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    Preliminaries


    Abstract


    In this volume the authors engage in a provocative discussion of the history and contemporary dilemmas facing the movements that are variously described as antisystemic, social or popular. The authors believe that these movements, which have for the past 150 years protested and organized against the multiple injustices of the existing system, are the key locus of social transformation.


    Immanuel Wallerstein begins by presenting a historical overview of the range and interrelations what he calls antisystemic movements. tracing their development out of the French Revolution. Giovanni Arrighi focuses on those movements that have been based in the working  class, while Samir Amin concentrates on the movements particularly in  the periphery, that have placed « national liberation » at or near the top of their agenda. Finally, Andre Gunder Frank and Marta Fuentes look at the « new social movements » (particularly the women's, peace, and ecology movements), which they argue are not new.


    While the authors' points of agreement are many, so are their points of divergence. In the final chapter, they outline both, and discuss the ways in which these movements are transforming the revolutionary process itself.
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    Prefatory note


    This book was completed in mid-1989. It is being published in the fall of 1990. In between, the dramatic events of eastern Europe have occurred They are not mentioned in this book.


    We are publishing it as we wrote it because we do not believe these events force us to change anything of significance in the book. Indeed it is precisely because such events are part of the larger ongoing pattern discussed in this book that we believe it is necessary to « transform the revolution. »


    —The Authors




    Introduction : common premises


    Samir Amin, Giovanni Arrighi, 
Andre Gunder Frank, and Immanuel Wallerstein


    In 1982 we published a book entitled Dynamics of Global Crisis. It has been translated into French, Spanish, Turkish, Serbo-Croat, and German. That book was a statement of our separate and joint views on the historical development of the capitalist world-economy and the long-term « crisis » into which, in our view, it had entered. The book was an exploration of our partially convergent but also somewhat divergent perspectives on the nature of that « crisis. »


    We emphasized in the Introduction to the previous book a set of common and linked premises which we believe mark off our mode of analysis from that of many others : the existence since the sixteenth century of something that may be called a capitalist world-economy; a holistic framework of analysis of this capitalist world-economy; a belief that, despite increasing opposition to the world-system, the world socialist movement is in trouble both in praxis and in theory; the reality of U.S. hegemony since 1945 and the fact that this hegemony had now passed its peak; and the worldwide character of the so-called crisis.


    These remain our premises. We feel that the concrete developments since 1982 have confirmed what we argued then. At that time we argued against a faddish view that the OPEC oil price rise was the « cause » of the difficulties of the world-economy in the 1970s. Does anyone today even remember that viewpoint? Today, writing in 1989, we believe that the view that the return in the 1980s to classical economic liberalism throughout the world-economy (West, East, and South) as the solution to current economic difficulties is equally faddish. We believe that a decade from now this view will seem as quaint as the views on OPEC’s role in the 1970s seem today.


    Why then a second book? This book is not about the « crisis » in the capitalist world-economy. Rather it is about what some believe to be the « crisis » in the movements. The language of the authors about the « movements » differs somewhat, as the reader will see. We refer to them variously as antisystemic, or social, or popular. The key point is that we all believe that, for at least 150 years, if not longer, there have existed multiple movements throughout the world-system that have protested and organized against the multiple injustices of the existing system and have offered alternatives which they believed would bring about a fundamental change in and/or improvement of the situation. It is the history and the contemporary dilemmas of such movements that are the object of our analyses here.


    We believe that we cannot begin to appreciate this history or these current dilemmas without placing these movements within the framework of the historical evolution of the capitalist world-economy as a whole, of which these movements themselves have been an integral part.


    We have defined the movements that fall within our purview very broadly. They include what have been called socialist or labor movements, nationalist or national liberation movements, peasant movements, womens movements, peace and ecology movements, even some religious movements. We have included such movements within our purview whenever and wherever their basic demands have been for greater democracy and greater equality in the world, and whenever they have thought of themselves as working to achieve such ends. In that sense, we have taken the classical slogan of « liberty, equality, and fraternity » not as the aspirations of bourgeois liberalism but as the incarnation of socialist, democratic demands of the worlds ordinary people (or working classes).


