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Third-World Liberationism and Other
cold War Isms: No End to ldeology

In most Western societies, the ideological controversy is dying down.

Raymond Aron (1955)

It might have been generally thought that the time had come for
the world, and particularly for the Third World, to choose between

the capitalist and socialist systems....[But] the Third World ought
not be content to define itself in the terms of the values which have
preceded it.

Frantz Fanon (1961)

I believe that with all the dislocations we know from our experience,
there also exists an extraordinary opportunity to form for the first

time in history a truly global society carried on by the principle of
interdependence.

Henry Kissinger (1973)

4.1. World War and the Global Imaginary

World War generated in the minds of hundreds of millions of people
around the world a profound sense of rupture with the preceding era.
Even the vast swath of death and destruction wrought by the Great
War paled in comparison to the unfathomable levels of physical dev-
astation left behind on three continents by the global contlagration
of 193945, Tens of millions of soldiers and civilians had perished.
As US Secretary of State Dean Acheson later noted in his Memoirs,
"The whole world structure and order that we had inherited from the
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nineteenth century was gone.”! Aside from its historicy] signif
Can

humanity’s most destructive armed conflict, the Worlqg War ajg,, €€ o
crucial phase in the evolution of the global Imaginary, To be Surma-rked .
occurred as a tentative and uneven process, at times surging fOrwe' IS rigq
to be forced to retreat by sudden reassertions of the -

obst; 9 ony
| ‘ ) lobal . g . S IMate natio
imaginary. The ascent of the global esprit général was In1tially g Na|

Important tipping point in the evolution of the global imaginary? Before

Into the dominant social imaginary: “Now it often happens that what
starts out as theories held by a few people Inay come to infiltrate the socia]
imaginary, first of elites perhaps, and then of the whole society.”2 Byt
Taylor also emphasizes that the transformative power of such ideational
clusters depends to a significant degree on their correspondence to their
existing social contexts. Taking root in people’s minds in response to
experienced needs, these new ideas become applied in the expanding
sphere of common action. Defining ever more sharply the contours of
the changing political world, they eventually congeal into “the taken-
for-granted shape of things, too obvious to mention.” Thus rejecting the
false dichotomy between theoretical and material forces as rival causal
mechanisms, Taylor instead argues that “ideas always come in history
wrapped up in practices, even if these are only discursive practices.” He
goes on to discuss the French Revolution as a crucial historical example
when elite-engineered principles of remaking community as a modern
nation gradually changed social practices among broad strata of the pepwr
lation. These altered practices—together with the implicit understandl.ﬂtgls
they created—formed the basis for further modifications of theory, Wh.lc (i
in turn, impacted practice and so on. Hence, as we have emphasiz¢
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ng force in a number of ways.* First

remained largely confined to EUIOPE. and the Mediterranean region, the
world War raged as a glf)bal.contest In multiple theaters stretching from
the icy waters of Scandinavia to the jungles of sub-Saharan Africa, and
from the green pastures of the British Isles to the volcanic islands of
japan. For a brief moment, the war even reached the Atlantic shores of
the United States in the form of German submarine-conducted stealth
reconnaissance missions. In the vast stretches of the Pacific, hostilities
extended as far south as the Australian port of Darwin, which sustained
heavy damage during Japanese air raids in 1942. The names of places
that saw decisive war action—Tobruk, El Alamein, Pearl Harbor, Midway,
Iwo Jima, Coral Sea, Rangoon, Imphal, Leyte, Chungking, Port Moresby,
Kursk, Stalingrad, or Hiroshima—were etched into the minds of hundreds
of millions who realized that the fate of their own nations was sealed in
far-distant locations whose names they could hardly pronounce.

Second, military success depended more than ever on the effective
formation of transnational alliances. Take, for example, the prolonged
siege of the German-held Italian fortress of Monte Cassino. On February
14, 1944, an Allied infantry attack on the former monastery involved
Americans of various ethnic backgrounds, Eastern European volunteers,
New Zealand Maoris, Nepalese Gurkhas, and members of various Indian
ethnic groups.®> Similarly, the German High Command was forced to
extend its search for allies to far-distant corners of the earth. It must have
taken the racist leaders of the Third Reich some time to digest the obvious
lesson that the ultimate success of their European operations depended
on the ability of their Japanese brothers-in-arms—supposedly belonging
to an “inferior race” of mere “culture-bearers’—to vanquish the American
forces on the other side of the globe. |

Third, the ultimate defeat of the Axis powers and the discovery of their
unspeakable crimes against civilians and «yndesirables” of all kinds took
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a heavy toll on the central claims of their politica] belief Syst
e

the postwar era, it became close to impossible for MY ideoloe., 18- Iy
new—to build a mass-following on an explicitly racjs¢ tra 8Y~olq or

. Dslatjg
national imaginary. In fact, the term “nationalism” v, 0 of the

: o 3 > Now I<":tclen .
ominous meanings that conjured up haunting ‘Mmages of faving d‘.v]th
ICt;.

tors in military uniforms and emaciated Corpses piled UP in the \
extermination camps of Eastern Europe. The Americap Publics gf 3stly
unease with racist political belief systems, together with the desegr, ow}ng
of the military, was a major factor in the demise of the Jip, Crieen Siasilon
in the South. Even the brutal South African apartheig State ey e“tu:um
collapsed under the combined weight of unfavorable world Opiniop anY
stringent international economic sanctions. Although the idec) ogical | nﬁ
between race and nation continued to operate in vari

ous I€glona] and
local settings, it had lost much of its former appeal by the end of the
century.

Bretton Woods (1944), and Yalta (1945) laid the foun
political and economic order that divided the Planet into eXpansiye
“spheres of influence” cutting across national borders. In the sleepy New
England town of Bretton Woods, the major economic powers of the West
led by the United States jettisoned the protectionist policies of the inter-
war period and struck a compromise that combined International eco.

dation of , globa]

The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, later kanWH
as the World Bank, provided loans for Europe’s postwar reconstruciflf>n
(in the late 1950s, however, its purpose was expanded to fund major
industrial projects in the developing world). And the General Agfffem.ent
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) became the first global trade Orgamzatlt?;l
charged with fashioning and enforcing multilateral trade agreementST(;le
199§, the World Trade Organization (WTO) emerged as its successor).

132




Third-World Liberationism and Other Cold War Isms

¢ these nstitutions served as clear evidence for the growing

. O . .
,1t1(>tn0f obal designs on the national imaginary.

of the technological innovations that would contribute

l ) 1
inally oth-century compression of time and space were€ the

e lat€ o aih ,
to th sult of war-related activities. An abbreviated list of these inven-

ludes airplanes powered by jet engines; guided missiles like the
v-1 “flying bomb” and the V-2 rocket; basic radar and sonar
.. digital electronic machines like Harvard University’s Mark 1
used by the US Navy for gunnery and ballistic calculations;

e mi CrOwave.generating magnetron; synthetic rubber; supersized ships
nade Of welded steel; <treamlined production lines; and so on. Even the
mternet--the most celebrat.ed hallfnark of the global age—originated in
ecret US wal communication projects that underwent further develop-

ment 10 the Cold War era in response to pathbreaking Soviet satellite

technology-
The atomicC bomb, of course, was both the most spectacular and terrify-

ing of the war-related technologies. Nothing did more to convince people
of the linked fate of geographically and politically separated nations than
the nuclear obliteration of two Japanese cities and nearly 200,000 of their
inhabitants, most of them civilians. “Hiroshima has shaken the whole
» a disingenuous Stalin confided to his inner circle immediately

President Harry Truman put the implications of nuclear globality in stark
terms: “[T]he human animal and his emotions change not much from age
to age. He must change now or he faces absolute and complete destruc-
tion and maybe the insect age Or an atmosphereless planet will succeed
him.”6 But the full global impact of the nuclear arms race did not reveal
itself until the 1950s with the successful detonation of hydrogen bombs.
Operating on the principles of atomic fusion, these devices were hundreds
of times more powerful than the bombs that devastated Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. Despite these weapons’ potential for mass destruction, the quite
realistic prospect of nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet
Union nonetheless prevailed, revealing the magnitude of the rupture with
traditional conceptions of “international” conflict. Thermonuclear war-
fare would spell not only the end of humanity but also the annihilation of
n.early all forms of life on earth. More than anything, it was this recurring
“::Oggémare of total planetary destruction that forced people around the

to think beyond the nation in terms that captured the new real-

i .
ttg'oof global interdependence. The scope of “high-consequence risks”—
*¢ manufactured by humans as a result of their intervention into the
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Third-World Liberatio
a] life and nature—had been dramaticauy -

» f sOCI . a
condltlol?S 0 o, No longer contained by the geography of thz :st?d by
‘Ong|

red risks had become globalized.”’

obalization of the Cold War and the Emergence
| of the Three-World Order

The 1945 conferences in Yalta and Potsde.lm laiq the foundations for »
new geopolitical world order baseq on diametrically opposed politicy
belief systems that competed for influence or? the rest of the worlq
As the doomed German dictator had prophesied during his ]ast days
i the Berlin bunker, “The laws of both history and geography wij
compel these two Great Powers [the United States and Soviet Russia] tg
1 trial of strength, either militarily or in the fields of economics and
ideology.”® Their wartime marriage of convenience in shambles at the
conclusion of hostilities, the two superpowers seemed to be heading for
certain confrontation. However, they could no longer afford to act ip
accordance with Carl von Clausewitz’s early nineteenth-century dictum
that war was the continuation of political activity by other means. Gone
was the old certainty that armed conflict would always lead to victory for
some nations and defeat for others. The impossibility of fighting each
other militarily without risking mutual destruction—a frightening sce-
nario eventually known by its fitting acronym, MAD (“Mutually Assured
Destruction”)—left the superpowers with only two options, both of which
were implemented with great regularity throughout the Cold War. First,
the United States and the Soviet Union might choose to engage in limited
warfare, either directly or through dependent third parties. Naturally,
direct military confrontation was a risky business, for it harbored the
danger of escalation and ultimate nuclear confrontation. Accordingly, the
antagonists sought to avoid this option, though they came dangerously
close to pulling the nuclear trigger, if only briefly, during the Korean
War and the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. Fortunately, both Moscow and
Washington blinked and instead continued to exercise their safer second
option of engaging in limited warfare by proxy, in the process transform-
ing the newly emerging nations of the global South into the volatile flash
points of the Cold War.

second, in their insatiable hunger for greater poOwer,

prestige, the superpowers could exercise the option of com
Indirect warfare with an all-out ideological contest. Realizing

plementing
that the
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ood of changing the political beliefs ang val
ikell to zero, the antagonists directed thejy o

ruggle for h
:marily toward those people whogse soli 88 earts and

Ical imagination was

ed European colonial-

of its worldview would ultim'ately reveal itself in the “development” and
iprogress” of its adoptlye nation. As Cold War historian Odd Arne Westad
notes, “Locked in conflict over the very concept of European modernity—
+o which both states regarded themselves as successors—Washington and
Moscow needed to change the world in order to prove the universal
applicability of their ideologies, and the elites of the newly Independent
states proved fertile ground for their competition.”® Hence, it would be
a grave mistake to limit the role of ideology in the Cold War to that
of a superficial mask hiding more profound material interests. Ideology
functioned as a crucial factor in an epic contest that was just as much
about showcasing the global applicability of liberal or communist ideas
and values as it was about economics or geopolitics: “Ideas, values, and
belief systems were at the heart of the struggle that defined the second
half of the twentieth century.”1°

