. Throughout history the expansion of the power of a



civilization has usually occurred simultaneously with the flowering of
its culture and has almost always involved its using that power to
extend its values, practices, and institutions to other societies. A
universal civilization requires universal power. Roman power created a
near-universal civilization within the limited confines of the Classical
world. Western power in the form of European colonialism in the
nineteenth century and American hegemony in the twentieth century
extended Western culture throughout much of the contemporary world.
European colonialism is over; American hegemony is receding. The
erosion of Western culture follows, as indigenous, historically rooted
mores, languages, beliefs, and institutions reassert themselves. The
growing power of non-Western societies produced by ,, o,

modernization is generating the revival of non-Western cultures
throughout the world.”[FO5]

A distinction exists, Joseph Nye has argued, between “hard power,”
which is the power to command resting on economic and military
strength, and “soft power,” which is the ability of a state to get “other
countries to want what it wants” through the appeal of its culture and
ideology. As Nye recognizes, a broad diffusion of hard power is
occurring in the world and the major nations “are less able to use their
traditional power resources to achieve their purposes than in the past.”
Nye goes on to say that if a state’s “culture and ideology are attractive,
others will be more willing to follow” its leadership, and hence soft
power is “just as important as hard command power.”[11] What,
however, makes culture and ideology attractive? They become
attractive when they are seen as rooted in material success and
influence. Soft power is power only when it rests on a foundation of
hard power. Increases in hard economic and military power produce
enhanced self-confidence, arrogance, and belief in the superiority of
one’s own culture or soft power compared to those of other peoples and
greatly increase its attractiveness to other peoples. Decreases in
economic and military power lead to self-doubt, crises of identity, and
efforts to find in other cultures the keys to economic, military, and
political success. As non-Western societies enhance their economic,



military, and political capacity, they increasingly trumpet the virtues of
their own values, institutions, and culture.

Communist ideology appealed to people throughout the world in the
1950s and 1960s when it was associated with the economic success and
military force of the Soviet Union. That appeal evaporated when the
Soviet economy stagnated and was unable to maintain Soviet military
strength. Western values and institutions have appealed to people from
other cultures because they were seen as the source of Western power
and wealth. This process has been going on for centuries. Between 1000
and 1300, as William McNeill points out, Christianity, Roman law, and
other elements of Western culture were adopted by Hungarians, Poles,
and Lithuanians, and this “acceptance of Western civilization was
stimulated by mingled fear and admiration of the military prowess of
Western princes.”[12] As Western power declines, the ability of the
West to impose Western concepts of human rights, liberalism, and
democracy on other civilizations also declines and so does the
attractiveness of those values to other civilizations.

It already has. For several centuries non-Western peoples envied the
eco, gznomic prosperity, technological sophistication, military power,

and political cohesion of Western societies. They sought the secret of
this success in Western values and institutions, and when they
identified what they thought might be the key they attempted to apply it
in their own societies. To become rich and powerful, they would have
to become like the West. Now, however, these Kemalist attitudes have
disappeared in East Asia. East Asians attribute their dramatic economic
development not to their import of Western culture but rather to their
adherence to their own culture. They are succeeding, they argue,
because they are different from the West. Similarly, when non-Western
societies felt weak in relation to the West, they invoked Western values
of self-determination, liberalism, democracy, and independence to
justify their opposition to Western domination. Now that they are no
longer weak but increasingly powerful, they do not hesitate to attack
those same values which they previously used to promote their
interests. The revolt against the West was originally legitimated by



asserting the universality of Western values; it is now legitimated by
asserting the superiority of non-Western values.

The rise of these attitudes is a manifestation of what Ronald Dore
has termed the “second-generation indigenization phenomenon.” In
both former Western colonies and independent countries like China and
Japan, “The first ‘modernizer’ or ‘post-independence’ generation has
often received its training in foreign (Western) universities in a
Western cosmopolitan language. Partly because they first go abroad as
impressionable teenagers, their absorption of Western values and life-
styles may well be profound.” Most of the much larger second
generation, in contrast, gets its education at home in universities
created by the first generation, and the local rather than the colonial
language is increasingly used for instruction. These universities
“provide a much more diluted contact with metropolitan world culture”
and “knowledge is indigenized by means of translations—usually of
limited range and of poor quality.” The graduates of these universities
resent the dominance of the earlier Western-trained generation and
hence often “succumb to the appeals of nativist opposition
movements.”’[13] As Western influence recedes, young aspiring leaders
cannot look to the West to provide them with power and wealth. They
have to find the means of success within their own society, and hence
they have to accommodate to the values and culture of that society.

The process of indigenization need not wait for the second
generation. Able, perceptive, and adaptive first generation leaders
indigenize themselves. Three notable cases are Mohammad Ali Jinnah,
Harry Lee, and Solomon Bandaranaike. They were brilliant graduates
of Oxford, Cambridge, and Lincoln’s Inn, respectively, superb lawyers,
and thoroughly Westernized members of the elites of their societies.
Jinnah was a committed secularist. Lee was, in the words of one British
cabinet minister, “the best bloody Englishman east of Suez.”
Bandaranaike was raised a Christian. Yet to lead their nations to and
after independence they had to indigenize. They reverted to their
ancestral cultures, and in the process at times changed identities,
names, dress, and beliefs. The , ¢, English lawyer M. A. Jinnah became



Pakistan’s Quaid-i-Azam, Harry Lee became Lee Kuan Yew. The
secularist Jinnah became the fervent apostle of Islam as the basis for
the Pakistani state. The Anglofied Lee learned Mandarin and became an
articulate promoter of Confucianism. The Christian Bandaranaike
converted to Buddhism and appealed to Sinhalese nationalism.

Indigenization has been the order of the day throughout the non-
Western world in the 1980s and 1990s. The resurgence of Islam and
“re-Islamization” are the central themes in Muslim societies. In India
the prevailing trend is the rejection of Western forms and values and
the “Hinduization” of politics and society. In East Asia, governments
are promoting Confucianism, and political and intellectual leaders
speak of the “Asianization” of their countries. In the mid-1980s Japan
became obsessed with “Nihonjinron or the theory of Japan and the
Japanese.” Subsequently a leading Japanese intellectual argued that
historically Japan has gone through “cycles of importation of external
cultures” and “ ‘indigenization’ of those cultures through replication
and refinement, inevitable turmoil resulting from exhausting the
imported and creative impulse, and eventual reopening to the outside
world.” At present Japan is “embarking on the second phase of this
cycle.”[14] With the end of the Cold War, Russia again became a
“torn” country with the reemergence of the classic struggle between
Westernizers and Slavophiles. For a decade, however, the trend was
from the former to the latter, as the Westernized Gorbachev gave way
to Yeltsin, Russian in style, Western in articulated beliefs, who, in turn,
was threatened by nationalists epitomizing Russian Orthodox
indigenization.

Indigenization is furthered by the democracy paradox: adoption by
non-Western societies of Western democratic institutions encourages
and gives access to power to nativist and anti-Western political
movements. In the 1960s and 1970s Westernized and pro-Western
governments in developing countries were threatened by coups and
revolutions; in the 1980s and 1990s they are increasingly in danger of
being ousted by elections. Democratization conflicts with
Westernization, and democracy is inherently a parochializing not a



cosmopolitanizing process. Politicians in non-Western societies do not
win elections by demonstrating how Western they are. Electoral
competition instead stimulates them to fashion what they believe will
be the most popular appeals, and those are usually ethnic, nationalist,
and religious in character.

The result is popular mobilization against Western-educated and
Western-oriented elites. Islamic fundamentalist groups have done well
in the few elections that have occurred in Muslim countries and would
have come to national power in Algeria if the military had not canceled
the 1992 election. In India competition for electoral support has
arguably encouraged communal appeals and communal violence.[15]
Democracy in Sri Lanka enabled the Sri Lanka Freedom Party to throw
out the Western-oriented, elitist United National Party in 1956 and
provided opportunity for the rise of the Pathika Chintanaya Sinhalese
nationalist movement in the 1980s. Prior to 1949 both South African
and Western elites viewed South Africa as a Western state. After the
apartheid , o5 regime took shape, Western elites gradually read South

Africa out of the Western camp, while white South Africans continued
to think of themselves as Westerners. In order to resume their place in
the Western international order, however, they had to introduce
Western democratic institutions, which resulted in the coming to power
of a highly Westernized black elite. If the second generation
indigenization factor operates, however, their successors will be much
more Xhosa, Zulu, and African in outlook and South Africa will
increasingly define itself as an African state.

At various times before the nineteenth century, Byzantines, Arabs,
Chinese, Ottomans, Moguls, and Russians were highly confident of
their strength and achievements compared to those of the West. At
these times they also were contemptuous of the cultural inferiority,
institutional backwardness, corruption, and decadence of the West. As
the success of the West fades relatively, such attitudes reappear. People
feel “they don’t have to take it anymore.” Iran is an extreme case, but,
as one observer noted, “Western values are rejected in different ways,
but no less firmly, in Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore, China, and



Japan.”[16] We are witnessing “the end of the progressive era”
dominated by Western ideologies and are moving into an era in which
multiple and diverse civilizations will interact, compete, coexist, and
accommodate each other.[17] This global process of indigenization is
manifest broadly in the revivals of religion occurring in so many parts
of the world and most notably in the cultural resurgence in Asian and
Islamic countries generated in large part by their economic and
demographic dynamism.



La Revanche De Dieu

In the first half of the twentieth century intellectual elites generally
assumed that economic and social modernization was leading to the
withering away of religion as a significant element in human existence.
This assumption was shared by both those who welcomed and those
who deplored this trend. Modernizing secularists hailed the extent to
which science, rationalism, and pragmatism were eliminating the
superstitions, myths, irrationalities, and rituals that formed the core of
existing religions. The emerging society would be tolerant, rational,
pragmatic, progressive, humanistic, and secular. Worried
conservatives, on the other hand, warned of the dire consequences of
the disappearance of religious beliefs, religious institutions, and the
moral guidance religion provided for individual and collective human
behavior. The end result would be anarchy, depravity, the undermining
of civilized life. “If you will not have God (and He is a jealous God),”
T. S. Eliot said, “you should pay your respects to Hitler or Stalin.”[18]

The second half of the twentieth century proved these hopes and
fears unfounded. Economic and social modernization became global in
scope, and at the same time a global revival of religion occurred. This
revival, la revanche de Dieu, Gilles Kepel termed it, has pervaded
every continent, every civiliza, qgtion, and virtually every country. In

the mid-1970s, as Kepel observes, the trend to secularization and
toward the accommodation of religion with secularism “went into
reverse. A new religious approach took shape, aimed no longer at
adapting to secular values but at recovering a sacred foundation for the
organization of society—by changing society if necessary. Expressed in
a multitude of ways, this approach advocated moving on from a
modernism that had failed, attributing its setbacks and dead ends to
separation from God. The theme was no longer aggiornamento but a
‘second evangelization of Europe,’ the aim was no longer to modernize
Islam but to ‘Islamize modernity.” ”[19]

This religious revival has in part involved expansion by some
religions, which gained new recruits in societies where they had



previously not had them. To a much larger extent, however, the
religious resurgence involved people returning to, reinvigorating, and
giving new meaning to the traditional religions of their communities.
Christianity, Islam, Judaism, Hinduism, Buddhism, Orthodoxy, all
experienced new surges in commitment, relevance, and practice by
erstwhile casual believers. In all of them fundamentalist movements
arose committed to the militant purification of religious doctrines and
institutions and the reshaping of personal, social, and public behavior
in accordance with religious tenets. The fundamentalist movements are
dramatic and can have significant political impact. They are, however,
only the surface waves of the much broader and more fundamental
religious tide that is giving a different cast to human life at the end of
the twentieth century. The renewal of religion throughout the world far
transcends the activities of fundamentalist extremists. In society after
society it manifests itself in the daily lives and work of people and the
concerns and projects of governments. The cultural resurgence in the
secular Confucian culture takes the form of the affirmation of Asian
values but in the rest of the world manifests itself in the affirmation of
religious values. The “unsecularization of the world,” as George
Weigel remarked “is one of the dominant social facts in the late
twentieth century.”[20]

The ubiquity and relevance of religion has been dramatically evident
in former communist states. Filling the vacuum left by the collapse of
ideology, religious revivals have swept through these countries from
Albania to Vietnam. In Russia, Orthodoxy has gone through a major
resurgence. In 1994, 30 percent of Russians below the age of twenty-
five said they had switched from atheism to a belief in God. The
number of active churches in the Moscow area grew from 50 in 1988 to
250 in 1993. Political leaders became uniformly respectful of religion
and the government supportive of it. In Russian cities, as one acute
observer reported in 1993, “The sound of church bells once again fills
the air. Newly gilded cupolas gleam in the sun. Churches only recently
in ruins reverberate again with magnificent song. Churches are the
busiest place in town.”[21] Simultaneously with the revival of



Orthodoxy in the Slavic republics, an Islamic revival swept through
Central Asia. In 1989, 160 functioning mosques and one medressah
(Islamic seminary) existed in Central Asia; by early 1993 there were
about 10,000 mosques and ten medressahs. While this revival | 47

involved some fundamentalist political movements and was
encouraged from the outside by Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Pakistan, it was
basically an extremely broad-based, mainstream, cultural
movement.[22]

How can this global religious resurgence be explained? Particular
causes obviously operated in individual countries and civilizations. Yet
it is too much to expect that a large number of different causes would
have produced simultaneous and similar developments in most parts of
the world. A global phenomenon demands a global explanation.
However much events in particular countries may have been influenced
by unique factors, some general causes must have been at work. What
were they?