    This therefore implies two things about the movements. Not every « movement » that has existed belongs in this camp. There are some movements that have always moved in the opposite direction. In addition, many movements have changed colors or shifted emphases in the course of their organizational evolution. Which movements these are, and why the changes occurred, is precisely one of the themes these essays discuss. Obviously, not everyone will agree on the evaluation of particular movements at particular moments of their history. We often disagree among ourselves. We should also make clear our position on the historic role of states such as the USSR and the Peoples Republic of China. We differ about the degree (even the very reality) of their historic delinking from the capitalist world-economy. Our divergences, which were laid out in the previous book, appear once again in the essays in this book. We all, however, share deep reservations about the achievements of « real existing socialism, » without in any way renouncing our deep reservations about the achievements of « real existing capitalism. »


    In sum, we believe that antisystemic, social, popular movements have been important in the modern world, despite the recurrent ambiguities surrounding their role. We think it crucial, however, to utilize a broad definition of what might be included under the rubric of an antisystemic or social or popular movement, and to refuse the exclusions and anathemas that many of these movements have at times placed on others of these movements.


    Finally, we have written this book today on the antisystemic, social, popular movements because we believe that today these movements represent the key lever, and even the key locus, of social transformation. We are convinced that these movements are today, in the light of their own history of successes and failures, transforming the revolutionary process itself. Hence our title.


    None of us thinks that the process of social transformation to come will be facile, and none of us believes there is any guarantee that the outcome will inevitably be progressive. But all of us agree that the present world- system, with its current structure (current meaning for the past several centuries) cannot survive eternally. The system will be transformed. It is historically possible (but not certain) that the transformation will be for the good, that is, result in a new world-system that will be more democratic and more egalitarian. We all believe that, if we are to move in this direction, it will be primarily the doing of the movements. Consequently, the struggles within the movements themselves about strategy and tactics are of fundamental significance. We write this book in the hope that we can aid the process by helping to perceive the dilemmas more clearly.


    We have assigned ourselves a division of labor in this book. The first essay, by Immanuel Wallerstein, presents an historic overview of all the movements. It seeks to place their multiple varieties in relation to each other, and offers an explanation of why the movements for greater democracy and equality have taken such diverse forms. The second essay, by Giovanni Arrighi, concentrates on those movements that have been historically based on the working class or proletariat, which first appeared in Western Europe and North America. The third essay, by Samir Amin, concentrates on the movements that have been historically constructed by peoples in the periphery of the world-system, which placed the goal of national liberation at or near the top of their agenda. The fourth essay, by Andre Gunder Frank and Marta Fuentes, treats the « other » movements, those whose objectives were defined neither as proletarian power nor as national liberation. This is a diverse group, and some might think merely a residual category. In contemporary analyses, these « other » movements are sometimes referred to as « new social movements, » a categorization Frank and Fuentes, however, eschew.


    There are two reasons for this division of labor among the four essays. On the one hand, it represents an effort to achieve coverage in some depth of a very complex story. But, in addition, the division of labor reflects differences in emphasis among us, as the reader will see. We shall discuss these differences in some detail in the concluding chapter.




    Antisystemic movements : history and dilemmas


    Immanuel Wallerstein


    1. The Creation of Antisystemic Movements and the Debate About Strategy, 1789-1945


    The capitalist world-economy has been in existence for at least 500 years. Its early years were marked by considerable labor unrest, which took many forms, from peasant rebellion to food riots to messianic movements to banditry. But it was not until sometime in the nineteenth century that continuing organized antisystemic political movements of the oppressed strata were first formed. In itself, this was a remarkable social invention, which has too long gone unheralded and unanalyzed.


    This social invention, this mechanism of social change, was very efficacious, but it also had limitations, and it is this double reality which explains the curious phenomenon of the post-1945 period. Never did antisystemic movements seem stronger than in the period after 1945. But never did more people have doubts that these movements were achieving their aims. This seeming anomaly has been the result of contradictory pressures deriving from the very structure and strategies of these movements.