[ronically, the globalization of the Cold War added to the growing
problems of the competing grand ideologies. The harder the superpowers
tried to prove the Truth of their ideological claims—sometimes at the price
of military intervention—the greater the resistance generated in the form
of “new ideologies” that emerged in both the West and the South. Given
that American liberalism and Russian communism represented context-
ensitive translations of the national imaginary, they struggled to make
their ideas and values stick in an increasingly global environment. On
the one hand, each superpower encouraged recipient countries to copy

its Ideology. On the other hand, however, they bristled when client states
like Guatemala or Egypt chose to adapt those borrowed ideologies to

their National contexts in rather idiosyncratic ways. Consequently, the

globalizing dynamics of the Cold War fueled both the globalizatior} of
the European idea of sovereign nation-states (as reflected in the “United
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der that cut ac
the globe

ated, yet separate, “worlds”: a liberal-capitaljst Firss
4 States; a collectivist-communist Second Worjq ) Worly
res

Union; and a formally nonaligned Third World | ideg
dC

led by the Unite
over by the Soviet

| - . { . atio
to the global imaginary. People’s identity as “nationals” began tq int:al
I-

.1 their new sense of belonging to one of these three wqy ]
National affiliation and national integration were no longer the SOls.
markers of communal existence. Terms like “democracy,” "Capitalismf
«communism,” and “socialism” served as shorthand for geogfaphic;u
and political systems composed of “nation-states” that were nonethees
onverge around a common set of ideological claims regard]ess
of national differences.
The Kremlin, for example, continued its interwar Comintern Strategy
of portraying 1its brand of Marxism-Leninism as the only valid ideological
formula for all “socialist” countries. But the ideological hegemony of the
Soviet Union was openly challenged by Mao Zedong in the late 1950s.
Recognizing that the Chinese peasantry possessed a much stronger revo-
lutionary potential than the thin urban working class, Mao broke with
Leninist principles by holding to his firm belief in the “spontaneous”
and “proletarian” instincts of the rural masses. He went far beyond the

revolutionary voluntarism of the Soviet founder by pushing the role of

subjective forces in history to the point of arguing for their ability to alter
ase: “In certain conditions, such aspects as the relations
uperstructure in turn manifest themselves

e.” Mao’s unshakable belief in the powe
pies of

the economic b
of production, theory and the s

in the principal and decisive rol
of “correct ideas” translated into the publication of millions of cO

Quotations from Chairman Mao Zedong. Waved in the air by his enthusiastic
followers, the famous Little Red Book became the ubiquitous symbol of
the Chinese Cultural Revolution in the 1960s. As the Great Leader told
the crowds, “The proletariat. .. must meet head-on every challenge of the
bourgeoisie in the ideological field and use the new ideas, culture, custom;
and habits of the proletariat to change the mental outlook of the whole 0
society.”!? Shattering the Soviet monopoly on communism, the influence
of Maoism extended from the European “New Left”—-—particulafl)’ amoné
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thil\kefs like Louis Althusser and Michel Foucault who pushed

into 4 poststructuralist dil’ECtiOﬂ-—-—tO eV j ry Fhird
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1ike Kim Il-SOIlg, Ho Chi IVﬁllll, Fidel Castro, and (]:;"l
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leaders—including Yugoslavia’ '
path independent ofgthe Kr:mh;{iimh:r’ll e
’ | | T s et at the 193535
sl - conference 10 an 1mpressive international display of Third-
gan ol Jarity- Calling for the end of colonial rule in all its manifes-
Iepresentatives of twenty-nine African and Asian nations vowed
hen their cultural and economic ties. Committed to the articu-
on of a common set of political principles based on their neutral-
JatiC e Cold war and a socialist path to modernity independent of
, . they hoped to give ideological coherence to what
|ater became the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries.!” In
ming speech at the Bandung Conference, Indonesian President

impressed on the minds of the delegates that the fortunes of the

qukarno 1
ed, first and foremost, on ideological unity: “I

.o world depend
the conference] will give evidence of the fact that we Asian and

at Asia and Africa can prosper only when
the safety of the World at large cannot
d Asia-Africa.”* Eleven years later, Fidel
Conference of the Peoples of Atrica, Asia,
ize of this gathering even surpassed

presentatives from the entire non-
of an anti-imperialist Third-World

ted, and that even

ed without a unite
he Tricontinental

. .. in Havana. The s
nce, attracting re

Western world 1n an impressive display
liberationism that was particularly critical of the United States. Although

many of the delegates represented countries receiving material support
trom the Soviet Union, they nonetheless made strenuou> efforts to signal
dence from both Russia and China. Unavoid-

they are uni

be safeguard
Castro hosted t

ably, the attempt 1O stretC |
“Tricontinentalism” resulted 1n serious theoretical strains and contradic-

tions. Even the speeches of charismatic leaders like Che Guevara were
marred by confusing calls for a “true proletarian :nternationalism” tO be

fought by subaltern heroes prepared “10 die under the f1ag of Vie'frllam'"?sf
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IT po
assertion of multiple civilizations. But the humanist vis;j POWerfy

Mahatma Gandhi, Frantz Fanon, or Che Guevara often Conflicte

more detailed examination of these ideological in
and First Worlds.

4.3. Third-World Liberationisms: Gandhism and Fanonism

By the end of the tumultuous 1960s, nearly fifty Third-World “nations”
with a population surpassing a quarter of the world’s inhabitants had wop
political independence from their former European and American colo-
nial masters. Their struggle against Western Imperialism—aptly defined
by the Chinese nationalist leader Sun Yat-Sen as “the policy of aggres-
sion against other countries by means of political force”—had begun in
earnest with the 190S surprising defeat of the Russian Empire by Japan.!®
Even Westernized elites like young Mohandas Gandhi, known in his
Anglophile circle of friends for his bravura renditions of “God Save the
King,” began to question the cultural assumptions of European liberalism
as a result of the Japanese victory. Praising the Japanese soldiers for their
acts of bravery and self-sacrifice, the Indian pacifist highlighted the signif-
Icance of such “oriental” virtues in his own philosophy of nonviolenc§.
As we noted in Chapter 3, the Great War represented another early mile-
stone in the process of decolonization. The horrific bloodletting in Europe
fatally undermined the pretense of rational and moral superioxrit?f.tﬁat
stood at the core of what Michael Adas has called the European “cimllzl.ndg
mission ideology.” Formulations of this discourse of dominatiop Var'l;:n
widely from colonial administrators who stressed the internal pe‘1c1ﬁcatla r
and political order that European colonization imposed upon ° bad?}zose
peoples” suffering from incessant warfare and despotic rule 10 Jtion
missionaries and reformers who saw religious conversion and educ
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ces of the Western civilization effort.!” Encapsulated in
,im that liberty had no application whatsoever to
ﬁhn s‘tuﬂftraces,n the civilizing mission ideology thrived on numerous
" ward Jifference hetween colonizers and colonized. Universalistic
ns O m were inscribed with specific cultural practices anchored
s of history, civilization, and nationhood. Translat-
nary in this fashion allowed British liberals like Mill
hemselves as members of a “mature society,” but
4 them with a seemingly benign justification for their exclu-
ices toward the colonial Other. But the heavy blows inflicted
of Japan on the Western imperialist powers in the World
gthened nativist criticisms of the European civilizing
" As Frank Furedi suggests, “Many Africans, Asians and
ighted by the spectacle of a colored nation dishing
»18 In the immediate aftermath of the war, anti-
received further support from the superpowers whose
ement of the old European colonial arrangements served as a
ssary preamble to their ideological competition for the Third World.
nect .ons were reluctant to let go of their prized posses-
¢ [n most €ase>, .+ took colonial subjects decades to shake oft their
sions- ke. Although the regional patterns of the decolonization
.od considerably, the various iterations of Third-World liber-
ntained similar ideological claims that mixed their socialist
deas with the assertion that “civilization” was hardly a
singular European ,chievement. As Prasenjit Duara notes, the discourse of
qlternative civilizations was developed over several decades by figures like
Mahatma Gandhi, Rabindranath Tagore, Liang Qichao, Gu Hongming,
[amine Senghor, Aimé Césaire, Kwame Nkrumabh, and many others.!”
Advancing the fiction of inclusive “nations” existing within political
boundaries haphazardly drawn by the colonial powers, these voices were
nonetheless forced to fit their nationalist program into the existing frame-
work of the three-world order.?’ What were the major ideological claims
of these Third-World liberationisms? What political means were consid-
ered to be most suitable in the struggle against colonialism? To answer
these questions, let us examine the ideological perspectives of two of the
most influential codifiers of Third-World liberationism: Mahatma Gandhi

(1869-1948) and Frantz Fanon (1925-61).

twii?dhli’s nonviqlent liberationism emerged in t

” So;et; century in response to the oppressive British colo
Africa and India. Although the internalization O

present t

not vide

he first half of the

f European
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total conformity. As he awakened to the plight of Indian immigran;, in

his adopted South Africa, Gandhi began to rlelaliée how th(? l.il.)e.ral ctin,
struction of cultural difference accordlng to the }IIOpean Civilizing mjs.
<ion discourse legitimized colonial practices that‘ Imposed on Asiang tp,,
inferior identity of second-class citizens and sub]ecteq tthn. to frequen;
racial slights, threats, beatings, and other forms of discrimination, The
violence of British colonialism in South Africa was structurally embeddegq
in a vast network of norms and rules which, through the meticulouys regu.
lation, dissection, and reallocation of time and space, imbued “Indijap,.
ness” with essential qualities and definitive traits. Assigning proper names
and authoritative meanings to all phenomena, authoritative colonia] djs.
courses employed invidious notions of difference to validate elaborate
cultural, racial, and religious classification schemes that reified the sharp
boundaries separating the colonizer from the colonized.

Pejorative terms such as “coolie” signified the immigrant Indians’ par-
ticular location within the parameters of linear time and physical, psy-
chological, symbolic, and discursive space set by South African whites. To
be Indian meant, among other things, to partake in a particular historical

record assembled by Europeans; to belong to an assigned ethnic category;
to speak an identifiable language or dialect; to be affiliated with a classified
religion; to live in a physical place named by the colonizers; and to follow
customs and traditions duly registered by colonial authorities. On the
level of daily experience, it meant that Indians were expected to know
their inferior place in the colonial system and to validate this know-
ledge through public reenactments of submissive behaviors like removing
one’s turban in courts of law. Among the many obligatory performances
expected from Indians were the acceptable ways of addressing Europeans;
appropriate gestures and looks; correct manners of dress; and, of course,
the strict adherence to a long list of forbidden acts and excluded spaces.
Thus, Indian identity in South Africa was the indelibly marked result
of technologies of rule that incessantly reenacted ideological claims of
oriental cultural inferiority, thereby making humiliation and low self-
esteem a permanent feature of Indianness.