The most obvious, most salient, and most powerful cause of the
global religious resurgence is precisely what was supposed to cause the
death of religion: the processes of social, economic, and cultural
modernization that swept across the world in the second half of the
twentieth century. Longstanding sources of identity and systems of
authority are disrupted. People move from the countryside into the city,
become separated from their roots, and take new jobs or no job. They
interact with large numbers of strangers and are exposed to new sets of
relationships. They need new sources of identity, new forms of stable
community, and new sets of moral precepts to provide them with a
sense of meaning and purpose. Religion, both mainstream and
fundamentalist, meets these needs. As Lee Kuan Yew explained for
East Asia:

We are agricultural societies that have industrialized within one or
two generations. What happened in the West over 200 years or
more is happening here in about 50 years or less. It is all crammed



and crushed into a very tight time frame, so there are bound to be
dislocations and malfunctions. If you look at the fast-growing
countries—Kaorea, Thailand, Hong Kong, and Singapore—there’s
been one remarkable phenomenon: the rise of religion. . . . The old
customs and religions—ancestor worship, shamanism—no longer
completely satisfy. There is a quest for some higher explanations
about man’s purpose, about why we are here. This is associated
with periods of great stress in society.[23]

People do not live by reason alone. They cannot calculate and act
rationally in pursuit of their self-interest until they define their self.
Interest politics presupposes identity. In times of rapid social change
established identities dissolve, the self must be redefined, and new
identities created. For people facing the need to determine Who am I?
Where do I belong? religion provides compelling answers, and
religious groups provide small social communities to replace those lost
through urbanization. All religions, as Hassan al-Turabi said, furnish
“people with a sense of identity and a direction in life.” In this process,
people rediscover or create new historical identities. Whatever
universalist goals they may have, religions give people identity by
positing a basic distinction between believers and nonbelievers,
between a superior in-group and a different and inferior out-group.[24]

p. g In the Muslim world, Bernard Lewis argues, there has been “a

recurring tendency, in times of emergency, for Muslims to find their
basic identity and loyalty in the religious community—that is to say, in
an entity defined by Islam rather than by ethnic or territorial criteria.”
Gilles Kepel similarly highlights the centrality of the search for
identity: “Re-Islamization ‘from below’ is first and foremost a way of
rebuilding an identity in a world that has lost its meaning and become
amorphous and alienating.”[25] In India, “a new Hindu identity is
under construction” as a response to tensions and alienation generated
by modernization.[26] In Russia the religious revival is the result “of a
passionate desire for identity which only the Orthodox church, the sole



unbroken link with the Russians’ 1000-year past, can provide,” while in
the Islamic republics the revival similarly stems “from the Central
Asians’ most powerful aspiration: to assert the identities that Moscow
suppressed for decades.”[27] Fundamentalist movements, in particular,
are “a way of coping with the experience of chaos, the loss of identity,
meaning and secure social structures created by the rapid introduction
of modern social and political patterns, secularism, scientific culture
and economic development.” The fundamentalist “movements that
matter,” agrees William H. McNeill, “. . . are those that recruit from
society at large and spread because they answer, or seem to answer,
newly felt human needs. . . . It is no accident that these movements are
all based in countries where population pressure on the land is making
continuation of old village ways impossible for a majority of the
population, and where urban-based mass communications, by
penetrating the villages, have begun to erode an age-old framework of
peasant life.”[28]

More broadly, the religious resurgence throughout the world is a
reaction against secularism, moral relativism, and self-indulgence, and
a reaffirmation of the values of order, discipline, work, mutual help,
and human solidarity. Religious groups meet social needs left untended
by state bureaucracies. These include the provision of medical and
hospital services, kindergartens and schools, care for the elderly,
prompt relief after natural and other catastrophes, and welfare and
social support during periods of economic deprivation. The breakdown
of order and of civil society creates vacuums which are filled by
religious, often fundamentalist, groups.[29]

If traditionally dominant religions do not meet the emotional and
social needs of the uprooted, other religious groups move in to do so
and in the process greatly expand their memberships and the saliency
of religion in social and political life. South Korea historically was an
overwhelmingly Buddhist country, with Christians numbering in 1950
perhaps 1 percent to 3 percent of the population. As South Korea took
off into rapid economic development, with massive urbanization and
occupational differentiation, Buddhism was found wanting. “For the



millions who poured into the cities and for many who stayed behind in
the altered countryside, the quiescent Buddhism of Korea’s agrarian
age lost its appeal. Christianity with its message of personal salvation
». 99 and individual destiny offered a surer comfort in a time of

confusion and change.”[30] By the 1980s Christians, largely
Presbyterians and Catholics, were at least 30 percent of South Korea’s
population.

A similar and parallel shift occurred in Latin America. The number
of Protestants in Latin America increased from roughly 7 million in
1960 to about 50 million in 1990. The reasons for this success, the
Latin American Catholic bishops recognized in 1989, included the
Catholic Church’s “slowness in coming to terms with the technicalities
of urban life” and “its structure that occasionally makes it incapable of
responding to the psychological needs of present-day people.” Unlike
the Catholic Church, one Brazilian priest observed, the Protestant
churches meet “the basic needs of the person—human warmth, healing,
a deep spiritual experience.” The spread of Protestantism among the
poor in Latin America is not primarily the replacement of one religion
by another but rather a major net increase in religious commitment and
participation as nominal and passive Catholics become active and
devout Evangelicals. In Brazil in the early 1990s, for instance, 20
percent of the population identified themselves as Protestant and 73
percent as Catholic, yet on Sundays 20 million people were in
Protestant churches and about 12 million were in Catholic ones.[31]
Like the other world religions, Christianity is going through a
resurgence connected to modernization, and in Latin America it has
taken a Protestant rather than a Catholic form.

These changes in South Korea and Latin America reflect the inability
of Buddhism and established Catholicism to meet the psychological,
emotional, and social needs of people caught in the traumas of
modernization. Whether additional significant shifts in religious
adherence occur elsewhere depends on the extent to which the
prevailing religion is able to meet these needs. Given its emotional
aridity, Confucianism appears particularly vulnerable. In Confucian



countries, Protestantism and Catholicism could have an appeal similar
to those of evangelical Protestantism to Latin Americans, Christianity
to South Koreans, and fundamentalism to Muslims and Hindus. In
China in the late 1980s, as economic growth was in full swing,
Christianity also spread “particularly among young people.” Perhaps 50
million Chinese are Christian. The government has attempted to
prevent their increase by jailing ministers, missionaries, and
evangelists, prohibiting and suppressing religious ceremonies and
activities, and in 1994 passing a law that prohibits foreigners from
proselytizing or setting up religious schools or other religious
organizations and prohibits religious groups from engaging in
independent or overseas-financed activities. In Singapore, as in China,
about 5 percent of the population is Christian. In the late 1980s and
early 1990s government ministers warned evangelists against upsetting
the country’s “delicate religious balance,” detained religious workers
including officials of Catholic organizations, and harassed in various
ways Christian groups and individuals.[32] With the end of the Cold
War and the political openings that followed, Western churches also
moved into the Ortho, ;,,dox former Soviet republics, competing with

the revived Orthodox churches. Here too, as in China, an effort was
made to curb their proselytizing. In 1993, at the urging of the Orthodox
Church, the Russian parliament passed legislation requiring foreign
religious groups to be accredited by the state or to be affiliated with a
Russian religious organization if they were going to engage in
missionary or educational work. President Yeltsin, however, refused to
sign this bill into law.[33] Overall, the record suggests that where they
conflict, la revanche de Dieu trumps indigenization: if the religious
needs of modernization cannot be met by their traditional faiths people
turn to emotionally satisfying religious imports.

In addition to the psychological, emotional, and social traumas of
modernization, other stimulants to religious revival included the retreat
of the West and the end of the Cold War. Beginning in the nineteenth
century, the responses of non-Western civilizations to the West
generally moved through a progression of ideologies imported from the



West. In the nineteenth century non-Western elites imbibed Western
liberal values, and their first expressions of opposition to the West took
the form of liberal nationalism. In the twentieth century Russian,
Asian, Arab, African, and Latin American elites imported socialist and
Marxist ideologies and combined them with nationalism in opposition
to Western capitalism and Western imperialism. The collapse of
communism in the Soviet Union, its severe modification in China, and
the failure of socialist economies to achieve sustained development
have now created an ideological vacuum. Western governments,
groups, and international institutions, such as the IMF and World Bank,
have attempted to fill this vacuum with the doctrines of neo-orthodox
economics and democratic politics. The extent to which these doctrines
will have a lasting impact in non-Western cultures is uncertain.
Meanwhile, however, people see communism as only the latest secular
god to have failed, and in the absence of compelling new secular deities
they turn with relief and passion to the real thing. Religion takes over
from ideology, and religious nationalism replaces secular
nationalism.[34]

The movements for religious revival are antisecular, antiuniversal,
and, except in their Christian manifestations, anti-Western. They also
are opposed to the relativism, egotism, and consumerism associated
with what Bruce B. Lawrence has termed “modernism” as distinct from
“modernity.” By and large they do not reject urbanization,
industrialization, development, capitalism, science, and technology,
and what these imply for the organization of society. In this sense, they
are not antimodern. They accept modernization, as Lee Kuan Yew
observes, and “the inevitability of science and technology and the
change in the life-styles they bring,” but they are “unreceptive to the
idea that they be Westernized.” Neither nationalism nor socialism, al-
Turabi argues, produced development in the Islamic world. “Religion is
the motor of development,” and a purified Islam will play a role in the
contemporary era comparable to that of the Protestant ethic in the
history of the West. Nor is religion incompatible with the
develop, ;o;ment of a modern state.[35] Islamic fundamentalist



movements have been strong in the more advanced and seemingly more
secular Muslim societies, such as Algeria, Iran, Egypt, Lebanon, and
Tunisia.[36] Religious movements, including particularly
fundamentalist ones, are highly adept at using modern communications
and organizational techniques to spread their message, illustrated most
dramatically by the success of Protestant televangelism in Central
America.