    The post-1945 history of these movements can only be understood or appreciated in the context of their history as organized continuing movements. And this history must perforce start with the French Revolution. It is not that the French Revolution, followed by the Napoleonic era, created the organizational bases of these movements. It did not, although of course we can find in embryo the structures that would emerge at a later time. It is rather that the French Revolution did two things. It put the ideology of the Ancien Regime permanently on the defensive, and throughout the world- system. And it simultaneously firmly established the ideological motifs of the modern world, the rallying cries and the rationale of the movements to come. These motifs can be plainly summarized in the French Revolution’s famous slogan, « liberty, equality, fraternity. »


    On the one hand, this slogan inspired what in its broadest, sense came to be called the social movement — that is, the struggle of the oppressed « working classes » to obtain liberty (full rights of political participation, access to a secure economic base to make possible political and social choice, social control over the workplace and living space), equality (elimination of political, economic, and social differentials), and fraternity (mutual aid and solidarity of the working classes which would thereby make possible the fraternity of all humanity).


    The ideals of the social movement were not invented at the time of the French Revolution. They have a long history, often nurtured by movements of religious revolt. The French Revolution affected these ideals in three ways. First, it firmly established a secular form for these ideals. Second, it made them socially legitimate, to the point that, in the after- math of the French Revolution, we have for the first time self-consciously conservative thinkers (such as DeMaistre) who set themselves the task of combatting these ideals, thereby recognizing their social force. Third, it spread these ideals throughout the world (most immediately the European world), and thereby made them global ideals, rising above an association with particular localities, groups, peoples.


    On the other hand, the ideals of the French Revolution also inspired what in its broadest sense came to be called the national movement — that is, the struggle of the oppressed « peoples » to obtain liberty (their political, economic, and cultural autonomy as a collective group), equality (as preeminently embodied in the concept of formal sovereignty), and fraternity (solidarity of the people as a people rising above internal differences, solidarity as a people with other similarly oppressed peoples). The similarity of these objectives led many to call nationalist movements social movements too. However, the long history of political quarrel between workers’ movements and nationalist movements indicates that we should retain two terms.


    The objectives again were not new. But the French Revolution impressed on the world-system two concepts which had not been widely acknowledged previously. It took the concept of sovereignty, critical to the functioning of the interstate system which was the political superstructure of the capitalist world-economy, and transformed it from something invested in a « sovereign » into something invested in a « people. » Secondly, it took an idea which had been applied up to then to only a very few states and made it the common property of all peoples, even those whose existence was as yet formally unacknowledged. It did this, curiously enough, not only by the spread of revolutionary ideals, in consonance, across frontiers, but also by the very imperialism of French revolutionary universalism in its Napoleonic guise, which stimulated an anti-French nationalism justified by the French Revolution itself. This phenomenon has made visible the two-faced character of modern nationalism, revolutionary vis-à-vis stronger, oppressive forces, but often imperialist in its turn, thereby always stimulating and legitimating further struggles.


    Of course, as we know, the French Revolution was followed by the Restoration. The social movement was thought to be suppressed, and first of all in France, by the recreation of a monarchy, and both the social and national movements were presumably held in check, there and everywhere else, by Metternich’s Concert of Europe. But it clearly was not to be so easy to put the genie back in the bottle. The sentiments that inspired both the social and the national movements continued to spread in multiple forms. The working class proto-movements of the first half of the nineteenth century contained all the key elements that would remain a part of the package ever since : organization (the secret societies in England, forced to be secret because of the Anti-Combination Laws); the attempts at collective « utopias » (advocated in varying forms by Owenites, Saint-Simonians, Fourierists); violence (Luddism and Blanquism to be sure, but also the Haitian Revolution and in particular its slave-led component); and demands upon the state for legislative reforms (campaign for an eight-hour day and against child and woman’s labor, and of course Chartism in general, but also the campaign for Catholic emancipation both in Ireland and Great Britain).


    Similarly, the expressions of nationalism in this period brought to light all the ambiguities that would continue to plague such movements later New states would be created on the basis of « colonial » administrative boundaries (Latin American states, but also Belgium in 1830), led by groups able to profit from support generated by internal social unrest (the onward ideological thrust of the French Revolution) and a favorable international conjuncture (tacit or active support of one or more great powers against others), without necessarily mobilizing large sectors of internal lower strata.