Stung by continuous racist insults, Gandhi finally shook off his politi-
cal passivity and began to confront the physical and epistemic violence
embedded in the harsh technologies of European colonial rule. His polit-
ical method combined the legal redress of grievances with nonviolent
public protests.”! But the conceptual weight of the method of satyagraha
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/_—_-_——_——————-__—_—_—__-_——_———-_——_——__———-

(«"uth-fome") rested on his alternative conception of an “Indian civiliza-
rion” rooted in spiritual and moral concerns rather than in Western con-
ceptions of material progress. The best starting point for the exploration of
Gandhi’s perspective on Indian civilization is his eighty-page monograph
Hind Swaraj (“Indian Self-Rule”), completed in 1909 upon his return from
a disillusioning political trip to London. Written as a dialogue between
two fictional characters—a newspaper “Editor” representing Gandhism
and a radical “Reader” modeled after the political views of violent Indian

nationalists like V. D. Savarkar—the booklet defends Gandhi’s claim that
sancient Indian civilization has little to learn from the modern.”?? At one

point in the dialogue, the Reader asks the Editor to justify his blanket
condemnation of Western civilization: “If [modern] civilization is a dis-
ease, and if it has attacked the English nation, why has she been able to
take India, and why is she able to retain it?” The response comes without
hesitation: “The English have not taken India; we have given it to them.
They are not in India because of their strength, but because we keep
them.”?* In other words, Gandhi insists that most Indians have accepted
colonial rule for purely materialistic reasons: “[W]e keep the English in
India for our base self-interest. We like their commerce, they please us by
their subtle methods, and get what they want from us. To blame them for
this is to perpetuate their power.”%*

This charge of materialist corruption dressed up as the rational
embrace of material progress anchors the first central ideological claim
of Gandhism: the political objective of Indian home rule can only be
achieved through a rigorous program of moral reformation that restores
the nation to its spiritual health and ethical integrity. As Partha Chatterjee
points out, the Mahatma'’s entire political project of nonviolent national
liberation must be understood as predicated upon his commitment to
identify, address, and rectify moral failure on the part of colonized
Indians.2® Although he bemoans their wholesale adoption of Western
civilization, Gandhi himself constructs his vision of an alternative civil-
ization within a historiographical framework developed by European Ori-
entalists, particularly their linear model of India’s decline from a classical
Golden Age to its present “degenerate” and “stagnant” condition. Calling
for a reversal of this trend, the Indian leader believes that the successful

recovery of India’s “authentic values” depends upon its people’s ability
to access the “eternally valid” moral resources of their ancestors. Drawing

on deep symboliCc resources contained in the language and imagery of
a Golden Age, Gandhi infuses his idea of India’s ancient civilization

with socialist ideas his Marxists contemporaries derided as “utopian” and
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and pleasures."

0o Jarge Cities as “Snares .ar.ld useless e.ncun.lbrances" C
Relectlgg ,] sense” of simplicity and reciprocity, Gandh;
'S naflﬁ ocialist utopia of self-sufficient “village COMmMmun;s:
es the belief of Russian Populists in thej; coun

1 path to an idyllic peasant socialism based on an idealjzeq mo
Spectlaacﬁtional Russian village commune. Presented as paragons o
gcl)(ce)plfraration and harmony, SUCh. ’self-c.on.tainedd Clorrfl;nlll‘lities COnstitute
the basic building blocs of Gandhi’s socialist model of Indian nationhggq
Like his Russian counterparts, the Mahatm.a mana.g.es to convince himse
that twentieth-century villagers could revive t.radltlonal ways of forming
intimate face-to-face relationships. For Gandhi, mutual trust Iépresents 5
timeless virtue that allows political and economic decisions to e Made
collectively in direct-democratic fashion.?’ He urges his compatriots to
follow their own occupations and trades without engaging in much com-
petition and by embracing the same basic technologies of production yti.
lized by their ancestors. Finally, he invokes India’s time-tested educationga]
system that rejects abstract schooling in the sciences in favor of practical
skills and moral “character-building.” By cultivating swadeshi (“home
manufacture” or economic “self-reliance”), Indians would learn to resist
the corrupting influence of the colonial powers and achieve genuine self-
rule. Unsurprisingly, Gandhi decontests swaraj or “true home rule” not
primarily as political independence, but as “observance of morality” for
the purpose of attaining “mastery over mind and passions.”28 In other
words, political liberation represents but the inevitable consequence of
more important processes of psychological and moral emancipation from
the ideological prison of the Western civilizing mission discourse.
Moreover, by emphasizing that the Third World’s struggle for national
liberation ought to be rooted in satyagraha, Gandhi firmly rejects violence
45 a suitable means for political change. Unlike the Russian Populists
:’Shgofsltllf:tsi‘sar(ijst despotism with innovative forms of violen.ce 5;?:
ical inSpiragtioinf guerqla warfare, the Indian leader draws hlf P” o
“nonviolence") arrl(c)lm i e T I (‘.‘not ha.ﬂ}::fe for
the purpose of aeir esz.t)’“gmhc.l..For Gandhi, the exercise of VIOI€! -

'Ng political independence was self-defeating
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three reasons. First, the colonized lacked access to and training in the

sdvanced war technologies of their oppressors. Still, it cannot be stressed
enough that the Mahatma's notion of ahimsa represents not merely a
political tactic or a prudent means toward an end, but a moral way
of life grounded in a metaphysical-religious view about the nature of
reality. Reading Indian traditions of nonviolence through a lens colored
by his Western education, he decontests ahimsa as a mode of being and
Jction consistent with a provisional “truth” that points to the unity of
a1l beings. Gandhi identifies two principal expressions of nonviolence:
«In its negative form, it [nonviolence] means not injuring any living
being, whether by body or mind. I may not therefore hurt the person
of a wrong-doer, or bear any ill will to him and so cause him mental suf-
fering. . .. In its positive form, ahimsa means the largest love, the greatest
charity.”%

second, Gandhian liberationism disputes the basic assumption inherent
in Western political discourses that the nature of power lies in its capacity
to unleash violence, and, consequently, that the exercise of political
power inevitably involves employing violent means of coercion. In this
respect, Dennis Dalton makes an important point when he argues that
“soul-power” would be a better translation for satyagraha than “truth-
torce” or “soul-force,” since force is usually associated with violence.>
After all, it was precisely this supposedly natural connection between
power and violence that Gandhi challenged in his assertion that satya-
graha represented power “horn of Truth and Love oOr nonviolence.”>!
For the Mahatma, then, the infliction of violence on another person

presumed society’s ability to pass ultimate judgment in terms of right
and wrong. But since there was never absolute certainty as to the absolute
truth of an opinion——including Gandhi’s own perspective—there could be
no fundamental right or even competence to punish: “In the application

of satyagraha, 1 discovered in the earliest stages that pursuit of Truth did
ing inflicted on one’s opponent, but that he must

not admit of violence bei
be weaned from €rror by patience and sympathy. For what appears to be
ther.”3?

Truth to one may appe€ar false to the O
olence used against the colonial

Third, Gandhi holds that even Vi
oppressor merely i mitates the morally bankrupt methods of a materialist
European civilization based on “brute force.” Undermining the British

Empire’s moral and political authority, the Indian leader suggests that 1t
was never in a position to ascertain at what point a particular colony
would achieve a sufficiently high level of development to be permit-
ted to rule itself. He seeks to bolster this claim by arguing that India
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special relationship to the practice of ahimsg. MOVing

posse.:ssesﬁ d once again to the core of his €Xposition, the Mory
coqsnderatloﬂns civilization worth the name ought to respect th:hatrna
mSlSt;etnhcaet (?f ;olitical means and moral ends: “...1 wish only t, CS(;lrre.
maijority of cases, if not, indeed, in all, the oree of .love and pity ;.
infinitely greater than the force of arms. ’.[h.ere is harm.m the CXeICise of
brute force, never in that of pity. "33 In their m.lmoral reliance op Violen e
modern Europeans stand accused of having failed to grasp the Signiﬁcancé
of ahimsa as a superior truth-force. Ancient Indians, on the other hap ]
built their civilization on the nonviolent principles of self-sacrifice an(i
passive resistance. Praising the imaginary lives of the subcontinent's com.
munal peasants, Gandhi insists that faint traces of these virtuoys Practiceg
can still be detected in colonial India: “The fact is that, in India, the Natiop
at large has generally used passive resistance in all departments of Jjfe. We
cease to co-operate with our rulers when they displease us. This js passive
resistance [satyagrahal....Real home rule is possible only where passjye
resistance is the guiding force of the people. Any other rule is foreign
rule.”3*

At first glance, Gandhi’s call for the moral regeneration of the Indjan
nation appears to be an idyllic socialist translation of the moderm
national imaginary that had been exported to the South by the colo-
nial powers. But, as we noted above, the formulation of national libera-
tionisms culminated in a three-world order increasingly oriented toward a
global frame of reference. This mounting tension between the bubbling
national consciousness in the Third World and the strengthening of the
global imaginary found its expression in the writings of virtually all
anticolonial thinkers. Although he was assassinated at the outset of the
Cold War era, Gandhi was no exception. Throughout his life, he struggled
to reconcile his nonviolent struggle for Indian swaraj with his sympathies
for a “world federation” based on nonviolence and beyond race and
color.®> Describing himself both as a “nationalist” whose “nationalism
includes the well-being of the whole world” and a “cosmopolitan” whose
mission was to “unite the world,” the Mahatma believed that his vision of
a nonviolent Indian nationalism was perfectly compatible with a “com-
monwealth of all world states.”3¢ At the same time, he emphasized thfit a
genuine global society would only emerge after the successful completion
of national liberation struggles in the Third World. Thus, Gandhi saW the

. . tion Of
process of nation-making as a necessary step toward the realization 0
global order:
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(n my opinion, it is' lmpossible for one to be internationalist without being a
nationalist. lnternatnona}lsm is possible only when nationalism becomes a fact
., when people belonging to different countries have organized themselves anc;
,re able tO act as one man. It is not nationalism that is evil, it is the narrow-
1655, selfishness, exclusiveness which is the bane of modern nations which is

oyl s Indian nationalism has, I hope, struck a different path. It wants to organize
tself and find full self-expression for the benefit and service of humanity at large.