Participants in the religious resurgence come from all walks of life
but overwhelmingly from two constituencies, both urban and both
mobile. Recent migrants to the cities generally need emotional, social,
and material support and guidance, which religious groups provide
more than any other source. Religion for them, as Régis Debray put it,
is not “the opium of the people, but the vitamin of the weak.”[37] The
other principal constituency is the new middle class embodying Dore’s
“second-generation indigenization phenomenon.” The activists in
Islamic fundamentalist groups are not, as Kepel points out, “aging
conservatives or illiterate peasants.” With Muslims as with others, the
religious revival is an urban phenomenon and appeals to people who
are modern-oriented, well-educated, and pursue careers in the
professions, government, and commerce.[38] Among Muslims, the
young are religious, their parents secular. Much the same is the case
with Hinduism, where the leaders of revivalist movements again come
from the indigenized second generation and are often “successful
businessmen and administrators” labeled in the Indian press
“Scuppies”—saffron-clad yuppies. Their supporters in the early 1990s
were increasingly from “India’s solid middle class Hindus—its
merchants and accountants, its lawyers and engineers” and from its
“senior civil servants, intellectuals, and journalists.”[39] In South
Korea, the same types of people increasingly filled Catholic and
Presbyterian churches during the 1960s and 1970s.

Religion, indigenous or imported, provides meaning and direction
for the rising elites in modernizing societies. “The attribution of value
to a traditional religion,” Ronald Dore noted, “is a claim to parity of
respect asserted against ‘dominant other’ nations, and often,



simultaneously and more proximately, against a local ruling class
which has embraced the values and life-styles of those dominant other
nations.” “More than anything else,” William McNeill observes,
“reaffirmation of Islam, whatever its specific sectarian form, means the
repudiation of European and American influence upon local society,
politics, and morals.”[40] In this sense, the revival of non-Western
religions is the most powerful manifestation of anti-Westernism in
non-Western societies. That revival is not a rejection of modernity; it is
a rejection of the West and of the secular, relativistic, degenerate
culture associated with the West. It is a rejection of what has been
termed the “Westoxification” of non-Western societies. It is a
declaration of cultural independence from the West, a proud statement
that: “We will be modern but we won’t be you.”



Chapter 5 — Economics, Demography, and the Challenger
Civilizations

p. 102 Indigenization and the revival of religion are global phenomena.

They have been most evident, however, in the cultural assertiveness
and challenges to the West that have come from Asia and from Islam.
These have been the dynamic civilizations of the last quarter of the
twentieth century. The Islamic challenge is manifest in the pervasive
cultural, social, and political resurgence of Islam in the Muslim world
and the accompanying rejection of Western values and institutions. The
Asian challenge is manifest in all the East Asian civilizations—Sinic,
Japanese, Buddhist, and Muslim—and emphasizes their cultural
differences from the West and, at times, the commonalities they share,
often identified with Confucianism. Both Asians and Muslims stress
the superiority of their cultures to Western culture. In contrast, people
in other non-Western civilizations—Hindu, Orthodox, Latin American,
African—may affirm the distinctive character of their cultures, but as
of the mid-1990s had been hesitant about proclaiming their superiority
to Western culture. Asia and Islam stand alone, and at times together,
in their increasingly confident assertiveness with respect to the West.

Related but different causes lie behind these challenges. Asian
assertiveness is rooted in economic growth; Muslim assertiveness
stems in considerable measure from social mobilization and population
growth. Each of these challenges is having and will continue to have
into the twenty-first century a highly destabilizing impact on global
politics. The nature of those impacts, however, differs significantly.
The economic development of China and other Asian societies provides
their governments with both the incentives and the resources , ;43 to

become more demanding in their dealing with other countries.
Population growth in Muslim countries, and particularly the expansion
of the fifteen- to twenty-four-year-old age cohort, provides recruits for
fundamentalism, terrorism, insurgency, and migration. Economic
growth strengthens Asian governments; demographic growth threatens
Muslim governments and non-Muslim societies.



The Asian Affirmation

The economic development of East Asia has been one of the most
significant developments in the world in the second half of the
twentieth century. This process began in Japan in the 1950s, and for a
while Japan was thought to be the great exception: a non-Western
country that had successfully modernized and become economically
developed. The process of economic development, however, spread to
the Four Tigers (Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore) and then
to China, Malaysia, Thailand, and Indonesia, and is taking hold in the
Philippines, India, and Vietnam. These countries have often sustained
for a decade or more average annual growth rates of 8-10 percent or
more. An equally dramatic expansion of trade has occurred first
between Asia and the world and then within Asia. This Asian economic
performance contrasts dramatically with the modest growth of the
European and American economics and the stagnation that has
pervaded much of the rest of the world.

The exception is thus no longer just Japan, it is increasingly all of
Asia. The identity of wealth with the West and underdeveloprnent with
the non-West will not outlast the twentieth century. The speed of this
transformation has been overwhelming. As Kishore Mahbubani has
pointed out, it took Britain and the United States fifty-eight years and
forty-seven years, respectively, to double their per capita output, but
Japan did it in thirty-three years, Indonesia in seventeen, South Korea
in eleven, and China in ten. The Chinese economy grew at annual rates
averaging 8 percent during the 1980s and the first half of the 1990s, and
the Tigers were close behind (see Figure 5.1). The “Chinese Economic
Area,” the World Bank declared in 1993, had become the world’s
“fourth growth pole,” along with the United States, Japan, and
Germany. According to most estimates, the Chinese economy will
become the world’s largest early in the twenty-first century. With the
second and third largest economies in the world in the 1990s, Asia is
likely to have four of the five largest and seven of the ten largest
economies by 2020. By that date Asian societies are likely to account
for over 40 percent of the global economic product. Most of the more



competitive economies will also probably be Asian.[1] Even if Asian
economic growth levels off sooner and more precipitously than

expected, the consequences of the growth that has already occurred for
Asia and the world are still enormous.

FiGurE 5.1
The Economic Challenge; Asia and the West
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Figure 5.1 — The Economic Challenge: Asia and the West

East Asian economic development is altering the balance of power
between , ;, Asia and the West, specifically the United States.

Successful economic development generates self-confidence and
assertiveness on the part of those who produce it and benefit from it.
Wealth, like power, is assumed to be proof of virtue, a demonstration
of moral and cultural superiority. As they have become more successful
economically, East Asians have not hesitated to emphasize the
distinctiveness of their culture and to trumpet the superiority of their
values and way of life compared to those of the West and other
societies. Asian societies are decreasingly responsive to U.S. demands



and interests and increasingly able to resist pressure from the United
States or other Western countries.

A “cultural renaissance,” Ambassador Tommy Koh noted in 1993,
“is sweeping across” Asia. It involves a “growing self-confidence,”
which means Asians “no longer regard everything Western or
American as necessarily the best.”[2] This renaissance manifests itself
in increasing emphasis on both the distinctive cultural identities of
individual Asian countries and the commonalities of Asian cultures
which distinguish them from Western culture. The significance of this
cultural revival is written in the changing interaction of East Asia’s two
major societies with Western culture.

When the West forced itself on China and Japan in the mid-
nineteenth ; ;5 century, after a momentary infatuation with Kemalism,

the prevailing elites opted for a reformist strategy. With the Meiji
Restoration a dynamic group of reformers came to power in Japan,
studied and borrowed Western techniques, practices, and institutions,
and started the process of Japanese modernization. They did this in
such a way, however, as to preserve the essentials of traditional
Japanese culture, which in many respects contributed to modernization
and which made it possible for Japan to invoke, reformulate, and build
on the elements of that culture to arouse support for and justify its
imperialism in the 1930s and 1940s. In China, on the other hand, the
decaying Ch’ing dynasty was unable to adapt successfully to the impact
of the West. China was defeated, exploited, and humiliated by Japan
and the European powers. The collapse of the dynasty in 1910 was
followed by division, civil war, and invocation of competing Western
concepts by competing Chinese intellectual and political leaders: Sun
Yat Sen’s three principles of “Nationalism, Democracy, and the
People’s Livelihood”; Liang Ch’i-ch’ao’s liberalism; Mao Tse-tung’s
Marxist-Leninism. At the end of the 1940s the import from the Soviet
Union won out over those from the West—nationalism, liberalism,
democracy, Christianity—and China was defined as a socialist society.

In Japan total defeat in World War II produced total cultural



discombobulation. “It is very difficult now,” one Westerner deeply
involved in Japan commented in 1994, “for us to appreciate the extent
to which everything—religion, culture, every single aspect of this
country’s mental existence—was drawn into the service of that war.
The loss of the war was a complete shock to the system. In their minds
the whole thing became worthless and was thrown out.”[3] In its place,
everything connected with the West and particularly the victorious
United States came to be seen as good and desirable. Japan thus
attempted to emulate the United States even as China emulated the
Soviet Union.

By the late 1970s the failure of communism to produce economic
development and the success of capitalism in Japan and increasingly in
other Asian societies led new Chinese leadership to move away from
the Soviet model. The collapse of the Soviet Union a decade later
further underlined the failures of this import. The Chinese thus faced
the issue of whether to turn Westward or to turn inward. Many
intellectuals and some others advocated wholesale Westernization, a
trend that reached its cultural and popular culminations in the
television series River Elegy and the Goddess of Democracy erected in
Tiananmen Square. This Western orientation, however, commanded the
support of neither the few hundred people who counted in Beijing nor
the 800 million peasants who lived in the countryside. Total
Westernization was no more practical at the end of the twentieth
century than it had been at the end of the nineteenth century. The
leadership instead chose a new version of Ti-Yong: capitalism and
involvement in the world economy, on the one hand, combined with
political authoritarianism and recommitment to traditional Chinese
culture, on the other. In place of the revolutionary legitimacy of ;, (6

Marxist-Leninism, the regime substituted performance legitimacy
provided by surging economic development and nationalist legitimacy
provided by invocation of the distinctive characteristics of Chinese
culture. “The post-Tiananmen regime,” one commentator observed,
“has eagerly embraced Chinese nationalism as a new fount of
legitimacy” and has consciously aroused anti-Americanism to justify



its power and its behavior.[4] A Chinese cultural nationalism is thus
emerging, epitomized in the words of one Hong Kong leader in 1994:
“We Chinese feel nationalist which we never felt before. We are
Chinese and feel proud in that.” In China itself in the early 1990s there
developed a “popular desire to return to what is authentically Chinese,
which often is patriarchal, nativistic, and authoritarian. Democracy, in
this historical reemergence, is discredited, as is Leninism, as just
another foreign imposition.”[5]

In the early twentieth century Chinese intellectuals, independently
paralleling Weber, identified Confucianism as the source of Chinese
backwardness. In the late twentieth century, Chinese political leaders,
paralleling Western social scientists, celebrate Confucianism as the
source of Chinese progress. In the 1980s the Chinese government began
to promote interest in Confucianism, with party leaders declaring it
“the mainstream” of Chinese culture.[6] Confucianism also, of course,
become an enthusiasm of Lee Kuan Yew, who saw it as a source of
Singapore’s success and became a missionary of Confucian values to
the rest of the world. In the 1990s the Taiwanese government declared
itself to be “the inheritor of Confucian thought” and President Lee
Teng-hui identified of roots of Taiwan’s democratization in its Chinese
“cultural heritage” stretching back to Kao Yao (twenty-first century
B.C.), Confucius (fifth century B.c.), and Mencius (third century B.C.).[7]
Whether they wish to justify authoritarianism or democracy, Chinese
leaders look for legitimation in their common Chinese culture not in
imported Western concepts.

The nationalism promoted by the regime is Han nationalism, which
helps to suppress the linguistic, regional, and economic differences
among 90 percent of the Chinese population. At the same time, it also
underlines the differences with the non-Chinese ethnic minorities that
constitute less than 10 percent of China’s population but occupy 60
percent of its territory. It also provides a basis for the regime’s
opposition to Christianity, Christian organizations, and Christian
proselytizing, which offer an alternative Western faith to fill the void
left by the collapse of Maoist-Leninism.