    In addition, the incorporation of new zones into the capitalist world- economy involved their political restructuring as well as a series of modern « states. » This could take three different forms, as illustrated by the example of what happened to the Ottoman Empire. One form was nationalism per se, such as the Greek Revolution of the 1820s, which was overtly supported by Great Britain, represented, in prototypical fashion, by both that early « third worldist » romantic libera], Lord Byron, and that quintessential cultural imperialist, Lord Elgin. A second form was reforming reconstruction from within : the « breakaway » of Egypt from the Ottoman Empire, led by the first of the « modernizers, » Muhammed Ali, whose efforts gave rise to such ambiguous responses by Great Britain and France. They favored Ali’s efforts when these efforts weakened the Sublime Porte (and especially when the Sublime Porte was acting against their interests) and opposed Ali's efforts when they threatened to create a really strong Egyptian state. The third form was reforming reconstruction from without : the conquest of Algeria in 1830 by the French (and eventually its colonization), which gave rise to an immediate reactive movement, later to be considered the origin of modern Algerian nationalism, the rebellion of Abd-el-Kader.


    These first organizational expressions of the period following the French Revolution were confused, as might well be expected. Groups tried what they could, without too much intellectual analysis or discussion of strategy. It would be the general revolutionary ambiance of 1848-49 and its political failures that would provoke this analysis and this discussion.


    In terms of the social movement, the 1848 Revolution in France marked the first time that a proletarian-based political group made a serious attempt to achieve political power and legitimize workers’ power (legalization of trade unions, control of the workplace). The attempt was resisted fiercely, a short but intense civil war broke out (June days in Paris), and order was recreated in the form of military dictatorship with some populist overtones (Bonapartism). What 1848 in France demonstrated was that it would be no simple matter for the social movement to achieve its objectives. It was no accident that Marx’s most famous concrete political analysis was the one he made of these very events in The Eighteenth Brumaire. Nor was it any accident that the primary strategic document of the modern social movement (and the most influential one), the Communist Manifesto, was published in 1848. It was published, to be sure, just before the June days, and indeed written during the year preceding, but it was the lesson of the June days that ensured that what might otherwise have become an obscure pamphlet of a minuscule group gave rise to a world movement.


    The lesson of 1848 was not a lesson only for the social movement; 1848 was also the « springtime of the nations, » a springtime that seemed all too brief. The attempts in various countries (most notably in Germany, Italy, and Hungary) to create new sovereign states, on the basis of constitutionalism and nationalist claims, were in fact soundly defeated largely because, unlike in the earlier cases of Greece, Belgium, or the Latin American states, the international conjuncture was no longer favorable. This did not mean that, in an unfavorable conjuncture, any national movement was automatically doomed. What it did make clear is that national revolution, like social revolution, was no simple matter, that one had to count first of all on one’s own strength, and that this strength had to be sedulously created over time.


    Hence for both the social and the national movements, the primary lesson to be drawn from the experience of 1848 was the need for long-term political organization as the necessary tool with which their objectives might be achieved. This lesson was well learned; some might say even too well. It became the strategic axiom of all significant movements ever since that time.


    This decision, for it was a decision, was not made lightly, nor without due consideration. Indeed, for the social movement, it was the question which dominated its discussions between 1848 and 1870, the next dramatic historic date, that of the Paris Commune. The form that this debate took was quite open. It was one between the Marxists and the Anarchists within the International Working Men’s Association (the First International, founded in 1862) on the one hand, and between Marxists and the Proudhonists in European working-class circles in general.


    Basically, the Proudhonists hoped to achieve working-class objectives by withdrawal from capitalist production and the Anarchists by destroying the state which they saw as the pillar of the capitalist system. The heart of the opposing Marxist position on political strategy is well-known. Withdrawal, on the one hand, was an inefficacious strategy and in any case was self- indulgent and not progressive. Destruction of the state, on the other hand, was no easy task. The alternative to both that the Marxists suggested was the organized pursuit of the acquisition of state power based on the revolutionary potential of those who had « nothing to lose but their chains. » The latter was identified quite specifically as the industrial proletariat. The emphasis on collective organization led to the depreciation of anything that seemed « individualistic. » The ethic of work was not to be rejected but to be used by the only persons truly ready to employ it in the service of the general good. Both withdrawal and anti-statism were not merely incorrect strategies; they were also stances too readily transmutable into Bohemianism, which could easily deteriorate into attitudes associated with the irresponsible and politically dangerous lumpenproletariat. Social transformation was to be the consequence of sober, socially conscious effort.