Anyway there is no uncertainty about my patriotism or nationalism. God having

cast my lot in the midst of the people of India, I should be untrue to my Maker if
[ failed to serve them.3’

There can be no doubt as to the remarkable global legacy of Gandhism. In
the First World, its major ideological claims served as powerful catalysts
for the formation and development of the “new ideologies” in the 1960s
and 1970s. As we shall see shortly, Martin Luther King anchored his strug-
gle against racial discrimination in the ideas and method of his Indian
role model. Arne Naess, the Norwegian father of “deep ecology,” wrote
his doctoral dissertation on Gandhian philosophy and its applicability
to global environmentalism. Petra Kelly, cofounder of the German Green
Party and active participant in the American civil rights movement, made
sure that Gandhian nonviolence was enshrined as one of the “four pillars”
of the Party’s official platform. Feminist activists like Barbara Deming
embraced Gandhian nonviolent strategies in their influential campaigns
for world peace during the 1970s and 1980s. In the Second World, dis-
sidents like Vaclav Havel and Lech Walesa openly acknowledged their
debt to Gandhian ideas and tactics as they mounted their nonviolent
challenge to communism in the 1980s. Likewise, Chinese students occu-
pying Beijing’s Tiananmen Square from April to June 1989 based their
determined struggle for democracy on the Mahatma's principles of ahimsa
and satyagraha. In the Third World, Gandhism inspired major popular
forms of resistance to authoritarian governments like those organized by
the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo in Argentina in the 1970s, the 1980s
People’s Power Movement in the Philippines, the 1987-9 Palestinian
Intifada in the Israel-occupied territories of the West Bank and Gaza, the
ongoing Burmese Pro-Democracy Movement led by Nobel-Prize winner
Aung San Suu Kyi, and the Ogoni People’s struggle for human rights and
civil society in Nigeria in the 1990s, to name but a few.>

Gandhian liberationism also dominated the political imagination in
Africa during the early postwar period. Political leaders from diverse
cultural backgrounds, such as Egypt’s Gamal Nasser, Ghana's Kwame
Nkrumah, and Zambia’s Kenneth Kaunda, embraced the ideas and tactics
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Third-World Liberationis
of the Great Soul. Nkrumah, in particular, countered Briti

< creative program of Positive Action that jp Colonial_

; ude “
.y action, newspaper and educational Campaigns : legjti‘
last resort, the constitutional application of strikes, boycotts ar?g' s ,
n0n_

cooperation based on the principle of non-qu’ence, as used by Gar
India.”3? In the early 1960s, however, Gandhi’s nonviolept liber dh.l in
came under sustained attack from African and Asian critjcg who Calllonls
the use of reciprocal violence to dislodge entrenched whijte Settler reeq for
like those in South Africa and Algeria. Even Nelson Mandg], - Slmeg

. . ; 11'1 o
committed to Gandhism, changed his approach in the aftermatp, (l)?ally
1960 Sharpeville massacre, “Government violence can do only the

and that is to breed counter-violence.”4° - thmg
Perhaps the most eloquent and passionate proponent of
counterviolence was the French-Caribbean psychiatrist ang joutnahCh
Frantz Fanon. Representing the militant National Liberation Front (FLI\;;
of his adopted Algeria at the 1958 All-Africa Peoples Conference ip Accra
he resolutely rejected Nkrumah’s nonviolent model of Positjve ACtion,
His brilliant address to the conference delegates, destined to turp into th(;
opening chapter of his book The Wretched of the Earth, posited the psycho.
logical and political necessity of violence in the struggle against the Eyy.
pean colonial system of oppression: “National liberation, national repg;s.
sance, the restoration of nationhood to people, commonwealth: whateyer
may be the headings used or the new formulas introduced, decolonization
is always a violent phenomenon.”*! Indeed, Fanon’s literary masterpiece,
completed only weeks before his premature death, is predicated on the
ideological claim that violence serves as the “cleansing force” for the
“veritable creation of new men” in the Third World: “It [violence] frees
the native from his inferiority complex and from his despair and inaction;
it makes him fearless and restores his self-respect....Illuminated by vio-
lence, the consciousness of the people rebels against any pacification.”*
Thus, the Algerian psychiatrist draws particular attention to the pernl-
cious psychological effects of the colonial system on subjugated popula-
tions. As Robert Young notes, Fanon builds his model of anticolonial lib-
erationism on both psychological redemption and black empowerment
These ideals were first articulated in the 1920s and 1930s by Fanon's early
mentor Aimé Césaire, the Caribbean founder of the cultural négritude
movement, and by Marcus Garvey, the charismatic American leader of
the Universal Negro Improvement Association.?

The author of The Wretched of the Earth paints a Manich
of colonialism as a “world cut in two.” The colonizers’ zoné ©

ean pictur®
f respect
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prosperity, and order contrasts sharply with the colonized space of dis-

crimination, exploitation, and oppression. As the author asserts, no con-
ciliation is possible, “for of the two terms

.~ Fanon shows great
confidence in the power of the colonized masses—composed for the most

part of largely illiterate peasants. But although he endows them with
superior “intuition” for “absolute violence,” Fanon concedes that they
face two gigantic hurdles on their path to national liberation. First, they
must find the strength to withstand the furies of retaliatory violence
unleashed by their European adversaries at the first sign of rebellion.
Second, they must ignore the reformist siren calls of their native middie-
class leaders. After all, the bourgeois sympathies for a “nonviolent strategy
of liberation” expose not only souls deeply imprinted with “the essential
qualities of the West” but also betray elitist fears of a radical, bottom-up
decolonization process in which “the last shall be first.”44

Consciously stretching his revolutionary Marxist perspective to the
point of replacing “class” with “race” as the master concept in his analysis,
Fanon insists that Western imperialism is about much more than just cap-
italist exploitation. Racist denigration and exclusion lie at the very heart
of a system that valorizes “whiteness” as the inherent foundation of any
“civilization” worth the name while relegating “blackness” to the realm
of a “primitive tribalism” rooted in animalistic drives and uncontrol.led
sexuality. Fanon’s first book, Black Skin, White Masks, offers a dazzling
account of how the constant objectification and animalization of the col-
onized feeds a ”psycho-existential complex,” that is, a sociall)f producec{
but internalized sense of inferiority.*> But it is precisely the white se.zttlers
projection of colonized otherness as “bestiality bereft of all hgmamty" or
“absolute evil” that discloses their deep-seated fears of the nat¥ve. Inde.ed,
the colonizers’ anxieties are reflected in their preoccu.pation with se.:curlrtly.

In The Wretched of the Earth, Fanon picks up tb}s theme, u.rgmg >

i lonizers’ insecurities by “pulling out a

native brothers to play on the co . s Y oo,
knife” whenever they hear pretentious speeches abou

147



Third-World Liberationism w\
decolonization by means of violence constitutes, fo;

f existential empowerment that unifies the Colonizea
1 racial, basis.” Their COMMON exercise of v;

nOH'

Overall, then,
d “on

q necessary act o
q national, sometimes olen

: le. since “each indivi Ce
binds the people together as a whole, h individyg] forms

violent link in the great chain, a part of the great organism of viol
which has surged upward in reaction to the settler’s violence inence
beginning. The groups recognize each other and the future of the nat'the
is already indivisible.” Unlike Gandhi’s moral vision of regenerating It(})ln
nation by means of a nonviolent «+ruth-force,” the Algerian thinkey Seeke
to forge national identity in the T hird World by prescribing gener, S
doses of amoral violence. After all, it is the Manichean character of t}l::
colonial world that determines the content of morality in purely oppo;.
“[T]he good is quite simply that which is evil for ‘them’»
atruth” in similarly instrumental fashion as the “property
of the national cause.” After all, it “is that which hurries the break-up of
the colonialist regime; it 1 that which promotes the emergence of the
nation; it is all that protects the natives, and ruins the foreigners. In this
colonialist context there is no truthful behavior.. .. 146

Given Fanon and Gandhi’s conflicting responses to the question of the

most suitable political means in the struggle against colonialism, many
commentators have put them into opposing ideological camps. Indeed
role of violence in the decolonization process

seem to justify the :ntroduction of two ideal types of Third-World libera-
tionism. And yet, we must not ignore the considerable ideational overlap

that exists between Gandhism and Fanonism: a COmMINOI emphasis on
the subjective dimension of colonialism; sympathies for some form of
“socialism” based on the needs of the impoverished rural masses; and the
insistence on the multiplicity of civilizations. But for the purpose of our
discussion, their most significant ideological commonality can be found
in their struggle to reconcile their political visions of national liberation
with the rising global imaginary. Like the Mahatma, Fanon emphasizes
the importance of regaining a sense of community in areas where social
life was destroyed by the European colonial presence. Nationhood—
even if only claimed by the representatives of the people——provides the
community with a national identity, which, in turn, contributes to the
restoration of their damaged sense of selfhood. Diffused to the masse>
national consciousness allows them to take their destiny into their OWI
hands. Because Algerians had begun to consider themselves a5 sovereign
in spite of the continued French colonial presence, the country was “yirtu
ally independent.”47 Like Gandhi, Fanon was convinced that the striving

tional terms:
Fanon defines

their disparate views on the
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for national existence and the strengthening of national consciousness
through the process of decolonization would ultimately force the oppres-

sor to vacate the land, thus bringing political independence as a result of
a previous act of psychological liberation.

Fanon insists that the “national period” could not be skipped in

the global South only because the region’s “development” was limping
behind the First World. In fact, he considers the establishment of inde-
pendent nations in the Third World “the most urgent thing today.” At the
same time, however, he leaves no doubt that “the building of the nation is
of necessity accompanied by the discovery and encouragement of univer-
salizing values....It is at the heart of national consciousness that inter-
national consciousness lives and grows.”48 Groping for a way to articu-
late the emergence of the global consciousness from its national shell,
Fanon ends up reiterating Gandhi'’s claim that genuine humanist values
must be realized first on the level of the nation before they can be spread
throughout the whole of humankind. As for the concrete political and
ideological manifestation of the global, the Caribbean thinker remains
rather vague. In concluding The Wretched of the Earth, he speaks only in
very general terms about a “new humanism” of global reach.® Born of the

national liberation struggles in the Third World, such humanism would

transcend both Anglo-American liberalism and Soviet communism in its

ability to bring “the problem of mankind to an infinitely higher plane.”

Echoing Gandhi’s belief in India’s special mission to unite the world,

Fanon assigns to the Third World the task of advancing humanity step

by step without committing the grave error of regurgitating the central

claims of established European ideologies:

It is a question of the Third World starting a new history, a history which will
have regard to the sometimes prodigious theses which Europe has put forward,
but which will also not forget Europe’s crimes, of which the most horrible was
committed in the heart of man, and consisted of the pathological tearing apart of
his functions and the crumbling away of his unity. And in the framework of the
collectivity there were the differentiations, the stratification, and the bloodthirsty
tensions fed by classes; and finally, on the immense scale of humanity, there were
racial hatreds, slavery, exploitation, and above all the bloodless genocide which
consisted in the setting aside of fifteen thousand millions of men....For Europe,
for ourselves, and for humanity, comrades, we must turn over a new leaf, we must
work out new concepts, and try to set afoot a new man.>

Fanon’s death from leukemia in 1961 at the age of 36 prevented him
from working out these “new concepts”—presumably in the form of a
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o rticulation of the rising global imaginary. This tag) of

eintroducing mankind into the world, the whole world” was left the
riﬂlllerctu"l heirs of Fanonism—those voices around the globe whq like
inte (

ink iS] a world liberate
the inspiring Caribbean thml\er,.enfnslonec:lmmr d from g,
triple scourge of poverty, race prejudice, an :

more concrete 4

4 4. The End of Ideology in the First World?