Meanwhile in Japan in the 1980s successful economic development
contrasted with the perceived failures and “decline” of the American
economy and social system led Japanese to become increasingly
disenchanted with Western models and increasingly convinced that the
sources of their success must lie within their own culture. The Japanese
culture which produced military disaster in 1945 and hence had to be
rejected had produced economic triumph by 1985 and hence could be
embraced. The increased familiarity of Japanese with Western society
led them to “realize that being Western is not magically wonderful in
and of itself. They get that out of their system.” While the Japanese
p. 107 0f the Meiji Restoration adopted a policy of “disengaging from

Asia and joining Europe,” the Japanese of the late twentieth century
cultural revival endorsed a policy of “distancing from America and
engaging Asia.”[8] This trend involved, first, a reidentification with
Japanese cultural traditions and renewed assertion of the values of
those traditions, and second and more problematical, an effort to
“Asianize” Japan and identify Japan, despite its distinctive civilization,
with a general Asian culture. Given the extent to which after World
War II Japan in contrast to China identified itself with the West and
given the extent to which the West, whatever its failings, did not
collapse totally as the Soviet Union did, the incentives for Japan to
reject the West totally have been nowhere near as great as those for
China to distance itself from both the Soviet and Western models. On
the other hand, the uniqueness of Japanese civilization, the memories in
other countries of Japanese imperialism, and the economic centrality of
Chinese in most other Asian countries also mean that it will be easier
for Japan to distance itself from the West than it will be for it to blend
itself with Asia.[9] By reasserting its own cultural identity, Japan
emphasizes its uniqueness and its differences from both Western and
other Asian cultures.

While Chinese and Japanese found new value in their own cultures,
they also shared in a broader reassertion of the value of Asian culture
generally compared to that of the West. Industrialization and the
growth that accompanied it produced in the 1980s and 1990s



articulation by East Asians of what may be appropriately termed the
Asian affirmation. This complex of attitudes has four major
components.

First, Asians believe that East Asia will sustain its rapid economic
development, will soon surpass the West in economic product, and
hence will be increasingly powerful in world affairs compared to the
West. Economic growth stimulates among Asian societies a sense of
power and an affirmation of their ability to stand up to the West. “The
days when the United States sneezed and Asia caught cold are over,”
declared a leading Japanese journalist in 1993, and a Malaysian official
added to the medical metaphor that “even a high fever in America will
not make Asia cough.” Asians, another Asian leader said, are “at the
end of the era of awe and the beginning of the era of talking back” in
their relations with the United States. “Asia’s increasing prosperity,”
Malaysia’s deputy prime minister asserted, “means that it is now in a
position to offer serious alternatives to the dominant global political,
social and economic arrangements.”[10] It also means, East Asians
argue, that the West is rapidly losing its ability to make Asian societies
conform to Western standards concerning human rights and other
values.

Second, Asians believe this economic success is largely a product of
Asian culture, which is superior to that of the West, which is culturally
and socially decadent. During the heady days of the 1980s when the
Japanese economy, exports, trade balance, and foreign exchange
reserves were booming, the Japanese, like the Saudis before them,
boasted of their new economic power, spoke contemptuously of the
decline of the West, and attributed their success and , ;3 Western

failings to the superiority of their culture and the decadence of Western
culture. In the early 1990s Asian triumphalism was articulated anew in
what can only be described as the “Singaporean cultural offensive.”
From Lee Kuan Yew on down, Singaporean leaders trumpeted the rise
of Asia in relation to the West and contrasted the virtues of Asian,
basically Confucian, culture responsible for this success—order,
discipline, family responsibility, hard work, collectivism,



abstemiousness—to the self-indulgence, sloth, individualism, crime,
inferior education, disrespect for authority, and “mental ossification”
responsible for the decline of the West. To compete with the East, it
was argued, the United states “needs to question its fundamental
assumptions about its social and political arrangements and, in the
process, learn a thing or two from East Asian societies.”[11]

For East Asians, East Asian success is particularly the result of the
East Asian cultural stress on the collectivity rather than the individual.
“['T]he more communitarian values and practices of the East Asians—
the Japanese, Koreans, Taiwanese, Hong Kongers, and the Singaporeans
—have proved to be clear assets in the catching up process,” argued
Lee Kuan Yew. “The values that East Asian culture upholds, such as the
primacy of group interests over individual interests, support the total
group effort necessary to develop rapidly.” “The work ethic of the
Japanese and Koreans, consisting of discipline, loyalty, and diligence,”
Malaysia’s prime minister agreed, “has served as the motive force for
their respective countries’ economic and social development. This
work ethic is born out of the philosophy that the group and the country
are more important than the individual.”[12]

Third, while recognizing the differences among Asian societies and
civilizations, East Asians argue that there are also significant
commonalities. Central among these, one Chinese dissident observed,
is “the value system of Confucianism—honored by history and shared
by most of the countries in the region,” particularly its emphasis on
thrift, family, work, and discipline. Equally important is the shared
rejection of individualism and the prevalence of “soft” authoritarianism
or very limited forms of democracy. Asian societies have common
interests vis-a-vis the West in defending these distinctive values and
promoting their own economic interests. Asians argue that this requires
the development of new forms of intra-Asian cooperation such as the
expansion of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the
creation of the East Asian Economic Caucus. While the immediate
economic interest of East Asian societies is to maintain access to
Western markets, in the longer term economic regionalism is likely to



prevail and hence East Asia must increasingly promote intra-Asian
trade and investment.[13] In particular, it is necessary for Japan, as the
leader in Asian development, to move away from its historic “policy of
de-Asianization and pro-Westernization” and to pursue “a path of re-
Asianization” or, more broadly, to promote “the Asianization of Asia,”
a path endorsed by Singaporean officials.[14]

p. 109 Fourth, East Asians argue that Asian development and Asian

values are models which other non-Western societies should emulate in
their efforts to catch up with the West and which the West should adopt
in order to renew itself. The “Anglo-Saxon developmental model, so
revered over the past four decades as the best means of modernizing the
economies of developing nations and of building a viable political
system, isn’t working,” East Asians allege. The East Asian model is
taking its place, as countries from Mexico and Chile to Iran and Turkey
and the former Soviet republics now attempt to learn from its success,
even as previous generations attempted to learn from Western success.
Asia must “transmit to the rest of the world those Asian values that are
of universal worth. . . . the transmission of this ideal means the export
of the social system of Asia, East Asia in particular.” It is necessary for
Japan and other Asian countries to promote “Pacific globalism,” to
“globalize Asia,” and hence to “decisively shape the character of the
new world order.”[15]

Powerful societies are universalistic; weak societies are
particularistic. The mounting self-confidence of East Asia has given
rise to an emerging Asian universalism comparable to that which has
been characteristic of the West. “Asian values are universal values.
European values are European values,” declaimed Prime Minister
Mabhathir to the heads of European governments in 1996.[16] Along
with this also comes an Asian “Occidentalism” portraying the West in
much the same uniform and negative way which Western Orientalism
allegedly once portrayed the East. To the East Asians economic
prosperity is proof of moral superiority. If at some point India
supplants East Asia as the world’s economically most rapidly
developing area, the world should be prepared for extended



disquisitions on the superiority of Hindu culture, the contributions of
the caste system to economic development, and how by returning to its
roots and overcoming the deadening Western legacy left by British
imperialism, India finally achieved its proper place in the top rank of
civilizations. Cultural assertion follows material success; hard power
generates soft power.

The Islamic Resurgence

While Asians became increasingly assertive as a result of economic
development, Muslims in massive numbers were simultaneously
turning toward Islam as a source of identity, meaning, stability,
legitimacy, development, power, and hope, hope epitomized in the
slogan “Islam is the solution.” This Islamic Resurgence[F06] in its
extent and profundity is the latest phase in the adjustment , ;, of

Islamic civilization to the West, an effort to find the “solution” not in
Western ideologies but in Islam. It embodies acceptance of modernity,
rejection of Western culture, and recommitment to Islam as the guide
to life in the modern world. As a top Saudi official explained in 1994,

“ ‘Foreign imports’ are nice as shiny or high-tech ‘things.” But
intangible social and political institutions imported from elsewhere can
be deadly—ask the Shah of Iran. . .. Islam for us is not just a religion
but a way of life. We Saudis want to modernize, but not necessarily
Westernize.”[17]

The Islamic Resurgence is the effort by Muslims to achieve this
goal. It is a broad intellectual, cultural, social, and political movement
prevalent throughout the Islamic world. Islamic “fundamentalism,”
commonly conceived as political Islam, is only one component in the
much more extensive revival of Islamic ideas, practices, and rhetoric
and the rededication to Islam by Muslim populations. The Resurgence
is mainstream not extremist, pervasive not isolated.

The Resurgence has affected Muslims in every country and most
aspects of society and politics in most Muslim countries. “The indices
of an Islamic awakening in personal life,” John L. Esposito has written,



are many: increased attention to religious observances (mosque
attendance, prayer, fasting), proliferation of religious
programming and publications, more emphasis on Islamic dress
and values, the revitalization of Sufism (mysticism). This broader-
based renewal has also been accompanied by Islam’s reassertion
in public life: an increase in Islamically oriented governments,
organizations, laws, banks, social welfare services, and
educational institutions. Both governments and opposition
movements have turned to Islam to enhance their authority and
muster popular support. . . . Most rulers and governments,
including more secular states such as Turkey and Tunisia,
becoming aware of the potential strength of Islam, have shown
increased sensitivity to and anxiety about Islamic issues.

In similar terms, another distinguished scholar of Islam, Ali E. Hillal
Dessouki, sees the Resurgence as involving efforts to reinstitute
Islamic law in place of Western law, the increased use of religious
language and symbolism, expansion of Islamic education (manifested
in the multiplication of Islamic schools and Islamization of the
curricula in regular state schools), increased adherence to Islamic codes
of social behavior (e.g., female covering, abstinence from alcohol), and
increased participation in religious observances, domination of the
opposition to secular governments in Muslim societies by Islamic
groups, and expanding efforts to develop international solidarity among
Islamic states and societies.[18] La revanche de Dieu is a global
phenomenon, but God, or rather Allah, has made His revenge most
pervasive and fulfilling in the ummah, the community of Islam.

p. 111 Inits political manifestations, the Islamic Resurgence bears

some resemblance to Marxism, with scriptural texts, a vision of the
perfect society, commitment to fundamental change, rejection of the
powers that be and the nation state, and doctrinal diversity ranging
from moderate reformist to violent revolutionary. A more useful



analogy, however, is the Protestant Reformation. Both are reactions to
the stagnation and corruption of existing institutions; advocate a return
to a purer and more demanding form of their religion; preach work,
order, and discipline; and appeal to emerging, dynamic, middle-class
people. Both are also complex movements, with diverse strands, but
two major ones, Lutheranism and Calvinism, Shi’ite and Sunni
fundamentalism, and even parallels between John Calvin and the
Ayatollah Khomeini and the monastic discipline they tried to impose
on their societies. The central spirit of both the Reformation and the
Resurgence is fundamental reform. “Reformation must be universal,”
one Puritan minister declared, “. . . reform all places, all persons and
callings; reform the benches of judgment, the inferior magistrates. . . .
Reform the universities, reform the cities, reform the countries, reform
inferior schools of learning, reform the Sabbath, reform the ordinances,
the worship of God.” In similar terms, al-Turabi asserts, “this
awakening is comprehensive—it is not just about individual piety; it is
not just intellectual and cultural, nor is it just political. It is all of these,
a comprehensive reconstruction of society from top to bottom.”[19] To
ignore the impact of the Islamic Resurgence on Eastern Hemisphere
politics in the late twentieth century is equivalent to ignoring the
impact of the Protestant Reformation on European politics in the late
sixteenth century.