    The Paris Commune was thus in many senses a surprise. It was not in fact the result of planned effort. Its organization was very much the result of a particular political conjuncture, the defeat of France by Germany. It was to be sure crushed by military force, the result of a Franco-German class alliance of ruling strata. But it provided for the first time evidence for the ability of the working classes, in a revolutionary situation, to organize themselves fast and efficiently, to mobilize mass support, and to be socially inventive. It thus gave concrete meaning to the concept of a (temporary) « dictatorship of the proletariat » and ensured long life to this critical concept. In 1872, the Marxist position within the First International was finally officially accepted, as against the Bakuninist (Anarchist) position. But the First International, essentially a weak collection of weak movements, would die within four years. So would most of the weak movements. Their place was taken in most west European countries by serious, national working-class parties and serious national trade-union federations, which would form the basis of a new Second International.


    From 1870 to World War I, the issue of political organization having been resolved, the internal debate of the social movement, which had now become the socialist movement, revolved around three principal problems.


    1)	Most European states came now to have not one but two national working-class structures — a trade-union federation, and a socialist or labor political party. The two structures were supported by essentially the same people and had overlapping leadership, but for the most part they were distinct structures with different primary arenas of action. The trade unions were designed to function in the workplace and in the larger « economy. » Their main efforts were directed at obtaining for the workers from the capitalist entrepreneurs what they considered their due. Their main weapons were on the one hand the strike, the attempt to pressure capitalists by halting their production and thereby their profits and, on the other hand, negotiations, either directly or via political authorities. The political parties were designed to function in the state structures and in the wider « political » arena. Their main efforts were also directed to obtaining what they considered to be the due of the working classes, but this time from the state. Their main weapons were analogous to those of the trade unions. They could « strike » (that is, use a sort of violence) against the state authorities or they could negotiate with them.


    With the same presumed objectives, the same presumed mass support, and an analogous range of weapons, one might have thought that their efforts would have been synchronous. However, with two structures, the question of hierarchical priority inevitably arose. This was immediately complicated by the fact that two social tendencies (or « deviations ») emerged which tended to be unequally distributed between the two types of organizations.


    The first tendency was the emergence of what was pejoratively called the aristocracy of labor. « This controversial term presumably referred to the fact that the more skilled workers who were better paid were often more politically « conservative » in the policies they advocated, reflecting their class position, the fact that they did in fact have more to lose than their chains. But it was precisely among such workers that the trade-union movement first took hold, and retrospectively it seems almost inevitable that such workers played a disproportionate role in the leadership of the trade-union movement. Over time, this meant that trade-union demands moved in a bread-and-butter » direction. The second tendency was that party membership began to reflect an evolving trans-class alliance. In particular the party of the working classes attracted an intelligentsia of bourgeois origin and often of continuing occupational location in middle and upper strata. Such persons, precisely because of their class background, often had more training than workers in the organizational skills needed by a political party. Over time, many parties came to utilize such « intellectuals » in ever-increasing number, and many of the latter saw the party as a mechanism of the « avant-garde » designed to contain the « syndicalism » of the « labor aristocracy. »


    2)	The seeds of contradiction were sown in this period. Although they did not then take the form of open internal conflict, merely that of a strain over the hierarchical priority of party and trade union, this contradiction has never been overcome. Rather, it became integral to, though not identical with, the second great internal difference of opinion within the socialist movement. This was the question of what tactics would permit the achievement of state power. Put briefly, the choice was to be posed as evolutionary parliamentarism versus revolutionary insurrection. This debate was originally conducted in good faith among comrades, this is to say, among persons sharing the same objective of achieving a socialist society.