In 1955, with the decolonization process and the Cold War in full swing.
an obscure Scandinavian political scientist publlshed a short article that
amounted to the opening salvo in what came to be known in the

West as the “end-of-ideology debate.”>! Within a short period, prom;.
nent academics and journalists on both sides of the Atlantic came tq

echo the Swedish scholar’s thesis. The grand political belief systems had
lost their previous “grandeur and power,” Herbert Tingsten proclaimed,
and the result was an unprecedented ideological consensus characterized
by the absence of “metaphysical and speculative ideas.”>2 Focusing on
the postwar Swedish political system as an illustration of this overar-
ching trend, Tingsten noted that the world’s “successful democracies”
were showing a clear tendency toward a “leveling—both ideologically
and in fact—which entails the growth of the fund of common purpose
and the shrinkage of the margin for conflicts, particularly fundamental
conflicts.” Postwar politics in the First World reflected a broad agreement
among major parties—even on previously divisive issues like national
defense, the status of church and religion, public policy and taxation,
and government intervention into the economic sphere. Politicians of
all stripes eagerly presented themselves as levelheaded problem solvers
with nothing but contempt for anything that smacked of “ideological”
utopias. Regardless of their different party labels, they equally emphasized
“their patriotism, their feeling for democracy, their progressiveness and
their striving for social reform.” Hence, Tingsten concluded, “Liberalism
in the old sense is dead, both among the Conservatives and in the Liberal
Party; Social Democratic thinking has lost nearly all its traits of doctrinaire
Marxism.”>3

Attributing this wholesale “liquidation of the great ideological con-
trox.rersies" to people’s postwar disenchantment with the “extremes and
follies” of communism and fascism, the Swedish scholar suggested that

{ n i . .
bcc.>m.rnon Sénse” and "pragmatism” were the creative forces behind the
uilding of a common Western “community of values” based on a “kind
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of unconscious compromise” that incorporated conservative, liberal, and
social democratic elements. But such a “commonly accepted program”
was clearly hostile to both early twentieth-century liberalism and Marx-
ist socialism. “The essential point is that through the acceptance of
the programme the importance of general ideas has been so greatly
reduced, that—without falling prey to illusions about a clear difference
between means and ends—one can speak of a movement from politics
to administration, from principles to technique.”>* Although Tingsten
expressed passing nostalgia for the lost “vitality nurtured on impassioned
battles of ideas,” he unabashedly celebrated the new conciliatory climate
permeating Western democracies: “We cannot wish for vitality at the
expense of stability.” Although he hinted at some negative consequences
of ideology’s disappearance, such as the growth of the administrative
state, the mechanization of politics, and the decline of civic engagement,
Tingsten ultimately shrugged off those shortcomings as temporary ail-
ments easily curable by political reforms designed to enhance democratic
participation.”

Five years later, Harvard sociologist Daniel Bell offered a similar assess-
ment of the American political landscape. Bearing the suggestive title The
End of Ideology: On the Exhaustion of Political Ideas in the Fifties, his bOOK

became an instant best seller exemplifying the political imagination of
the First World in the late 1950s.56 Bell not only reassured his readers that

fascist totalitarianism had been vanquished for good but also postulated
the “utter exhaustion” of Marxist socialism and classical liberalism. Built
on what he saw as “speculative claims” like the “inevitability of history”
or the “self-regulating market,” these grand political beliet systems had
lost their power to inspire people hit hard by the misery of the Great
Depression and the devastation of the world war. Convinced that these
calamities had been brought about by the excesses of “ideology,” Bell
argued that Westerners had finally abandoned their simplistic beliefs 1n
nineteenth-century schemes that projected illusive visions of human per-
fection and social harmony—>be it the classless society of Marxism Or the
laissez-faire paradise of liberalism. Hence, the Harvard scholar arrived at
his famous conclusion: “[I]deology, which once was a road to action, has
come to be a dead end.””’ Although he acknowledged that communism
still posed a formidable military threat, Bell nonetheless postulated that

its core concepts no longer inspired the working class in the First World.
ipatory message of Third-World lib-

erationism was far too parochial, naive, and anachronistic to appeal to

Western audiences.
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Bell’s account relied on a critical conception of ideology as uto

torting, emotionally laden, extremist, dogmati’c, and irration,]
ideology to totalitarianism, he used these terms interchangeap]
out his book. Like his Swedish colleague, Bell showed much aPPreciat;
for the alleged cessation of major ideological battles in the West. TZn
pragmatic “class compromise” underpinning the modern welfare X
and its “mixed economy” held out the promise of endurj
stability and social security. Bell and his colleague Seymour
even suggested that the remaining problems of modern democracijes Were
in principle, solvable by levelheaded reformers endowed with the Virtue;
of administrative efficiency, technical expertise, and scientific objectiy.
ity: “The only issues are whether the metal workers should get , Nicke]
more an hour, the price of milk should be raised, or old-age Pensions
extended.”>® Nevertheless, Bell intuited that social reformism might not
offer “a younger generation the outlet for ‘self-expression’ and ‘self-
definition’ that it wants.” With no personal experience of the ideologi.
cal clashes of the interwar period and bored by their State-administereq
societies, young people could be tempted to recharge their dispassionate
intellectual environment by drawing on the “apocalyptic and Chiliastic
visions” of the past.>®

In spite of their passing concerns with the possible social consequences
of political boredom, the transatlantic participants of the end-of-ideology
debate believed firmly in the dawning of a new Golden Age in the West.
Its longevity, of course, depended on the durability of the underlying
ideological compromise, which required the further cultivation of the
existing First-World “community of values.” Bell aptly summarized its
virtues: “In the Western world, there is today a rough consensus among
intellectuals on political issues: the acceptance of a Welfare State; the
desirability of decentralized power; a system of mixed economy and of
political pluralism.”® Accepting the moral and political leadership of the
United States, the West would remain strongly opposed to communism

while seeking to enhance its appeal in the developing world. Safeguarding
the socioeconomic aspects of the ideological consensus meant for Bell
and his colleagues honoring the postwar commitment to socialize capital-
Ism without abandoning market principles. A “well-defined” list of such
“principles for action” included the achievement of prosperity through
enhanced economic production; the maintenance of a high and stable
level of employment; the avoidance of serious inflation; the creation
of educational opportunities for all; the assurance of a decent standard
of living for all, especially for the young, the aged, and the sick; and,

pian, dlS.
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fnally, the state’s assumption of responsibility for the attainment of these
goals.®!

As illustrated in Chapter 2, the late nineteenth-century antecedents of
such postwar welfarism—a loose amalgamation of liberal and social demo-
cratic political ideas attached to the core concept of the welfare state—can
be found in the reformist schemes of British New Liberals and their social
democratic contemporaries in Imperial Germany. While disagreeing on
the ultimate goal of social reformism, both camps emphasized that the
state had a positive duty to promote the welfare of all of its members.%
Modern welfarism with its dual commitment to political democracy and
the state-directed regulation of capitalism emerged in the 1930s as an
alternative to fascism and communism in industrialized nations that
included Sweden, Belgium, France, the United States, Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand.

Its theoretical justification—the return to a high and stable level of
employment by means of countercyclical fiscal and monetary policies—
can be found in John Maynard Keynes’ writings, particularly his The
General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money (1936). Although con-
temporary economic historians still argue about the actual influence of
Keynesianism on public policy during the 1930s, there remains little
doubt that the ideological consensus celebrated by Bell and his colleagues
two decades later rested to a significant extent on the British thinker’s pre-
scriptions. Convinced that the old laissez-faire model was dangerously out
of step with the conditions of advanced capitalism, Keynes had launched
2 frontal attack on the ideological foundations of classical liberalism as
early as the 1920s: “It is not true that individuals possess a prescriptive
‘natural liberty’ in their economic activities....The world is not so gov-
erned from above that private and social interest always coincide. ... Nor
is it true that self-interest generally is enlightened....”® As the Great
Slump persisted during the 1930s, Keynes’ ferocious indictment of old-
style capitalism as an “unintelligent” and “decadent” system lacking both
in virtue and in beauty sounded like an apt characterization. Unable to
find their way out of mass unemployment, industrial democracies had
failed to “deliver the goods.”®*

Keynes savored his role as capitalism’s savior while lambasting the
closed economic nationalism of Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union.
Arguing that classical liberalism’s focus on reviving production was mis-
placed in national economies suffering from chronic underconsumption,
he suggested that consumption drove production—and not the other way
around. Thus he insisted that the road to economic recovery had to start
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with the stimulation of demand by enhancing the purchgg;

i jal proletariat. Si 8 Powe
the middle class and the industrial proletariat. Since Keyp,

: : bl . ynes held
chronically depressed economies were Incapable of rightip

if left to their own devices, he assigned to national govemmem
crucial task of slaying the dragon of mass unemployment. Wofkin S the
ple would stimulate demand and private investment would fesumg DTeo.
vicious cycle of low economic expectations leading to low investmen; "
low demand would be broken by countercyclical fiscal policjes basedand
public jobs and heavy public spending. Even in the bleakest of ecOnon(;n
times, Keynes suggested, national governments could procuyre the neCelC
sary funds through a combination of massive borrowing and Progres, VS
taxation schemes. Once the goal of full employment had beep aChievede
the inflationary tendencies caused by increased money supply were o be’
combated by countercyclical monetary measures such as the raising o
interest rates.
A bold thinker with a strong pragmatic streak, Keynes recognizegq that

his plan for saving modern capitalism forced democratic gOVernments

to adopt interventionist economic policies with a decidedly
flavor:

[ of
that

g themsel\'es

SOCialistic

I conceive, therefore, that a somewhat comprehensive socialisation of Investment

will prove the only means of securing an approximation to full employment:
though this need not exclude all manner of compromises and devices by which

public authority will co-operate with private initiative. But beyond this no obvioys

case is made out for a system of State Socialism which would embrace most of the
economic life of the community.®

His lifelong aversion to “state socialism” notwithstanding, Keynes offered
a theoretical justification for a mixed economy that provided a powerful
macroeconomic rationale for the ideological codifiers of mid-century wel-
farism in the First World. Put into practice most spectacularly in Britain
by the postwar Labor government of Prime Minister Clement Attlee, this
Innovative mixture of central planning, nationalization of key industries,
and regulatory measures ushered in three decades of economic prosper-
ity and political stability—the First World’s Golden Age of “managed
capitalism.”®® During this period, employers were generally willing to pay
relatively high wages as long as putting spending money into the hands
of consumers did not eat too deeply into their profits or investmeﬂfs-. i
exchange for maintaining labor peace and rising levels of productivity
workers received higher wages and important social protection5-67 Reach (;
Ing the zenith of its popularity in the early 1960s, the modern welfal
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state offered its citizens unparalleled social security benefits “from cradle
to grave,” including universal health care, generous unemployment assis-
tance, free or low-cost public education, and generous old-age pensions.
Indeed, the broad ideological appeal of welfarism went beyond the mere
provision of social services by the state. T. H. Marshall, one of its most
eloquent proponents, noted perceptively that the growth of social welfare
had led to a significant expansion of conventional ideas of citizenship.
Concepts of “civil” or “political rights” located at the core of liberal
definitions had been complemented by the idea of “social rights.” Indeed,
citizenship in modern industrialized nations now included “the right to
share to the full in the social heritage and to live the life of a civilized
being according to the standards prevailing in a society.”®® Although the
nation-state still constituted the primary conceptual and geographical
container of postwar welfarism in the West, the nearly universal accept-
ance of Keynesian principles had reduced the importance of the national
imaginary and its associated political belief systems—hence Bell’s claim

that ideology had come to an end.