The Resurgence differs from the Reformation in one key aspect. The
latter’s impact was largely limited to northern Europe; it made little
progress in Spain, Italy, eastern Europe, and the Hapsburg lands
generally. The Resurgence, in contrast, has touched almost every
Muslim society. Beginning in the 1970s, Islamic symbols, beliefs,
practices, institutions, policies, and organizations won increasing
commitment and support throughout the world of 1 billion Muslims
stretching from Morocco to Indonesia and from Nigeria to Kazakhstan.
Islamization tended to occur first in the cultural realm and then to
move on to the social and political spheres. Intellectual and political
leaders, whether they favored it or not, could neither ignore it nor avoid
adapting to it in one way or another. Sweeping generalizations are



always dangerous and often wrong. One, however, does seem justified.

In 1995 every country with a predominantly Muslim population, except
Iran, was more Islamic and Islamist culturally, socially, and politically
than it was fifteen years earlier.[20]

In most countries a central element of Islamization was the
development of Islamic social organizations and the capture of
previously existing organizations by Islamic groups. Islamists paid
particular attention both to establishing Islamic schools and to
expanding Islamic influence in state schools. In effect Islamic groups
brought into existence in Islamic “civil society” which paral, ;;,leled,

surpassed, and often supplanted in scope and activity the frequently
frail institutions of secular civil society. In Egypt by the early 1990s
Islamic organizations had developed an extensive network of
organizations which, filling a vacuum left by the government, provided
health, welfare, educational, and other services to a large number of
Egypt’s poor. After the 1992 earthquake in Cairo, these organizations
“were on the streets within hours, handing out food and blankets while
the Government’s relief efforts lagged.” In Jordan the Muslim
Brotherhood consciously pursued a policy of developing the social and
cultural “infrastructure of an Islamic republic” and by the early 1990s,
in this small country of 4 million people, was operating a large
hospital, twenty clinics, forty Islamic schools, and 120 Koranic study
centers. Next door in the West Bank and Gaza, Islamic organizations
established and operated “student unions, youth organizations, and
religious, social, and educational associations,” including schools
ranging from kindergartens to an Islamic university, clinics,
orphanages, a retirement home, and a system of Islamic judges and
arbitrators. Islamic organizations spread throughout Indonesia in the
1970s and 1980s. By the early 1980s, the largest, the Muhhammadijah,
had 6 million members, constituted a “religious-welfare-state-within-
the-secular-state,” and provided “cradle-to-grave” services for the
entire country through an elaborate network of schools, clinics,
hospitals, and university-level institutions. In these and other Muslim
societies, Islamist organizations, banned from political activity, were



providing social services comparable to those of the political machines
in the United States in the early twentieth century.[21]

The political manifestations of the Resurgence have been less
pervasive than its social and cultural manifestations, but they still are
the single most important political development in Muslim societies in
the last quarter of the twentieth century. The extent and makeup of the
political support for Islamist movements has varied from country to
country. Yet certain broad tendencies exist. By and large those
movements do not get much support from rural elites, peasants, and the
elderly. Like fundamentalists in other religions, Islamists are
overwhelmingly participants in and products of the processes of
modernization. They are mobile and modern-oriented younger people
drawn in large part from three groups.

As with most revolutionary movements, the core element has
consisted of students and intellectuals. In most countries
fundamentalists winning control of student unions and similar
organizations was the first phase in the process of political
Islamization, with the Islamist “breakthrough” in universities occurring
in the 1970s in Egypt, Pakistan, and Afghanistan, and then moving on
to other Muslim countries. The Islamist appeal was particularly strong
among students in technical institutes, engineering faculties, and
scientific departments. In the 1990s, in Saudi Arabia, Algeria, and
elsewhere, “second generation indigenization” was manifesting itself
with increasing proportions of university students being educated in
their home languages and hence increas,, ;3ingly exposed to Islamist

influences.[22] Islamists also often developed a substantial appeal to
women, and Turkey witnessed a clear demarcation between the older
generation of secularist women and their Islamist-oriented daughters
and granddaughters.[23] One study of the militant leaders of Egyptian
Islamist groups found they had five major characteristics, which appear
to be typical of Islamists in other countries. They were young,
overwhelmingly in their twenties and thirties. Eighty percent were
university students or university graduates. Over half came from elite
colleges or from the intellectually most demanding fields of technical



specialization such as medicine and engineering. Over 70 percent were
from lower middle-class, “modest, but not poor backgrounds,” and
were the first generation in their family to get higher education. They
spent their childhoods in small towns or rural areas but had become
residents of large cities.[24]

While students and intellectuals formed the militant cadres and
shock troops of Islamist movements, urban middle-class people made
up the bulk of the active membership. In some degree these came from
what are often termed “traditional” middle-class groups: merchants,
traders, small business proprietors, bazaaris. These played a crucial
role in the Iranian Revolution and provided significant support to
fundamentalist movements in Algeria, Turkey, and Indonesia. To an
even greater extent, however, fundamentalists belonged to the more
“modern” sectors of the middle class. Islamist activists “probably
include a disproportionately large number of the best-educated and
most intelligent young people in their respective populations,”
including doctors, lawyers, engineers, scientists, teachers, civil
servants.[25]

The third key element in the Islamist constituency was recent
migrants to the cities. Throughout the Islamic world in the 1970s and
1980s urban populations grew at dramatic rates. Crowded into decaying
and often primitive slum areas, the urban migrants needed and were the
beneficiaries of the social services provided by Islamist organizations.
In addition, Ernest Gellner points out, Islam offered “a dignified
identity” to these “newly uprooted masses.” In Istanbul and Ankara,
Cairo and Asyut, Algiers and Fes, and on the Gaza strip, Islamist
parties successfully organized and appealed to “the downtrodden and
dispossessed.” “The mass of revolutionary Islam,” Oliver Roy said, is
“a product of modern society . . . the new urban arrivals, the millions of
peasants who have tripled the populations of the great Muslim
metropolises.”[26]

By the mid-1990s explicitly Islamist governments had come to
power only in Iran and Sudan. A small number of Muslim countries,



such as Turkey and Pakistan, had regimes with some claim to
democratic legitimacy. The governments in the two score other Muslim
countries were overwhelmingly nondemocratic: monarchies, one-party
systems, military regimes, personal dictatorships, or some combination
of these, usually resting on a limited family, clan, or tribal base and in
some cases highly dependent on foreign support. Two regimes, in
Morocco and Saudi Arabia, attempted to invoke some form of Islamic
legiti, |,4macy. Most of these governments, however, lacked any basis

for justifying their rule in terms of Islamic, democratic, or nationalist
values. They were “bunker regimes,” to use Clement Henry Moore’s
phrase, repressive, corrupt, divorced from the needs and aspirations of
their societies. Such regimes may sustain themselves for long periods
of time; they need not fail. In the modern world, however, the
probability that they will change or collapse is high. In the mid-1990s,
consequently, a central issue concerned the likely alternatives: Who or
what would be their successors? In almost every country in the mid-
1990s the most likely successor regime was an Islamist one.

During the 1970s and 1980s a wave of democratization swept across
the world, encompassing several dozen countries. This wave had an
impact on Muslim societies, but it was a limited one. While democratic
movements were gaining strength and coming to power in southern
Europe, Latin America, the East Asian periphery, and central Europe,
Islamist movements were simultaneously gaining strength in Muslim
countries. Islamism was the functional substitute for the democratic
opposition to authoritarianism in Christian societies, and it was in large
part the product of similar causes: social mobilization, loss of
performance legitimacy by authoritarian regimes, and a changing
international environment, including oil price increases, which in the
Muslim world encouraged Islamist rather than democratic trends.
Priests, ministers, and lay religious groups played major roles in
opposing authoritarian regimes in Christian societies, and ulema,
mosque-based groups, and Islamists played comparable opposition
roles in Muslim countries. The Pope was central to ending the
communist regime in Poland, the ayatollah to bringing down the Shah’s



regime in Iran.

In the 1980s and 1990s Islamist movements dominated and often
monopolized the opposition to governments in Muslim countries. Their
strength was in part a function of the weakness of alternative sources of
opposition. Leftist and communist movements had been discredited and
then seriously undermined by the collapse of the Soviet Union and
international communism. Liberal, democratic opposition groups had
existed in most Muslim societies but were usually confined to limited
numbers of intellectuals and others with Western roots or connections.
With only occasional exceptions, liberal democrats were unable to
achieve sustained popular support in Muslim societies, and even
Islamic liberalism failed to establish roots. “In one Muslim society
after another,” Fouad Ajami observes, “to write of liberalism and of a
national bourgeois tradition is to write obituaries of men who took on
impossible odds and then failed.”[27] The general failure of liberal
democracy to take hold in Muslim societies is a continuing and
repeated phenomenon for an entire century beginning in the late 1800s.
This failure has its source at least in part in the inhospitable nature of
Islamic culture and society to Western liberal concepts.

The success of Islamist movements in dominating the opposition and
establishing themselves as the only viable alternative to incumbent
regimes was also greatly helped by the policies of those regimes. At
one time or another during , ;5 the Cold War many governments,

including those of Algeria, Turkey, Jordan, Egypt, and Israel,
encouraged and supported Islamists as a counter to communist or
hostile nationalist movements. At least until the Gulf War, Saudi
Arabia and other Gulf states provided massive funding to the Muslim
Brotherhood and Islamist groups in a variety of countries. The ability
of Islamist groups to dominate the opposition was also enhanced by
government suppression of secular oppositions. Fundamentalist
strength generally varied inversely with that of secular democratic or
nationalist parties and was weaker in countries, such as Morocco and
Turkey, that allowed some degree of multiparty competition than it was
in countries that suppressed all opposition.[28] Secular opposition,



however, is more vulnerable to repression than religious opposition.
The latter can operate within and behind a network of mosques, welfare
organizations, foundations, and other Muslim institutions which the
government feels it cannot suppress. Liberal democrats have no such
cover and hence are more easily controlled or eliminated by the
government.

In an effort to preempt the growth of Islamist tendencies,
governments expanded religious education in state-controlled schools,
which often came to be dominated by Islamist teachers and ideas, and
expanded their support for religion and religious educational
institutions. These actions were in part evidence of the government’s
commitment to Islam, and, through funding, they extended
governmental control over Islamic institutions and education. They
also, however, led to the education of large numbers of students and
people in Islamic values, making them more open to Islamist appeals,
and graduated militants who went forth to work on behalf of Islamist
goals.

The strength of the Resurgence and the appeal of Islamist
movements induced governments to promote Islamic institutions and
practices and to incorporate Islamic symbols and practices into their
regime. At the broadest level this meant affirming or reaffirming the
Islamic character of their state and society. In the 1970s and 1980s
political leaders rushed to identify their regimes and themselves with
Islam. King Hussein of Jordan, convinced that secular governments had
little future in the Arab world, spoke of the need to create “Islamic
democracy” and a “modernizing Islam.” King Hassan of Morocco
emphasized his descent from the Prophet and his role as “Commander
of the Faithful.” The sultan of Brunei, not previously noted for Islamic
practices, became “increasingly devout” and defined his regime as a
“Malay Muslim monarchy.” Ben Ali in Tunisia began regularly to
invoke Allah in his speeches and “wrapped himself in the mantle of
Islam” to check the growing appeal of Islamic groups.[29] In the early
1990s Suharto explicitly adopted a policy of becoming “more Muslim.”
In Bangladesh the principle of “secularism” was dropped from the



constitution in the mid 1970s, and by the early 1990s the secular,
Kemalist identity of Turkey was, for the first time, coming under
serious challenge.[30] To underline their Islamic commitment,

governmental leaders—Ozal, Suharto, Karimov—hastened to their
hajh.

Governments in Muslim countries also acted to Islamicize law. In
Indonesia , ;¢ Islamic legal concepts and practices were incorporated

into the secular legal system. Reflecting its substantial non-Muslim
population, Malaysia, in contrast, moved toward the development of
two separate legal systems, one Islamic and one secular.[31] In
Pakistan during the regime of General Zia ul-Haq, extensive efforts
were made to Islamicize the law and economy. Islamic penalties were
introduced, a system of shari’a courts established, and the shari’a
declared the supreme law of the land.