    It was forced upon the movement by a simple social reality which was beyond their control, the slow but continuous extension of the suffrage, particularly in the core countries of the capitalist world-economy. The movement to extend suffrage had long been a demand for democratization, but somewhere in the middle of the nineteenth century, it occurred to conservative forces that it might be used as a marvelous mechanism of cooptation. This is symbolized by the fact that it was the Tory Disraeli and not the Liberal Gladstone who proposed the most dramatic extension of suffrage in Great Britain (as indeed it was the conservative Bismarck in Germany who de facto invented the idea of welfare state).


    The extension of suffrage forced upon the socialist parties the question of whether to participate in elections, whether to participate in parliament, and by the late nineteenth century whether to participate in government. There were those who saw no good reason not to do so, especially (they noted) since their electorate was, almost by definition, the majority of the population and, hence, it was the socialist parties who would be likely to be the great beneficiaries of universal suffrage. The state would « evolve » in a socialist direction. In opposition, the skeptics argued what had been previously argued by all the Marxists vis-a-vis the Proudhonists and the Bakuninists, that matters were not as simple as that. The governing bourgeoisie would not permit itself to be blithely voted out of power, or more exactly they would not permit an electoral destruction of capitalism. They would resist, in multiple ways, and hence the proletariat had to prepare itself for a hard conflict, a « revolution. »


    Still, in Western Europe (and North America), the « revisionist » doctrine of « evolutionary socialism » was very seductive. It seemed to offer immediate, concrete results. It seemed in fact less « utopian » than tactics that involved insurrection or armed struggle. And as the parties developed into mass parties, this perspective gained ever greater strength, both among the militants and among the leadership. It was indeed only in Russia, where there were scarcely any parliamentary elections, and only a small industrial proletariat, that « revisionism » seemed less plausible. In 1902, in the great split within the Russian Social-Democratic Party, the antirevisionists gained control of the party structure. The « Bolsheviks » under Lenin argued that only an underground party of cadres (as opposed to an open mass party) had any chance of achieving power. Given the tsarist state, Lenin’s argument was not only plausible; it was highly pragmatic.


    Behind the evolutionary vs. revolutionary, Menshevik vs. Bolshevik quarrel lay two analytical equivocations in the heart of Marxist analysis. The first was the tension between determinism and voluntarism. Marx essentially tried to pursue a middle path concerning this old metaphysical conundrum of Western thought. He tended to argue voluntarism against bourgeois liberalism, and determinism against rival socialist thinkers In general, his dominant tone was determinist. The revisionists picked up on this theme and used it to argue the « inevitability » of evolutionary socialism, which thereupon justified a politics of incrementalism In response to this, Leninism was clearly more on the voluntarist side, arguing the crucial importance of decisive, planned action by a dedicated and informed minority.


    The second equivocation in Marxist analysis was the debate about consciousness. For Marx, consciousness was a superstructure which reflected its economic base, but this was not, could not be, a simple one-to- one correlation, since there could be « false consciousness. » How then could one determine the truth of a given consciousness? One way might be to let history decide, that is, to assume that over time men come to adjust their consciousness spontaneously such that it becomes a true reflection of their material reality. The second way might be to anticipate and accelerate history, permitting those with political insight to guide others. The first view clearly more consonant with the revisionist path. The second demanded the Bolshevik path, that of the creation of an avant-garde cadre party. It is clear too how this was linked to the two tendencies discussed above, that of the increasing role of an « aristocracy of labor » on the one hand, with a need to assert that their evolving consciousness was a true long-term reflection of their material base, and that of « revolutionary intellectuals (often of bourgeois origin), with a need to argue that their evolving consciousness was a correct interpretation of the material base of he working class, as opposed to the short-run, syndicalist interpretations that were so widespread.


    3)	The third problem was the relationship of socialists to nationalism on the one hand and to peasant demands on the other. This is usually presented as two separate intellectual issues, and indeed they were argued separately at the time But they were in fact part of a. single debate, the debate of the role in the process of the struggle for socialism of all those who were not industrial proletarians, and indeed industrial proletarians coming from the majority (or dominant) ethnic group of a given state. The others could be called a « minority » ethnic group or a « nation » demanding national rights — minimally cultural rights, maximally political rights always more economic equality. Or the « others » could be the rural working population, expressing their grievances, demanding to retain the fruits of their labor, which often was expressed by a demand to own the land they toiled.