4.5. First-World Liberationisms: The New Left

Ironically, the First-World “community of values” postulated by Herbert
Tingsten began to show signs of serious strain as early as 1955—the
very year his article was published. The demise of the political-cultural
consensus was most obvious in the nation that saw itself as the political
and moral polestar of the “Free world.” Although the Swedish scholar had
skipped over relevant ideological developments In the Third World, he
briefly referred to the “color question” in the United States as a “dark spot”
in the overall “bright picture” of ideological consensus. But Tingsten and
his colleagues were hardly prepared for the dramatic cultural and political
impact of the American Civil Rights movement both at home and on
the rest of the world.®® At the same time, the leaders of this powerful
movement owed much of their ideational inspiration to the liberationist
voices in the decolonizing world. Mobilizing millions of people around
the globe against deep-seated practices of racial segregation and discrim-
ination, black liberationism In the United States came in two principal
versions that mimicked their ideological predecessors in the Third World.

The first version, championed by the Reverend Martin Luther King,
n the Southern Christian Leadership Conference
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nonviolence, politically engaged forms of Protestantism gy} "
late nineteenth-century social gospel tradition, and liberal Progress; ,the
R . i i O NIV
anchored in Enlightenment ideals of social equality, human dign m
natural rights. Condemning the persistence of racism in Amer;
suggests in his famous Letter from Birmingham City Jail (1963) that
existence of social injustice anywhere represents a threat to justice = e
where. Hence, any decent human being bore a moral responsibility Sury.
port efforts underway 1n the American South to force state govemmem.
to dismantle the racist Jim Crow system of the post-Reconstructiop eras
As early as during the 1955 Montgomery bus boycott, the young pasto;
insisted that his followers adhere to the “four essential steps” formy]ate ]
by Gandhi in his nonviolent struggle against British colonialism: the
collection of evidence to document existing injustices; good-faith negot;.
ations with authorities to achieve a satisfactory settlement; moral pyrif.
cation in preparation for the struggle; and direct political action ranging
from mass protests to coordinated acts of civil disobedience. Rejecting hi;
white opponents’ charge that nonviolent direct action was deliberately
designed to provoke retaliatory violence, King defended Gandhi’s methoq
of satyagraha as a moral device to confront deeply embedded forms of
racial hatred and bigotry. In his eloquent “I have a Dream Speech,” the
civil rights leader stepped up his criticism of white America for having
defaulted on its liberal “promissory note” insofar as citizens of color
were concerned. Despite his profound disappointment, King refused to
abandon his integrationist vision: “I have a dream that one day on the
red hills of Georgia, sons of former slaves and sons of former slave-
owners will be able to sit down together at the table of brotherhood.””
Invoking the image of a “beloved community” that would protect the
inalienable human rights and the pursuit of happiness of all its members,
King gradually expanded his vision beyond America’s political borders
in the form of a powerful plea for transnational solidarity. Pointing 1o
the “interrelated structure of reality,” King adhered to a global frame of
reference: “If we are to realize the American dream we must cultivate this
world perspective.”’?

The second version of American black liberationism owed much to the
theories of pan-African leaders like W. E. B. Du Bois, George Padmore,
C.L.R. James, Marcus Garvey, Tiemoho Garan Kouyate, Kwame Nkrumabh,
Jomo Kenyatta, Julius Nyerere, Aimé Césaire, and Lamine and Léopold
Senghor. It entered the political arena in the United States full force

in the mid-1960s with the founding of the Black Panther Party 1N
California and the launching of the Black Power movement by former
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supporters of King’s nonviolent integrationism like Student Nonviolent
Coordinating Committee (SNCC) chair Stokely Carmichael and Floyd
McKissick, national director of the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE).
Frustrated by what they considered the systemic limits of electoral and
institutional strategies of conventional American interest-group politics,
young black activists around the country vented their disillusionment
with the “emptiness of traditional liberalism.”’?> Gradually, they began

to stake out a radical politics of black separatism and cultural exclusivity

which they saw as a more effective vehicle for enhancing black people’s
power and psychological strength.

The ideas of black nationalists like Malcolm X were at the center of

this new vision. A former leader in Elijah Muhammad’s militant Black
Muslim organization, Malcolm X characterized the nonviolent integra-
tionism of King’s SCLC as a philosophy supporting “the white man’s
tactics for keeping his foot on the black man’s neck.” For the youthful
master orator, the solution to his country’s race problem was not the
“turn-the-other-cheek stuff” popularized by “ignorant Negro preachers,”
but the propagation of black supremacy and his community’s rejection
of an inherently racist white society.”> Malcolm X's separatist alternative
to King'’s integrationism became the ideological foundation of a militant
brand of black liberationism that bore the ideological fingerprints of
Fanonism: “Revolution is bloody, revolution is hostile, revolution knows
no compromise, revolution overturns and destroys everything that gets
in its way.”’4 Shortly before his assassination in February 1965, how-
ever, Malcolm X’s seemingly unyielding position underwent significant
moderation as a result of his transformative pilgrimage to Mecca and his
traumatic break with the Black Muslim organization. Seeking strong ties
to Third-World liberation movements, his newly founded Organization
of Afro-American Unity began to gravitate toward more integrationist
language by emphasizing the importance of universal human rights and
global justice.”

In spite of their considerable differences, King and Malcolm X gradually
expanded their frame of reference from the national to the global stage.
Both men stepped up their criticism of the moral and political leadership
exerted by the United States around the world. A discerning observer of
ideological Cold War dynamics in the Third World, Malcolm X unleashed
his verbal broadsides against “the earth’s number-one hypocrite” long
before King dared to go public with his condemnation of the American
war effort in Vietnam.”® Once he had taken this step, however, the Bap-
tist minister began to distance himself from liberal reformism without
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abandoning his Gandhian principles of nonviolence. Calling the yp;
States the “greatest purveyor of violence in the world today,” he . Cnlted
the Johnson administration of testing its weapon arsenals on the peasl;sed
of Vietnam.”” King's “revolution of values” envisioned a fyp dame Dts
reconstruction of social relations on the global level. Deeply Skepticaflltal
Marxism-Leninism, the civil rights leader argued instead that reVOlutiOOf
ary change on a global scale had to start with a profound reorientation-
of American foreign policy. Declaring his solidarity with ”ordinary fOlksr:
in Southeast Asia, King considered his antiwar stance part of a worldwig,
ethical struggle against American neo-imperialism in the Third Worgq But
his moral outrage did not stop with those war-related denouncements
of his government. After condemning First-World countries for fefusing
to take a firmer stand against the apartheid regime in South Africa King

chastised multinational corporations for showing little regard for the wej_
being of people in the global South.”®

By 1968, the status of the United States as the political and moryj
leader of the First World had come under severe attack not only by deter.-
mined African-American Civil Rights activists and Increasing numbers

of Vietnam War protesters but also by a broad phalanx of antisystemic
voices of a “New Left” that had sprung up across the First World. The
political upheavals of this remarkable year seemed to bear out their radical
prediction that the forces of the establishment were losing their grip on
power. Social revolution in the West no longer seemed to be a utopian
dream but a real possibility reflected on the ground by powerful left-wing
movements. As 23-year-old radical student leader Daniel Cohn-Bendit put
it, “Our objective is now to overthrow the regime.”’? The surprising Tet
Offensive launched by the Vietcong in the waning days of January and the
March massacre of hundreds of civilians in the Vietnamese hamlet of My
Lai revealed not only the vulnerability and brutality of the American mil-
itary juggernaut but also made a mockery of American democratic values.
The assassination of Martin Luther King in April 1968 triggered large-
scale race riots in major American cities resulting in dozens of violent
deaths, thousands of injuries, and considerable property damage. Three
weeks after King’s murder, students at Columbia University began their
occupation of five university buildings that ended a week later with a
brutal New York police offensive and the arrest of hundreds of youths.
The assassination of Senator Robert Kennedy in June deepened young
people’s alienation from the “system” not only in the United States
but throughout the First World. During the long summer, legions of
disaffected students and striking workers pushed France to the brink
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of paralvsis. The slogan “All Power to the Imagination” graced Iaristan
buildi‘ng,\, signaling the demonstrators’ conscious Intention to (uestion
dt\‘p-\\mted normative notions and images underpinning daily routines
and commonsense social repertoires. Protesters in ltaly, Spain, West Gers
many, Canada, Japan, and the United States tollowed the l"rom'fh example
and disrupted “business as usual” for months. The tidal wave of youth
and workers’ protests spilled into the post-Stalinist Second Wnrl‘(l whbre
Czechoslovakian students called for “socialism with a human face” and
workers demanded self-management from the newly installed Commu-
nist Party leadership headed by the reform-minded Alexander Dubcek.®
But the Prague Spring came to a traumatic end in August with the invasion
of nearly half a million Soviet-bloc troops. This ruthless execution of the
Rrezhnev Doctrine was designed to send a clear message to the West that
there was no place for ideological experimentation in the Second World.
The summer of 1968 also brought large-scale demonstrations to the
Third World. In Mexico City, hundreds of thousands of students and
workers marched peacefully chanting radical Che Guevara slogans when
they were violently attacked by the police. Hundreds of protesters died
in these clashes. Further to the North, the Democratic Party Convention
in Chicago spawned a bloody spectacle when more than 20,000 law

enforcement officers indiscriminately clubbed hundreds of street demon-
) f television cameras. In September, SCOI€S of outraged

d on Atlantic City to protest the commercial
o< at the Miss America pageant. Toward the

ar marking the end of his political career, Presi-

dent Lyndon Johnson O
“ Anericans, looking back on 1968, may be more inclined to ask God’s

. 1ance than to offer him thanks for his blessings.
68 and 1ts aftermath saw the substantial expansion of

dents, feminists, ethnic minori-
ties, religious minorities, 8§ays and lesbians, environmentalists, indigenous

people, poor people, animal rights activists, and other groups claiming
' ccrimination. Academics and journalists began to

eir associated ideational orientations

» and the “new ideologies.”% Pervading
| discourse by the late 1970s, these new polit-
fan the flames of a left-wing “cultural revolu-

d the illusion of a consensual community of values.
s new about these social movements and their

ideas?
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Some observers point to a left-leaning humanism sensitjye to ¢y

issues and sympathetic to unorthodox lifestyles. Unlike the prew
left that embraced Marxist class-based categories, the New Left Coalesceq
around ideological positions opposed to racial, political, economic, gp4
patriarchal exploitation. It rejected centralized and bureaucratic models
of political power while committing to forms of freedom and liberation
that went far beyond purely material concerns. Expressing a fondneg for
participatory democracy anchored in ideals of individual dgENCy, autop.
omy, and equality, the New Left emphasized direct political actiop and
endorsed “spontaneous” desires and personal behaviors that rap afoy]
of established social norms and conventions.®* There is little doubt that
American and European activists who considered themselves part of the
New Left did, indeed, subscribe to such forms of “humanist sOocialism”
that were often shot through with pronounced libertarian or anarchist
streaks. It is also fair to say that most members of the New Left fancied
themselves the creators of a “radical culture.”®* But to call their 1deologica]
claims new runs the risk of ignoring similar positions previously held by
the leading figures of French existentialism and the German-Americap
Institute for Social Research during the 1930s and 1940s. The considerable
ideational overlap that exists between these earlier currents and the New

Left goes a long way in explaining the wild popularity of critical theorists
like Herbert Marcuse with such radical student organizations as the Sty-

dents for a Democratic Society in the United States or the Sozialistischer
Deutscher Studentenbund.