Like other manifestations of the global religious revival, the Islamic
Resurgence is both a product of and an effort to come to grips with
modernization. Its underlying causes are those generally responsible
for indigenization trends in non-Western societies: urbanization, social
mobilization, higher levels of literacy and education, intensified
communication and media consumption, and expanded interaction with
Western and other cultures. These developments undermine traditional
village and clan ties and create alienation and an identity crisis.
Islamist symbols, commitments, and beliefs meet these psychological
needs, and Islamist welfare organizations, the social, cultural, and
economic needs of Muslims caught in the process of modernization.
Muslims feel the need to return to Islamic ideas, practices, and
institutions to provide the compass and the motor of
modernization.[32]

The Islamic revival, it has been argued, was also “a product of the
West’s declining power and prestige. . . . As the West relinquished total
ascendance, its ideals and institutions lost luster.” More specifically,
the Resurgence was stimulated and fueled by the oil boom of the 1970s,
which greatly increased the wealth and power of many Muslim nations



and enabled them to reverse the relations of domination and
subordination that had existed with the West. As John B. Kelly
observed at the time, “For the Saudis, there is undoubtedly a double
satisfaction to be gained from the infliction of humiliating punishments
upon Westerners; for not only are they an expression of the power and
independence of Saudi Arabia but they also demonstrate, as they are
intended to demonstrate, contempt for Christianity and the pre-
eminence of Islam.” The actions of the oil-rich Muslim states “if
placed in their historical, religious, racial and cultural setting, amount
to nothing less than a bold attempt to lay the Christian West under
tribute to the Muslim East.”[33] The Saudi, Libyan, and other
governments used their oil riches to stimulate and finance the Muslim
revival, and Muslim wealth led Muslims to swing from fascination
with Western culture to deep involvement in their own and willingness
to assert the place and importance of Islam in non-Islamic societies.
Just as Western wealth had previously been seen as the evidence of the
superiority of Western culture, oil wealth was seen as evidence of the
superiority of Islam.

The impetus provided by the oil prices hikes faded in the 1980s, but
population growth was a continuing motor force. While the rise of East
Asia has been fueled by spectacular rates of economic growth, the
Resurgence of Islam has been fueled by equally spectacular rates of
population growth. Population , ;;; expansion in Islamic countries,

particularly in the Balkans, North Africa, and Central Asia, has been
significantly greater than that in the neighboring countries and in the
world generally. Between 1965 and 1990 the total number of people on
earth rose from 3.3 billion to 5.3 billion, an annual growth rate of 1.85
percent. In Muslim societies growth rates almost always were over 2.0
percent, often exceeded 2.5 percent, and at times were over 3.0 percent.
Between 1965 and 1990, for instance, the Maghreb population
increased at a rate of 2.65 percent a year, from 29.8 million to 59
million, with Algerians multiplying at a 3.0 percent annual rate. During
these same years, the number of Egyptians rose at a 2.3 percent rate
from 29.4 million to 52.4 million. In Central Asia, between 1970 and



1993, populations grew at rates of 2.9 percent in Tajikstan, 2.6 percent
in Uzbekistan, 2.5 percent in Turkmenistan, 1.9 percent in Kyrgyzstan,
but only 1.1 percent in Kazakhstan, whose population is almost half
Russian. Pakistan and Bangladesh had population growth rates
exceeding 2.5 percent a year, while Indonesia’s was over 2.0 percent a
year. Overall Muslims, as we mentioned, constituted perhaps 18
percent of the world’s population in 1980 and are likely to be over 20
percent in 2000 and 30 percent in 2025.[34]

The rates of population increase in the Maghreb and elsewhere have
peaked and are beginning to decline, but growth in absolute numbers
will continue to be large, and the impact of that growth will be felt
throughout the first part of the twenty-first century. For years to come
Muslim populations will be disproportionately young populations, with
a notable demographic bulge of teenagers and people in their twenties
(Figure 5.2). In addition, the people in this age cohort will be
overwhelmingly urban and have at least a secondary education. This
combination of size and social mobilization has three signif-cant
political consequences.

First, young people are the protagonists of protest, instability,
reform, and revolution. Historically, the existence of large cohorts of
young people has tended to coincide with such movements. “The
Protestant Reformation,” it has been said, “is an example of one of the
outstanding youth movements in history.” Demographic growth, Jack
Goldstone has persuasively argued, was a central factor in the two
waves of revolution that occurred in Eurasia in the mid-seventeenth and
late eighteenth centuries.[35] A notable expansion of the proportion of
youth in Western countries coincided with the “Age of the Democratic
Revolution” in the last decades of the eighteenth century. In the
nineteenth century successful industrialization and emigration reduced
the political impact of young populations in European societies. The
proportions of youth rose again in the 1920s, however, providing
recruits to fascist and other extremist movements.”[36] Four decades
later the post-World War II baby boom generation made its mark
politically in the demonstrations and protests of the 1960s.
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Figure 5.2 — The Demographic Challenge: Islam, Russia, and
the West

The youth of Islam have been making their mark in the Islamic
Resurgence. As the Resurgence got under way in the 1970s and picked
up steam in the ;, ;4 1980s, the proportion of youth (that is, those

fifteen to twenty-four years of age) in major Muslim countries rose
significantly and began to exceed 20 percent of the total population. In
many Muslim countries the youth bulge peaked in the 1970s and 1980s;
in others it will peak early in the next century (Table 5.1). The actual or
projected peaks in all these countries, with one exception, are above 20
percent; the estimated Saudi Arabian peak in the first decade of the
twenty-first century falls just short of that. These youth provide the
recruits for Islamist organizations and political movements. It is not
perhaps entirely coincidental that the proportion of youth in the Iranian



population rose dramatically in the 1970s, reaching 20 percent in the
last half of that decade, and that the Iranian Revolution occurred in
1979 or that this benchmark was reached in Algeria in the early 1990s
just as the Islamist FIS was winning popular support and scoring
electoral victories. Potentially significant regional variations also occur
in the Muslim youth bulge (Figure 5.3). While the data must be treated
with caution, the projections suggest that the Bosnian and Albanian
youth proportions will decline precipitously at the turn of the century.
The youth bulge will, on the other hand, remain high in the Gulf states.
In 1988 , ;19 Crown Prince Abdullah of Saudi Arabia said that the

greatest threat to his country was the rise of Islamic fundamentalism
among its youth.[37] According to these projections, that threat will
persist well into the twenty-first century.

In major Arab countries (Algeria, Egypt, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia)
the number of people in their early twenties seeking jobs will expand
until about 2010. As compared to 1990, entrants into the job market
will increase by 30 percent in Tunisia, by about 50 percent in Algeria,
Egypt, and Morocco, and by over 100 percent in Syria. The rapid
expansion of literacy in Arab societies also creates a gap between a
literate younger generation and a largely illiterate older generation and
thus a “dissociation between knowledge and power” likely “to put a
strain on political systems.”[38]

TaBLE 5.1
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Bosnea Syria Algaria Tajikistan Kyroyrstan
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LIAE Yamen Jordan Egypt Pakistan
Iran Turkey Marocco Iran Syha
Eqypt Tunisia Bangladesh Zaude Arabea Yeman
Karakhstan Fakistan Indonesia Kuwait Jordan
Malaysia Sudan LET
Kyrgyzstan Orman
Tajikistan Libya
Turkmenistan Adghanistan
Arerbaijan

Decades in which 15—Z4-year-olds have peaked or are expected 1o peak as propartion of 10%al pogulation [almost
always greater than 20%). In same countnes hes propartion peaks twce

Source: See Figure 5.2



Table 5.1 — Youth Bulge in Muslim Countries

Larger populations need more resources, and hence people from
societies with dense and/or rapidly growing populations tend to push
outward, occupy territory, and exert pressure on other less
demographically dynamic peoples. Islamic population growth is thus a
major contributing factor to the conflicts along the borders of the
Islamic world between Muslims and other peoples. Population pressure
combined with economic stagnation promotes Muslim migration to
Western and other non-Muslim societies, elevating immigration as an
issue in those societies. The juxtaposition of a rapidly growing people
of one culture and a slowly growing or stagnant people of another
culture generates pressures for economic and/or political adjustments
in both societies. In the 1970s, for instance, the demographic balance in
the former Soviet Union shifted drastically with Muslims increasing by
24 percent while Russians increased by 6.5 percent, causing great
concern among Central Asian communist leaders.[39] Similarly, rapid
growth in the numbers of Albanians does not reassure Serbs, Greeks, or
Italians. Israelis are concerned about the high growth rates of
Palestinians, and Spain, with a population growing at less than one-fifth
of 1, 1,0 percent a year, is uneasy confronted by Maghreb neighbors

with populations growing more than ten times as fast and per capita
GNP’s about one-tenth its own.



FIGURE 5.3
Muslim Youth Bulge by Region
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Figure 5.3 — Muslim Youth Bulge by Region

Changing Challenges

No society can sustain double digit economic growth indefinitely, and
the Asian economic boom will level off sometime in the early twenty-
first century. The rates of Japanese economic growth dropped
substantially in the mid-1970s and afterwards were not significantly
higher than those of the United States and European countries. One by
one other Asian “economic miracle” states will see their growth rates
decline and approximate the “normal” levels maintained in complex
economies. Similarly, no religious revival or cultural movement lasts
indefinitely, and at some point the Islamic Resurgence will subside and
fade into history. That is most likely to happen when the demographic
impulse powering it weakens in the second and third decades of the
twenty-first century. At that time, the ranks of militants, warriors, and



migrants will dimin, ;,,ish, and the high levels of conflict within

Islam and between Muslims and others (see chapter 10) are likely to
decline. The relations between Islam and the West will not become
close but they will become less conflictual, and quasi war (see chapter
9) is likely to give way to cold war or perhaps even cold peace.

Economic development in Asia will leave a legacy of wealthier,
more complex economies, with substantial international involvements,
prosperous bourgeoisies, and well-off middle classes. These are likely
to lead towards more pluralistic and possibly more democratic politics,
which will not necessarily, however, be more pro-Western. Enhanced
power will instead promote continued Asian assertiveness in
international affairs and efforts to direct global trends in ways
uncongenial to the West and to reshape international institutions away
from Western models and norms. The Islamic Resurgence, like
comparable movements including the Reformation, will also leave
important legacies. Muslims will have a much greater awareness of
what they have in common and what distinguishes them from non-
Muslims. The new generation of leaders that take over as the youth
bulge ages will not necessarily be fundamentalist but will be much
more committed to Islam than their predecessors. Indigenization will
be reinforced. The Resurgence will leave a network of Islamist social,
cultural, economic, and political organizations within societies and
transcending societies. The Resurgence will also have shown that
“Islam is the solution” to the problems of morality, identity, meaning,
and faith, but not to the problems of social injustice, political
repression, economic backwardness, and military weakness. These
failures could generate widespread disillusionment with political Islam,
a reaction against it, and a search for alternative “solutions™ to these
problems. Conceivably even more intensely anti-Western nationalisms
could emerge, blaming the West for the failures of Islam.
Alternatively, if Malaysia and Indonesia continue their economic
progress, they might provide an “Islamic model” for development to
compete with the Western and Asian models.

In any event, during the coming decades Asian economic growth will



have deeply destabilizing effects on the Western-dominated established
international order, with the development of China, if it continues,
producing a massive shift in power among civilizations. In addition,
India could move into rapid economic development and emerge as a
major contender for influence in world affairs. Meanwhile Muslim
population growth will be a destabilizing force for both Muslim
societies and their neighbors. The large numbers of young people with
secondary educations will continue to power the Islamic Resurgence
and promote Muslim militancy, militarism, and migration. As a result,
the early years of the twenty-first century are likely to see an ongoing
resurgence of non-Western power and culture and the clash of the
peoples of non-Western civilizations with the West and with each
other.