    Once again, the socialist movement has two different reactions to these claims. One reaction was to deny the legitimacy of the demands of these « others. » Capitalism, it was argued, was a process which over time would homogenize the world, eliminating thereby both « nations » and « peasants » as categories. Therefore, it was futile and dangerous to slow down this process by advocating the rights of any group other than that of the industrial proletariat. Such advocacy simply divided the working class. This proposition was quite consonant in fact with evolutionary socialism. The alternative position at this time was not the obverse one of full support either for « nationalist » claims or for « peasant » claims, for that would have betrayed the basic internationalist, workerist commitment of Marxist ideology. The alternative position was rather that of asserting the legitimacy of an interim alliance between the working class and the « others, » based on the fact that these « others » were also oppressed by the same ruling strata, but an alliance that was only tactical and under the « hegemony » of the working class. Such hegemony, however, was only possible if there were an avant-garde cadre party to exercise it. It was, therefore, a view that only made sense within a Leninist perspective, and indeed it became the Leninist position. It is curious, but revealing, to observe that when World War I began, the revisionists, who had rejected « nationalism » so strongly, emerged as exponents of the sacred national alliance within their respective states, while the Leninists, who had been willing to consider tactical alliances with « nationalists, » emerged as the upholders of an internationalist rejection of the legitimacy of bourgeois nationalist war.


    The great expansion of the organized working-class movements of Europe from 1870 to 1914 took place at the same time as, and within the context of, the last great imperial territorial expansion of Europe in modern history. Therefore, at the very moment the socialist movements were seeking to find their way as antisystemic movements emphasizing anticapitalism, there emerged nationalist movements in the periphery, seeking to find their way as antisystemic movements emphasizing anti-imperialism. The nationalist movements went through the same debate about the centrality of political organization as a strategy, as had the socialist movements, with perhaps a twenty to thirty year lag. For nationalism, the equivalent of the Proudhonist cum Anarchist position was that of so-called cultural nationalism, a tendency which argued the necessity of a withdrawal from the dominating society though cultural renaissance and the cultivation of linguistic, artistic, and behavioral self-assertion and separation. The political nationalists argued, analogously to the position of the Marxists vis-a-vis the Proudhonists and Anarchists, that cultural nationalism was impossible at best, deceptive and false at worse, since an autonomy that was not guaranteed by control of a state apparatus did not have the material base to survive. The conquest of state power, in this case usually via secession and/or the creation of a new state entity, became then the prime strategic objective, and to this end the creation of a « party » structure was indispensable.


    The intellectual parallel among nationalists to the revisionist-Leninist debate among socialists was the debate over the method by which political nationalist objectives could be achieved. At one end were those who advocated the path of « constitutionalism, » that is, the negotiation with existing authorities of a step-by-step transfer of power to the national group m question. At the opposed end were those who spoke of more militant methods that involved mass mobilization, conflict, and protracted (and if necessary, violent) struggle. It should be noted, however, that if theoretically, Marxism started out as a movement committed to revolutionary struggle and only over time developed a stronger and stronger « revisionist » component involving parliamentarianism as a tactic, political nationalism in country after country (India, China, the Arab world, Mexico, South Africa) started out as a predominantly constitutionalist movement and only over time developed a stronger and stronger « revolutionary » component.


    The two different trajectories were a function of the geographical loci and therefore the class composition of the two groups of movements at that earlier point in historic time. The socialist movements were to be found largely in core countries, the nationalist movements largely in peripheral ones. The socialist movements began as structures whose political base was in the industrial proletariat and which later extended their bases of support by appealing to the anticapitalist (and in non-core countries anti-imperialist) sentiments of the broad masses of the population. The nationalist movements began as structures whose social base was in peripheral bourgeoisies and intelligentsias and which later extended their bases of support by appealing to the anti-imperialist sentiments of the broad masses of the population. As each broadened the class alliance that underlay the movement, a phenomenon that derived from the basic decision to give strategic priority to the conquest of state power, the tactics of the two sets of movements began to converge.