If the New Left’s embrace of cultural humanism falls short of supporting
the thesis of the novelty of its associated political beliefs, then what about
its focus on “identity” and “difference”? As American sociologist Craig
Calhoun observes, however, identity-based demands for political accom-
modation and cultural recognition hardly qualify as new features of mod-
ern social movements. Similar claims stood at the center of nineteenth-
century mobilizations on behalf of ethnic minorities, women, religious
minorities, and industrial workers. It appears, therefore, that identity-
based demands have been part of all major social movement activities
during the last 200 years. According to Calhoun, “The proliferation of
new social movements’ is normal to modernity and not in need of
special explanation.... "% Even if we assume that Calhoun overstates his

case to some extent, it is hard to quarrel with his contention that iden-

tity and difference make rather unconvincing candidates for ideological
novelty.

ltUra]
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[t seems that we are left with only one more possibility, namely,
the newness of the issues themselves. But, as we have seen in the
case of the Civil Rights Movement, Martin Luther King's impassioned
critique of racial inequality and discrimination has deep political and
ideational roots in American history and culture. The same applies
to the women’s movement. For example, Betty Friedan’s pathbreak-
ing The Feminist Mystique (1963)—often hailed as the founding text
of feminism—did not invent a new ideology ex nihilo. Her brilliant
deconstruction of the pervasive patriarchal norm of the “happy house-
wife heroine” surely helped to politicize millions of mostly middle-
class white American women and contributed significantly to the 1966
formation of the National Organization for Women (NOW). Still, as
Friedan readily conceded, her work was built on the efforts of first-
wave women'’s advocates like Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony,
and Margaret Sanger.8¢ By focusing their criticism on the gendered divi-
sion between the “political” and the “private,” Friedan and her fellow
second-wave feminists did, however, expand the long-standing issue of
women’s oppression into previously uncharted territory. In this quali-
fied sense, then, one can, in fact, speak of a new feminism. By the
late 1970s, the ideological perspectives and political agendas of these
second-wave feminists included traditional liberal demands for equal
rights, socialist attacks on sex-based forms of economic inequality, and
radical rejections of institutionalized heterosexuality and violence against

womern.
The same logic applies to the new environmentalism of the 1960s

and 1970s that eventually broadened into various philosophical schools
ranging from reform-minded conservationism to radical “deep ecology”

and “eco-socialism.”8” Contrary to the myth still propagated in some
quarters today, Rachel Carson’s runaway 1962 best seller Silent Spring did
not invent from scratch a novel set of ideological claims geared toward
the protection of the environment. Instead, the author advances her

main arguments by consciously drawing on the cumulative insights of a
long line of biologists and conservationists that stretches back to the late

nineteenth century. And yet, Carson’s luminous indictment of the dev-
astating effects of synthetic pesticides and insecticides on human health
and the planet’s biosphere did much to inspire a young generation of
ecological activists. Redoubling their predecessors’ efforts, they responded
to Carson’s challenge of developing imaginative new approaches “to the
problem of sharing our earth with other creatures..... Ko
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Does this mean that the novelty of the new social Movem
their political ideas consists of little more than updating -
reassembling various ideas, and expanding familiar concerns j
directions? Not quite, for it is possible to identify at least tw,
new dimensions. Let us start with the youth factor. Represent
heart and soul of the 1960s movements, students and young

nts ang
d iSSUQS'
nto New
entire]y

Ing the

- “ ) PQOp]e
coined the appropriate slogan, “Don’t trust anybody over thirty}” The
unprecedented representation of this age group in social Movemen;s

cannot be explained solely as the inevitable effect of the posty,
boom. In addition, the postwar socioeconomic stability Celebrateq by
Bell and his colleagues made secondary and higher education 3 realistijc
and affordable option for increasing numbers of young people. Betweep
1960 and 1980, university enrollment in the United States ang most
European countries tripled and quadrupled.?” The €merging youth cy].
ture expressed its antiestablishment sentiments in film, music, fashion
sexual attitudes, and, of course, in its passionate embrace of radical Jeft-
wing political ideas. Intense intergenerational tensions only stoked the
passions of young people. As Eric Hobsbawm has emphasized, the novelty
of the 1960s youth culture was epitomized in the new status of the
adolescent as a self-conscious actor, increasingly recognized as an Inde-
pendent adult by the political system and by the captains of advanced
industrial capitalism eager to expand the market for their consumer
goods.”?

The other genuine novelty of the “new ideologies” relates to their broad
reach beyond the national and regional boundaries of the three-world
order. Their global appeal was perhaps most clearly demonstrated in the
worldwide eruption of nearly 200 major student demonstrations from
1968 to 1970.”! Many observers began to realize that any attempt to make
sense of these social movements exclusively within a national framework
was bound to miss the global interconnectedness of these ideas and their
worldwide political impact. As George Katsiaficas points out, “The global
oppositional forces converged in a pattern of mutual amplification: ‘The
whole world was watching,” and with each act of the unfolding drama,
whole new strata of social forces entered the arena of history, until finally
a global contest was created.”®?> Even some of the former end-of-ideology
warriors began to change their views. Edward Shils, for example, conceded
that “The turbulence of student radicalism now has the appearance Of
being worldwide. ... [T]here is a spontaneous and unorganized, or at best

an informal, unity of sympathy of the student movement which forms a
bridge across national boundaries. In 1968, student radical movements

I baby
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seemed to be synchronized among different countries and uniform in

content and technique.”””

The new social movements’ global appeal and their ideological unifor-
mity corresponded to the rising global imaginary. The sensitivity shown
by young people to the entire planet as an interconnected political stage
made their ideas a globalizing force in its own right. Indeed, 1ts genuine
novelty lay not merely in their ability to revise and add to the politi-
cal vision of the traditional left, but, more importantly, in 1ts fledgling
attempts to translate the global imaginary into a unified political agenda.
At the same time, however, these “new ideologies” lacked the ideational
density and sophistication of mature ideologies. We will explore in
Chapter 5 how and when this maturation process actually took place.

4.6. In the Long Shadow of Hayekism: The New Right

As the New Left was taking its first tentative steps toward translating
the ascending global imaginary Into concrete political progrars, the
ideas and beliefs of the conventional right, too, underwent significant
transformation as a result of the gradual demise of the Keynesian
socioeconomic consensus. This process started in earnest in 1971 when
private investors and governments around the world sought to unload
most of their dollar reserves for a fixed gold value before a widely
expected devaluation of the American currency. Unwilling to defend the

dollar by raising interest rates and cutting spending—and risk a recession
only a year before a national election—President Richard Nixon sacrificed

the dollar-gold convertibility that constituted the cornerstone of the
time-tested Bretton Woods system. The ensuing decline of the dollar
delivered both the desired US trade surplus and a temporary drop in

unemployment, thus contributing to Nixon's 1972 triumph at the polls
i han that of any of his predecessors in the twentieth

century. But, as political economist Jeffry Frieden notes in his landmark
history of global capitalism, Nixon’s pursuit of domestic objectives at
the expense of America’s international obligations came at a high price:
the dissolution of Keynes’ Bretton Woods system that had successfully
blended international economic integration with national independence
and the market with the welfare state.”* The sudden elimination of
the exchange rate constraint allowed governments to supercharge their
economies. Prices in the United States shot up by 40 percent between
1970 and 1973, and by a staggering 70 percent between 1972 and 1973 in
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Britain. Inflation ran amok in the First World—an ominous developy,
that spiraled totally out of control when the Organization of Petroleem
Um

Exporting Countries (OPEC) quadrupled its oil prices in the aftermayy,
the 1973 Yom Kippur War between Israel and its Arab neighbors 95 %

Unable to cope with the economic fallout of the Oil Shock, the b
trial world plunged into its severest recession since the 1930s. The Keyn ;
sian model of countercyclical measures was rendered powerless by Wha;
US economist Paul Samuelson christened “stagtlation”—the Simultaneg

occurrence of high inflation and rising unemployment. By the end of
1974, the American stock market had shed about half of its 1977 valye
Industrial output in the First World had fallen by more than 10 percem.
and the unemployment rate had exploded to levels deemed unacceptable'
by financial experts accustomed to decades of economic stability apq
growth.’® Another round of OPEC oil price boosts in 1979 sounded the
final death knell to the Golden Age of managed capitalism. Increasingly
unwilling to sustain their costly social services in times of eénduring
economic crisis, governments began to listen closely to previously mar-
ginalized supply-side economists like Milton Friedman and his colleagues
of the “Chicago School” who called for drastic anti-inflationary measures
and rigid fiscal discipline, even at the risk of driving up unemployment.