Part lll - The Emerging Order of
Civilizations



Chapter 6 — The Cultural Reconfiguration of Global Politics

Groping For Groupings: The Politics Of Identity

p. 125 Spurred by modernization, global politics is being reconfigured

along cultural lines. Peoples and countries with similar cultures are
coming together. Peoples and countries with different cultures are
coming apart. Alignments defined by ideology and superpower
relations are giving way to alignments defined by culture and
civilization. Political boundaries increasingly are redrawn to coincide
with cultural ones: ethnic, religious, and civilizational. Cultural
communities are replacing Cold War blocs, and the fault lines between
civilizations are becoming the central lines of conflict in global
politics.

During the Cold War a country could be nonaligned, as many were,
or it could, as some did, change its alignment from one side to another.
The leaders of a country could make these choices in terms of their
perceptions of their security interests, their calculations of the balance
of power, and their ideological preferences. In the new world, however,
cultural identity is the central factor shaping a country’s associations
and antagonisms. While a country could avoid Cold War alignment, it
cannot lack an identity. The question, “Which side are you on?” has
been replaced by the much more fundamental one, “Who are you?”
Every state has to have an answer. That answer, its cultural identity,
defines the state’s place in world politics, its friends, and its enemies.

The 1990s have seen the eruption of a global identity crisis. Almost
everywhere one looks, people have been asking, “Who are we?”
“Where do we belong?” and “Who is not us?” These questions are
central not only to peoples attempting to forge new nation states, as in
the former Yugoslavia, but also |, 1,5 much more generally. In the mid-

1990s the countries where questions of national identity were actively
debated included, among others: Algeria, Canada, China, Germany,
Great Britain, India, Iran, Japan, Mexico, Morocco, Russia, South
Africa, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, and the United States. Identity



issues are, of course, particularly intense in cleft countries that have
sizable groups of people from different civilizations.

In coping with identity crisis, what counts for people are blood and
belief, faith and family. People rally to those with similar ancestry,
religion, language, values, and institutions and distance themselves
from those with different ones. In Europe, Austria, Finland, and
Sweden, culturally part of the West, had to be divorced from the West
and neutral during the Cold War; they are now able to join their
cultural kin in the European Union. The Catholic and Protestant
countries in the former Warsaw Pact, Poland, Hungary, the Czech
Republic, and Slovakia, are moving toward membership in the Union
and in NATO, and the Baltic states are in line behind them. The
European powers make it clear that they do not want a Muslim state,
Turkey, in the European Union and are not happy about having a second
Muslim state, Bosnia, on the European continent. In the north, the end
of the Soviet Union stimulates the emergence of new (and old) patterns
of association among the Baltic republics and between them, Sweden,
and Finland. Sweden’s prime minister pointedly reminds Russia that
the Baltic republics are part of Sweden’s “near abroad” and that
Sweden could not be neutral in the event of Russian aggression against
them.

Similar realignments occur in the Balkans. During the Cold War,
Greece and Turkey were in NATO, Bulgaria and Romania were in the
Warsaw Pact, Yugoslavia was nonaligned, and Albania was an isolated
sometime associate of communist China. Now these Cold War
alignments are giving way to civilizational ones rooted in Islam and
Orthodoxy. Balkan leaders talk of crystallizing a Greek-Serb-Bulgarian
Orthodox alliance. The “Balkan wars,” Greece’s prime minister alleges,
“. .. have brought to the surface the resonance of Orthodox ties. . . . this
is a bond. It was dormant, but with the developments in the Balkans, it
is taking on some real substance. In a very fluid world, people are
seeking identity and security. People are looking for roots and
connections to defend themselves against the unknown.” These views
were echoed by the leader of the principal opposition party in Serbia:



“The situation in southeastern Europe will soon require the formation
of a new Balkan alliance of Orthodox countries, including Serbia,
Bulgaria, and Greece, in order to resist the encroachment of Islam.”
Looking northward, Orthodox Serbia and Romania cooperate closely in
dealing with their common problems with Catholic Hungary. With the
disappearance of the Soviet threat, the “unnatural” alliance between
Greece and Turkey becomes essentially meaningless, as conflicts
intensify between them over the Aegean Sea, Cyprus, their military
balance, their roles in NATO and the European Union, and their
relations with the United States. Turkey reasserts its role as the
protector of Balkan Muslims and provides |, ;,; support to Bosnia. In

the former Yugoslavia, Russia backs Orthodox Serbia, Germany
promotes Catholic Croatia, Muslim countries rally to the support of the
Bosnian government, and the Serbs fight Croatians, Bosnian Muslims,
and Albanian Muslims. Overall, the Balkans have once again been
Balkanized along the religious lines. “Two axes are emerging,” as
Misha Glenny observed, “one dressed in the garb of Eastern Orthodoxy,
one veiled in Islamic raiment” and the possibility exists of “an ever-
greater struggle for influence between the Belgrade/Athens axis and the
Albanian/Turkish alliance.”[1]

Meanwhile in the former Soviet Union, Orthodox Belarus, Moldova,
and Ukraine gravitate toward Russia, and Armenians and Azeris fight
each other while their Russian and Turkish kin attempt both to support
them and to contain the conflict. The Russian army fights Muslim
fundamentalists in Tajikistan and Muslim nationalists in Chechnya.
The Muslim former Soviet republics work to develop various forms of
economic and political association among themselves and to expand
their ties with their Muslim neighbors, while Turkey, Iran, and Saudi
Arabia devote great effort to cultivating relations with these new states.
In the Subcontinent, India and Pakistan remain at loggerheads over
Kashmir and the military balance between them, fighting in Kashmir
intensifies, and within India, new conflicts arise between Muslim and
Hindu fundamentalists.

In East Asia, home to people of six different civilizations, arms



buildups gain momentum and territorial disputes come to the fore. The
three lesser Chinas, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore, and the
overseas Chinese communities in Southeast Asia become increasingly
oriented toward, involved in, and dependent on the mainland. The two
Koreas move hesitatingly but meaningfully toward unification. The
relations in Southeast Asian states between Muslims, on the one hand,
and Chinese and Christians, on the other, become increasingly tense
and at times violent.

In Latin America, economic associations—Mercosur, the Andean
Pact, the tripartite pact (Mexico, Colombia, Venezuela), the Central
American Common Market—take on a new life, reaffirming the point
demonstrated most graphically by the European Union that economic
integration proceeds faster and further when it is based on cultural
commonality. At the same time, the United States and Canada attempt
to absorb Mexico into the North American Free Trade Area in a process
whose long-term success depends largely on the ability of Mexico to
redefine itself culturally from Latin American to North American.

With the end of the Cold War order, countries throughout the world
began developing new and reinvigorating old antagonisms and
affiliations. They have been groping for groupings, and they are finding
those groupings with countries of similar culture and the same
civilization. Politicians invoke and publics identify with “greater”
cultural communities that transcend nation state boundaries, including
“Greater Serbia,” “Greater China,” “Greater Turkey,” “Greater p. 128

Hungary,” “Greater Croatia,” “Greater Azerbaijan,” “Greater Russia,”
“Greater Albania,” “Greater Iran,” and “Greater Uzbekistan.”

Will political and economic alignments always coincide with those
of culture and civilization? Of course not. Balance of power
considerations will at times lead to cross-civilizational alliances, as
they did when Francis I joined with the Ottomans against the
Hapsburgs. In addition, patterns of association formed to serve the
purposes of states in one era will persist into a new era. They are,
however, likely to become weaker and less meaningful and to be



adapted to serve the purposes of the new age. Greece and Turkey will
undoubtedly remain members of NATO but their ties to other NATO
states are likely to attenuate. So also are the alliances of the United
States with Japan and Korea, its de facto alliance with Israel, and its
security ties with Pakistan. Multicivilizational international
organizations like ASEAN could face increasing difficulty in
maintaining their coherence. Countries such as India and Pakistan,
partners of different superpowers during the Cold War, now redefine
their interests and seek new associations reflecting the realities of
cultural politics. African countries which were dependent on Western
support designed to counter Soviet influence look increasingly to South
Africa for leadership and succor.

Why should cultural commonality facilitate cooperation and
cohesion among people and cultural differences promote cleavages and
conflicts?

First, everyone has multiple identities which may compete with or
reinforce each other: kinship, occupational, cultural, institutional,
territorial, educational, partisan, ideological, and others. Identifications
along one dimension may clash with those along a different dimension:
in a classic case the German workers in 1914 had to choose between
their class identification with the international proletariat and their
national identification with the German people and empire. In the
contemporary world, cultural identification is dramatically increasing
in importance compared to other dimensions of identity.

Along any single dimension, identity is usually most meaningful at
the immediate face-to-face level. Narrower identities, however, do not
necessarily conflict with broader ones. A military officer can identify
institutionally with his company, regiment, division, and service.
Similarly, a person can identify culturally with his or her clan, ethnic
group, nationality, religion, and civilization. The increased salience of
cultural identity at lower levels may well reinforce its salience at
higher levels. As Burke suggested: “The love to the whole is not
extinguished by this subordinate partiality. . . . To be attached to the



subdivision, to love the little platoon we belong to in society, is the
first principle (the germ, as it were) of public affections.” In a world
where culture counts, the platoons are tribes and ethnic groups, the
regiments are nations, and the armies are civilizations. The increased
extent to which people throughout the world differentiate themselves
along cultural lines means that conflicts between cultural groups are
increasingly important; civilizations are the broadest cultural entities;
hence conflicts between groups from different civilizations become
central to global politics.

». 129 Second, the increased salience of cultural identity is in large

part, as is argued in chapters 3 and 4, the result of social-economic
modernization at the individual level, where dislocation and alienation
create the need for more meaningful identities, and at the societal level,
where the enhanced capabilities and power of non-Western societies
stimulate the revitalization of indigenous identities and culture.

Third, identity at any level—personal, tribal, racial, civilizational—
can only be defined in relation to an “other,” a different person, tribe,
race, or civilization. Historically relations between states or other
entities of the same civilization have differed from relations between
states or entities of different civilizations. Separate codes governed
behavior toward those who are “like us” and the “barbarians” who are
not. The rules of the nations of Christendom for dealing with each other
were different from those for dealing with the Turks and other
“heathens.” Muslims acted differently toward those of Dar al-Islam
and those of Dar al-harb. The Chinese treated Chinese foreigners and
non-Chinese foreigners in separate ways. The civilizational “us” and
the extracivilizational “them” is a constant in human history. These
differences in intra- and extracivilizational behavior stem from:

1. feelings of superiority (and occasionally inferiority) toward people
who are perceived as being very different;

2. fear of and lack of trust in such people;



3. difficulty of communication with them as a result of differences in
language and what is considered civil behavior;

4. lack of familiarity with the assumptions, motivations, social
relationships, and social practices of other people.

In today’s world, improvements in transportation and
communication have produced more frequent, more intense, more
symmetrical, and more inclusive interactions among people of different
civilizations. As a result their civilizational identities become
increasingly salient. The French, Germans, Belgians, and Dutch
increasingly think of themselves as European. Middle East Muslims
identify with and rally to the support of Bosnians and Chechens.
Chinese throughout East Asia identify their interests with those of the
mainland. Russians identify with and provide support to Serbs and
other Orthodox peoples. These broader levels of civilizational identity
mean deeper consciousness of civilizational differences and of the need
to protect what distinguishes “us” from “them.”