    As the political nationalist movements broadened their base, the quarrel they had with cultural nationalists began to diminish. As long as the nationalist movements were small committees of bourgeois and intelligentsia seeking constitutional change, they could preach one variety or another of cultural integration or « Westernization. » This could take the form of outright adoption of Western cultural premises (language, religion, dress, etc.) or the same thing in edulcorated form (for example, the reinterpretation of Islam or Hinduism or Confucianism to demonstrate that « modern » values were not exclusively « Western » or « Christian » but were already inherent in and expressed by the traditional literature). When, however, these movements began to seek mass support, it was no longer plausible to preach assimilation. Quite the contrary; for the mass of the population, anti-imperialism had to mean the preservation and reassertion of what was theirs against that which appertained to the conqueror. Conversely, as revolutionary social movements broadened their base, they had to talk more in terms of the « people » as a whole rather than just the « working class » and this logically led them to sound more « nationalist. »


    The political nationalist movements, as they became more militant, became more culturally nationalist. There was, however, a limit, because the political nationalist movements, being political, operated within the constraints of the political system of states. Here too there was a convergence with the Marxists. As the Leninist wing of Marxism moved toward a limited recognition of the legitimacy of nationalist (that is, in its eyes, cultural) objectives, so the political nationalist movements sought to maintain a middle position combining national political objectives, class political objectives, and cultural objectives. The ground was being laid for a new political analysis. The Russian Revolution was the fundamental catalyst for the new developments. Russia in 1917 was both the most « backward » of the industrial countries and the most « advanced » of the non-core countries. We are less surprised today than everyone was at the time that it was Russia, not Germany (or England), in which took place the revolution, the « ten days that shook the world. » The Russian Revolution shook the world-system not just because it was the first successful revolution under the banner of Marxism but even more because it occurred where it did. Socialists throughout the world had expected the first revolution to occur in Germany, largely because, in the period from 1870 on, the strongest socialist movement (strongest in terms of national political support, strongest in terms of intellectual force) was that of Germany. When, then, revolution occurred first in Russia, it was natural to interpret this at first as an « accident » which would soon be rectified by a German revolution.


    But the German revolution failed, and indeed failed decisively. Within a few years, this was recognized by everyone. Lenin drew the sensible tactical conclusion : if not Germany, then the « Orient. » It was at the Congress of Baku in 1921 that Lenin in effect proposed a formal alliance between the anticapitalist social movements of the core and the anti- imperialist nationalist movements of the periphery. Such an alliance however, involved extraordinary ambiguities with whose consequences we are still living today The Russian Revolution « proved » to the world that a revolution could occur, and eventually it would prove that a revolutionary state could industrialize and transform itself in military and political strength But what exactly did that in turn prove? How was that different (was it different?) from the proof already made in 1905 that a non- European state (Japan) could defeat militarily a European state (in that case Russia)? Both « proofs » served to transform the social psychology of revolutionary movements, offering them the basis for the fundamental optimism of will that has been a pillar of their political strength ever since. But both proofs also opened up the question of exactly what was revolutionary about the revolution.


    In fact, as we know, the counteroffensive of the world’s dominant forces against the Bolshevik state meant that the USSR turned neither toward Germany nor toward the Orient but rather turned inward toward « socialism in one country, » toward the defense of the USSR as a beleaguered state. The control of state power may not have been enough to transform he Soviet Union. But it was certainly enough to transform the Third International from a network of parallel movements into a hierarchical structure adjusted to the needs of a particular state power. The question thereupon became what role the Third International and thus the USSR would play as an antisystemic force within the world-system. From 1920 or so until the outbreak of World War II, the answer was very uncertain. On the one hand, the rivalries and maneuvers among the « leading » capitalist powers that had given rise to World War I were unabated and would eventually lead to a World War II. Furthermore, as we know, the eventual division into two military blocs would take on strong ideological clothing as a struggle between a « liberal » coalition and a « fascist » one. Was this to be regarded, as Lenin had regarded the 1914 war, as a struggle among thieves, or was there a choice between a greater and a lesser danger?
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