The point of no return came in the fall of 1979 when incoming US
Federal Reserve Chair Paul Volcker attacked inflation by raising interest
rates to nearly 20 percent and kept them high for almost three years.
Other industrialized nations had little choice but fall in line. Some, like
Britain under Margaret Thatcher’s incoming Conservative government,
did so enthusiastically. By the mid-1980s, inflation had been brought
under control in most Western countries, but only at the cost of keep-
ing unemployment at elevated levels. Moreover, budget deficits were
ballooning as a result of increased military spending and new supply-
side policies of austerity that included deep cuts in top-tax rates; the
reduction of welfare programs; the curbing of trade-union power; the
privatization of state-owned enterprises; the deregulation of the econ-
omy; the liberalization of trade; the reduction of government controls
on cross-border investment; and the regional and global integration of
national economies. The nearly universal adoption of at least some parts
of this comprehensive public policy package in the First World reflected
the growing power of a broad set of ideological claims centered 0N
this D[regulation]-L[iberalization]-P[rivatization] agenda. By the 1980s, It
became generally known as “neoliberalism,” or, after its most prominent
political proponents, “Thatcherism” and “Reaganism.””’
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This ideational D-L-P cluster formed the seed out of which the new
ideology of market globalism would grow to maturity in the 1990s. Its
most influential architects were the Austro-British economist and social
philosopher Friedrich August Hayek and his American protégé Milton
Friedman. A determined but rather obscure critic of Keynesian economic
theory during his tenure as professor of economics at the London School
of Economics from 1931 to 1950, Hayek achieved instant fame in 1944
with the publication of his trenchant critique of socialist collectivism,
The Road to Serfdom. A smashing best seller in the United States and
Britain, the book anticipated the First World’s postwar turn toward the
welfare state. The main objective of Hayek’s polemic was to warn its
readership against the “danger of totalitarianism raised by central plan-
ning.” According to the author, even such laudable economic goals as the
reduction of unemployment cannot justify the government’s subversion
of the “spontaneous social order” generated by competing individuals
who pursue their own vision of the good in a free-market economy. As
the author puts it, “[[Jndividual freedom cannot be reconciled with the
supremacy of one single purpose to which the whole society must be
entirely and permanently subordinated.” For Hayek, economic freedom is
not a secondary principle subordinated to political liberty and confined to
the narrow sphere of material production, but a profoundly political and
moral force that shapes all other aspects of a free and open society. Thus,
he arrives at his central ideological claim: “Freedom to order our own
conduct in the sphere where material circumstances force a choice upon
us, and responsibility for the arrangement of our own life according to our
own conscience, is the air in which alone moral sense grows and in which
moral values are daily re-created in the free decision of the individual.””8

Hayek then proceeds to subsume communism, socialism, Nazism, fas-
and even social democracy under his master category of “collec-
» In his view, all of these ideologies share the same totalitarian

impulse to embrace central economic planning. Concepts like the “com-
mon good,” “social justice,” or the “welfare state” are nothing but a
“hodgepodge of ill-assembled and often inconsistent ideas” serving as a
convenient mask for organized group Interests. They provide ideological
legitimacy for collectivists of all kinds who limit the economic freedom of
the individual entrepreneur and thus undermine political liberty in gen-
eral. A great believer in the free market’s spontaneous ability to function
as a self-regulating and knowledge-generating engine of human freedom
and ingenuity, Hayek considers most forms of state intervention in the
economy as ominous milestones on the “road to serfdom” leading to new

cism,
tivism.

165



N

Third-World Liberationism and Other Cold War Isms

forms of govemment-engineered despotism.99. Stil.l, as he makes abuyp,.
dantly clear both in The Road to Serfdom and in his more philosophica|
later studies, the “dogmatic laissez-faire attitude” of classical libera|g does
not represent an acceptable solution. In fact, he insists that the “8eﬂera1
principles of a liberal order” can only be realized by “purging traditiony)
liberal theory of certain accidental accretions” and by “facing up to SOme
real problems which an oversimplified liberalism has shirked.”100
Consequently, Hayek assigns to the state the crucial task of designing
and safeguarding a legal system that would “preserve competition apgq
make it operate as beneficially as possible.” His core concept of liberty__
decontested negatively as a condition “in which a man is not Subject
to coercion by the arbitrary will of another or others”—becomes linkeg
to the notion of “legality.”!! In turn, Hayek defines the “rule of |3y~
as the “known rules of the game” according to which the “individyg)
is free to pursue his personal ends and desires, certain that the powers
of government will not be used deliberately to frustrate his efforts, 102
As one of his sympathetic biographers has suggested, Hayek’s preferred
social order is not necessarily one in which the state has been shrunk
to insignificance, but one where governments maximize competition,

support economic competition and private property, and provide for the
free exchange of goods and services on the basis of voluntary contracts
impartially enforced by law.1%3

[ts attempted revival of liberal economic ideals without endorsing
nineteenth-century laissez-faire conceptions makes Hayekism difficult to
categorize.'’* In fact, what provides it with such a suitable platform
for the evolution of market globalism is its peculiar mixture of liberal
and conservative ideological claims. Some commentators have referred to
this ideational eclecticism as “libertarianism”—a label for which Hayek
showed very little enthusiasm. An enthusiastic proponent of the power
of ideas in history who thought of himself as a “liberal,” the Nobel-Prize-
winning economist nonetheless strays time and again into conservative
territory by emphasizing the limits of human knowledge and the pivotal
role of ignorance in public affairs. Clearly at odds with the rationalist
constructivism of the Enlightenment tradition, Hayek’s reactive attitude
of confining the role of reason to the evaluation of existing social prac-
tices clearly smacks of conservatism: “Human reason can neither predict
nor deliberately shape its own future. Its advances consist in finding

where it has been wrong.”!% The Austrian thinker also betrays a clear
conservative preference for social change occurring slowly in accordance
with the existing traditions of Western societies. Indeed, he considers
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the “spontaneous order” emerging from free economic activity a nat-
ural development while criticizing public policies based on “rational
design.”'% Finally, he tempers his spirited defense of negative liberty
and individual economic entrepreneurship with a good dose of conser-
vative elitism. As Michael Freeden observes, Hayek’s idea of progress is
“conceptually tied to inequality, being spurred on by those who moved
fastest, and, although accompanied by a process of catching up by the
rest, it would be undermined by undue leveling and redistribution.” Such
elitism, Freeden insists, “is not to be found in the prominent types of
modern liberalism.” 107

But the incorporation of conservative concepts into Hayekism does not
represent the only case of creative conceptual cannibalism. Surprisingly,
there is strong evidence for the conscious absorption of some socialist ele-
ments. In an essay addressed to the members of the Mont Pelerin Society
(MPS)—an anticollectivist, free-market think tank Hayek founded in 1947
together with Milton Friedman, Walter Eucken, Jacques Rueff, and other
like-minded individuals—he explicitly compares the intellectual task of
the newly established organization to that of avant-garde socialist “think
tanks” like the British Fabian Society at the turn of the century.'®® Admir-
ing their “intense intellectual effort” to draw up a theoretical program
of social development that would gain the support of powerful political
and social elites, Hayek suggests that his organization ought to imitate
the socialists’ attempt to paint a compelling “picture of a future at which
they were aiming, and a set of general principles to decisions on particular
issues.” However, his unexpected fascination with socialism extends from
mere strategic considerations to issues of ideological substance as well.
In a strikingly militant passage, he praises socialists for their “courage
to be utopian,” adding that the MPS should formulate the mirror image
of a “liberal utopia” based on the principles of free trade, individualism,
and economic freedom. The popularity of the mixed economy and the
welfare state would ultimately be undermined by a utopian “appeal to
imagination” that gave no thought whatsoever to its feasibility in the near
future. Indeed, Hayek’s utopian proclivities are hardly indistinguishable
from those of the French student protestors who, in 1968, proclaimed
their faith in the “power of imagination.” In fact, the Austrian economist
displays the same militant spirit by insisting that the main purpose of
the MPS was “to kindle an interest in—an understanding of—the great
principles of social organization of the conditions of individual liberty as
we have not known it in our life-time. .. We must raise and train an army
of fighters for freedom.” '
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Most importantly, Hayekism shares with the “new ideologies” pf the legy
a remarkable sensitivity to the rsing global imaginary. Already in Ty, Rogz
to Serfdom, the author shows considerable fondness for the ““i"eﬁahsu(
“idea of the world at last finding peace through the absorption o the

separate states in large federated groups and ultimately perhaps jn op,
single federation. ... ”!1% After the creation of the MPS, Hayek moveq frop,
a fairly conventional liberal sympathy for regional cooperation and inger.
nationalism to a conceptual framework centered on the entire planet 4
interconnected space for intellectuals engaged in the spread of liberty apng
free markets around the world. An ideological movement without borders.
the MPS issued a “Statement of Aims” which called on “liberals aroung
the world” to work for the creation of an “international order conducive
to the safeguarding of peace and liberty, and permitting the establish-
ment of harmonious international economic relations.”**! Committed tqo
the vision of a single, self-regulating global free market, Hayek suggests
that modern capitalism requires the weakening of traditional bonds of
solidarity—a “revolution in consciousness” hostile to the anachronistic
concepts of “foreigners” and “strangers.” Elaborating on this theme, the
aging economist drew up plans for the denationalization of money that
would allow people around the world to choose the most stable currency
as the global means of exchange.!!>

The global orientation of Hayekism and its ingenious ideological mix-
ture contributed greatly to its increasing popularity in the 1970s and
1980s. Still, its growing political influence cannot be explained exclusively
in terms of its ideational appeal or the global influence of the MPS.
Providing a crucial opening for Hayekism, the stagtlation of the 1970s
seemed to confirm the susceptibility of Western mixed economies to
those structural problems its opponents had described decades earlier.
Indeed, sudden crises in the political and economic environment open
up opportunities for new ideas to penetrate the dominant social imagl-
nary. New ideologies never develop in isolation from the political arena.
As Monica Prasad notes in her analysis of the rise of neoliberalism In
the First World, the policy implementation of ideological commitments
is significantly constrained by political factors such as entreprt’:rleufial
politicians in search of issues that resonate with public opinion. Bul
even institutionalist critics of ideational causation like Prasad concede
that the ideological claims formulated by neoliberals like Hayek and
Friedman clearly provided inspiration and guidance to Thatcherism and
Reaganism.'’> No doubt, the national context still played an importan"
role. Deregulatory measures were at the heart of American neoliberalisnt
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whereas privatization initiatives like the sale of Telecom and public hous-
ing units quickly rose to the top of Prime Minister Thatcher’s agenda. In
both the United States and the UK, however, the development of the free
market and the emasculation of trade unions stood at the center of New
Right thinking. In both countries, newly formed alliances between busi-
ness leaders and previously marginalized right-wing academics carefully
copied Hayek’s “socialist” strategy of encouraging well-endowed think
tanks to persuade political elites to abandon welfarism. This was not an
easy task given that even traditional conservatives like Richard Nixon

had proudly proclaimed their Keynesian sympathies as rec

early 1970s. Political standard bearers of the New Right like Margaret

Thatcher and Ronald Reagan would have never imbibed Hayekian ideas

without the expanding activities of well-endowed think tanks such as the
[nstitute of Economic Affairs, the Centre for Policy Studies, the Hoover
I[nstitution, the Heritage Foundation, the American Enterprise Institute,
or the Cato Institute. These corporate-funded institutions proliferated 1n
the First World during the 1970s. Mobilizing the advertising industry and

educational business associations, they promoted the peculiar Hayekian
combination of global free-market liberalism, elitist conservatisim, and

militant socialist utopianism variously known as «neoliberalism,” “neo-

conservatism,” Orf “free-mar
These designations invite

rearranged various ideas O
0s. The leading voices of t

kism recharged and

f the political right for the post-Keynesian
he New Right expressed

d Norman Podhoretz who regarded themselves as
ditional family values threatened by runaway COIl-
cumerism offered at least “two cheers” for Hayekian turbo-capitalism.

Indeed, they called on business to organize, “think politically,” and save
Western civilization and the cause of treedom.!!® But it took the dissolu-
tion of the three-world order for these various neoisms of the New Right

to mature into the comprehensive ideology of market globalism.

the defenders of tra
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