Fourth, the sources of conflict between states and groups from
different civilizations are, in large measure, those which have always
generated conflict between groups: control of people, territory, wealth,
and resources, and relative power, that is the ability to impose one’s
own values, culture, and institutions on another group as compared to
that group’s ability to do that to you. Conflict between cultural groups,
however, may also involve cultural issues. Differences , ;5 in secular

ideology between Marxist-Leninism and liberal democracy can at least
be debated if not resolved. Differences in material interest can be
negotiated and often settled by compromise in a way cultural issues
cannot. Hindus and Muslims are unlikely to resolve the issue of
whether a temple or a mosque should be built at Ayodhya by building
both, or neither, or a syncretic building that is both a mosque and a
temple. Nor can what might seem to be a straightforward territorial
question between Albanian Muslims and Orthodox Serbs concerning
Kosovo or between Jews and Arabs concerning Jerusalem be easily



settled, since each place has deep historical, cultural, and emotional
meaning to both peoples. Similarly, neither French authorities nor
Muslim parents are likely to accept a compromise which would allow
schoolgirls to wear Muslim dress every other day during the school
year. Cultural questions like these involve a yes or no, zero-sum choice.

Fifth and finally is the ubiquity of conflict. It is human to hate. For
self-definition and motivation people need enemies: competitors in
business, rivals in achievement, opponents in politics. They naturally
distrust and see as threats those who are different and have the
capability to harm them. The resolution of one conflict and the
disappearance of one enemy generate personal, social, and political
forces that give rise to new ones. “The ‘us’ versus ‘them’ tendency is,”
as Ali Mazrui said, “in the political arena, almost universal.”[2] In the
contemporary world the “them” is more and more likely to be people
from a different civilization. The end of the Cold War has not ended
conflict but has rather given rise to new identities rooted in culture and
to new patterns of conflict among groups from different cultures which
at the broadest level are civilizations. Simultaneously, common culture
also encourages cooperation among states and groups which share that
culture, which can be seen in the emerging patterns of regional
association among countries, particularly in the economic area.

Culture And Economic Cooperation

The early 1990s heard much talk of regionalism and the regionalization
of world politics. Regional conflicts replaced the global conflict on the
world’s security agenda. Major powers, such as Russia, China, and the
United States, as well as secondary powers, such as Sweden and
Turkey, redefined their security interests in explicitly regional terms.
Trade within regions expanded faster than trade between regions, and
many foresaw the emergence of regional economic blocs, European,
North American, East Asian, and perhaps others.

The term “regionalism,” however, does not adequately describe what
was happening. Regions are geographical not political or cultural



entities. As with the Balkans or the Middle East, they may be riven by
inter- and intracivilization conflicts. Regions are a basis for
cooperation among states only to the extent that geography coincides
with culture. Divorced from culture, propinquity does , 3; not yield

commonality and may foster just the reverse. Military alliances and
economic associations require cooperation among their members,
cooperation depends on trust, and trust most easily springs from
common values and culture. As a result, while age and purpose also
play a role, the overall effectiveness of regional organizations generally
varies inversely with the civilizational diversity of their membership.
By and large, single civilization organizations do more things and are
more successful than multicivilizational organizations. This is true of
both political and security organizations, on the one hand, and
economic organizations, on the other.

The success of NATO has resulted in large part from its being the
central security organization of Western countries with common values
and philosophical assumptions. The Western European Union is the
product of a common European culture. The Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe, on the other hand, includes countries from
at least three civilizations with quite different values and interests
which pose major obstacles to its developing a significant institutional
identity and a wide range of important activities. The single civilization
Caribbean Community (CARICOM), composed of thirteen English-
speaking former British colonies, has created an extensive variety of
cooperative arrangements, with more intensive cooperation among
some sub-groupings. Efforts to create broader Caribbean organizations
bridging the Anglo-Hispanic fault line in the Caribbean have, however,
consistently failed. Similarly, the South Asian Association for Regional
Co-operation, formed in 1985 and including seven Hindu, Muslim, and
Buddhist states has been almost totally ineffectual, even to the point of
not being able to hold meetings.[3]

The relation of culture to regionalism is clearly evident with respect
to economic integration. From least to most integrated, the four
recognized levels of economic association among countries are:



free trade area;
customs union;

common market;

N

economic union.

The European Union has moved furthest down the integration road with
a common market and many elements of an economic union. The
relatively homogeneous Mercosur and the Andean Pact countries in
1994 were in the process of establishing customs unions. In Asia the
multicivilizational ASEAN only in 1992 began to move toward
development of a free trade area. Other multicivilizational economic
organizations lagged even further behind. In 1995, with the marginal
exception of NAFTA, no such organization had created a free trade area
much less any more extensive form of economic integration.

In Western Europe and Latin America civilizational commonality
fosters p. 132 COOperation and regional organization. Western Europeans

and Latin Americans know they have much in common. Five
civilizations (six if Russia is included) exist in East Asia. East Asia,
consequently, is the test case for developing meaningful organizations
not rooted in common civilization. As of the early 1990s no security
organization or multilateral military alliance, comparable to NATO,
existed in East Asia. One multicivilizational regional organization,
ASEAN, had been created in 1967 with one Sinic, one Buddhist, one
Christian, and two Muslim member states, all of which confronted
active challenges from communist insurgencies and potential ones
from North Vietnam and China.

ASEAN is often cited as an example of an effective multicultural
organization. It is, however, an example of the limits of such
organizations. It is not a military alliance. While its members at times
cooperate militarily on a bilateral basis, they are also all expanding



their military budgets and engaged in military buildups, in striking
contrast to the reductions West European and Latin American countries
are making. On the economic front, ASEAN was from the beginning
designed to achieve “economic cooperation rather than economic
integration,” and as a result regionalism has developed at a “modest
pace,” and even a free trade area is not contemplated until the twenty-
first century.[4] In 1978 ASEAN created the Post Ministerial
Conference in which its foreign ministers could meet with those from
its “dialogue partners”: the United States, Japan, Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, South Korea, and the European Community. The PMC,
however, has been primarily a forum for bilateral conversations and has
been unable to deal with “any significant security issues.”[5] In 1993
ASEAN spawned a still larger arena, the ASEAN Regional Forum,
which included its members and dialogue partners, plus Russia, China,
Vietnam, Laos, and Papua New Guinea. As its name implies, however,
this organization was a place for collective talk not collective action.
Members used its first meeting in July 1994 to “air their views on
regional security issues,” but controversial issues were avoided
because, as one official commented, if they were raised, “the
participants concerned would begin attacking each other.”[6] ASEAN
and its offspring evidence the limitations that inhere in
multicivilizational regional organizations.

Meaningful East Asian regional organizations will emerge only if
there is sufficient East Asian cultural commonality to sustain them.
East Asian societies undoubtedly share some things in common which
differentiate them from the West. Malaysia’s prime minister, Mahathir
Mohammad, argues that these commonalities provide a basis for
association and has promoted formation of the East Asian Economic
Caucus on these grounds. It would include the ASEAN countries,
Myanmar, Taiwan, Hong Kong, South Korea, and, most important,
China and Japan. Mahathir argues that the EAEC is rooted in a common
culture. It should be thought of “not just as a geographical group,
because it is in East Asia, but also as a cultural group. Although East
Asians ;, 33 may be Japanese or Koreans or Indonesians, culturally



they have certain similarities. . . . Europeans flock together and
Americans flock together. We Asians should flock together as well.” Its
purpose, as one of his associates said, is to enhance “regional trade
among countries with commonalities here in Asia.”[7]

The underlying premise of the EAEC is thus that economics follows
culture. Australia, New Zealand, and the United States are excluded
from it because culturally they are not Asian. The success of the EAEC,
however, depends overwhelmingly on participation by Japan and China.
Mahathir has pleaded with the Japanese to join. “Japan is Asian. Japan
is of East Asia,” he told a Japanese audience. “You cannot turn from
this geo-cultural fact. You belong here.”[8] The Japanese government,
however, was reluctant to enlist in the EAEC, in part for fear of
offending the United States and in part because it was divided over
whether it should identify itself with Asia. If Japan joins the EAEC, it
would dominate it, which is likely to cause fear and uncertainty among
the members as well as intense antagonism on the part of China. For
several years there was much talk of Japan creating an Asian “yen
bloc” to balance the European Union and the NAFTA. Japan, however,
is a lone country with few cultural connections with its neighbors and
as of 1995 no yen bloc had materialized.

While ASEAN moved slowly, the yen bloc remained a dream, Japan
wavered, and the EAEC did not get off the ground, economic
interaction in East Asia nonetheless increased dramatically. This
expansion was rooted in the cultural ties among East Asian Chinese
communities. These ties gave rise to “continuing informal integration”
of a Chinese-based international economy, comparable in many
respects to the Hanseatic League, and “perhaps leading to a de facto
Chinese common market”[9] (see pp. 168-74). In East Asia, as
elsewhere, cultural commonality has been the prerequisite to
meaningful economic integration.

The end of the Cold War stimulated efforts to create new and to
revive old regional economic organizations. The success of these
efforts has depended overwhelmingly on the cultural homogeneity of



the states involved. Shimon Peres’ 1994 plan for a Middle East
common market is likely to remain a “desert mirage” for some while to
come: “The Arab world,” one Arab official commented, “is not in need
of an institution or a development bank in which Israel
participates.”[10] The Association of Caribbean States, created in 1994
to link CARICOM to Haiti and the Spanish-speaking countries of the
region, shows little signs of overcoming the linguistic and cultural
differences of its diverse membership and the insularity of the former
British colonies and their overwhelming orientation toward the United
States.[11] Efforts involving more culturally homogeneous
organizations, on the other hand, were making progress. Although
divided along subcivilizational lines, Pakistan, Iran, and Turkey in
1985 revived the moribund Regional Cooperation for Development
which they had established in 1977, renaming it the Economic
Cooperation Organi, ;3,zation. Agreements were subsequently reached

on tariff reductions and a variety of other measures, and in 1992 ECO
membership was expanded to include Afghanistan and the six Muslim
former Soviet republics. Meanwhile, the five Central Asian former
Soviet republics in 1991 agreed in principle to create a common
market, and in 1994 the two largest states, Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan
signed an agreement to allow the “free circulation of goods, services
and capital” and to coordinate their fiscal, monetary, and tariff policies.
In 1991 Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, and Paraguay joined together in
Mercosur with the goal of leapfrogging the normal stages of economic
integration, and by 1995 a partial customs union was in place. In 1990
the previously stagnant Central American Common Market established
a free trade area, and in 1994 the formerly equally passive Andean
Group created a custom union. In 1992 the Visegrad countries (Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia) agreed to establish a
Central European Free Trade Area and in 1994 speeded up the
timetable for its realization.[12]

Trade expansion follows economic integration, and during the 1980s
and early 1990s intraregional trade became increasingly more
important relative to interregional trade. Trade within the European



Community constituted 50.6 percent of the community’s total trade in
1980 and grew to 58.9 percent by 1989. Similar shifts toward regional
trade occurred in North America and East Asia. In Latin America, the
creation of Mercosur and the revival of the Andean Pact stimulated an
upsurge in intra-Latin American trade in the early 1990s, with trade
between Brazil and Argentina tripling and Colombia-Venezuela trade
quadrupling between 1990 and 1993. In 1994 Brazil replaced the United
States as Argentina’s principal trading partner. The creation of NAFTA
was similarly accompanied by a significant increase in Mexican-U.S.
trade. Trade within East Asia also expanded more rapidly than
extraregional trade, but its expansion was hampered by Japan’s
tendency to keep its markets closed. Trade among the countries of the
Chinese cultural zone (ASEAN, Taiwan, Hong Kong, South Korea, and
China), on the other hand, increased from less than 20 percent of their
total in 1970 to almost 30 percent of their total in 1992, while Japan’s
share of their trade declined from 23 percent to 13 percent. In 1992
Chinese zone exports to other zone countries exceeded both their
exports to the United States and their combined exports to Japan and
the European Community.[13]

As a society and civilization unique to itself, Japan faces difficulties
developing its economic ties with East Asia and dealing with its
economic differences with the United States and Europe. However
strong the trade and investment links Japan may forge with other East
Asian countries, its cultural differences from those countries, and
particularly from their largely Chinese economic elites, preclude it
from creating a Japanese-led regional economic grouping comparable
to NAFTA or the European Union. At the same time, its cultural
differences with the West exacerbate misunderstan