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 Preface and acknowledgements
 
 The idea for this book came in 1997, when Steve Hobden and John Hobson were carrying on an e-mail discussion about historical sociol ogy and international relations. We were struck by just how many books were currently emerging, and indeed were about to be published, in this new and exciting area. It seemed that historical sociology was undergo ing something of a 'renaissance', with not only new work being under taken, but also a whole range of genuinely innovative approaches suddenly emerging. Indeed, it was apparent that at least seven major historical so ciological approaches of international relations had appeared by the end of the 1990s. And yet, what particularly struck us was that while many international relations scholars were beginning to talk and think about drawing on historical sociology, not only was there little appreciation in the wider international relations community of just
 
 how far this renais
 
 sance had come, but equally, there was, in general, little understanding of what historical sociology has to offer international relations. It seemed to us that this was not a function of a lack of interest, given that references to historical sociology are frequently made in the general literature. Rather, it was due in part to the fact that an adequate summary did not then exist of the various approaches on offer; a summary which also needed to explain how they could be applied to international relations, and with what effects. In the light of this, it seemed to us a particularly opportune time to take stock of this 'renaissance'. We, therefore, plann ide1?tiry/social exclusion and norms that gave rise to, and continuously reconstitute, the present as an immanent order of change. Tempocentrism is a mode of ahistoricism which conveys the illusion that all international systems are equivalent (isomorphic) and have been marked by the constant and regular tempo of a chronofetishised present, which paradoxically obscures some of the most fundamental constitutive features of the present international system. In sum, therefore, the main limitation with mainstream international relations is not simply that it problematically flattens out international history (tempocentrism), but that it problematically flattens or smooths out and thereby naturalises the present (chronofetishism). Accordingly, both modes of ahistoricism have effectively written the issue of 'change' off the international relations agenda altogether. Indeed neorealists, such as Gilpin and Waltz, do not even try and hide from their conclusion that 'the fundamental nature of international relations has not changed over the millennia. International relations continue to be a recurring strug gle for wealth and power among independent actors in a state of anar chy' (Gilpin, 1981: 7,230), or that, 'the texture of international politics
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 remains highly constant, patterns recur, and events repeat themselves endlessly. The relations that prevail internationally seldom shift rapidly in type or quality. They are marked by a dismaying persistence' (Waltz,
 
 1979: 66, 67; 1986: 341, 342-3). An in all, neorealists have effectively engaged in a fascinating conjuring trick, in which we have been fooled by an adept
 
 sleight-of-hand into believing in the naturalness of their totalised
 
 picture. Our task then is to reveal this sleight-of-hand and to overcome the illusions of ahistoricism that have duped us for too long. Reintro ducing historical sociological enquiry, therefore, enables us to bring into focus the rocky and mountainous landscape of continuity, discontinuity and contingency that actually constitutes past and present international relations. This argument clearly presupposes a definition of historical so ciology that has underpinned our analysis so far, but which can now be formally presented. The extreme claim that history and sociology are incompatible (e.g., Goldthorpe, 1991), no less than the extreme claim that international history and international relations are incompatible (Sked, 1987) and occupy radically different worlds, is usually justified on the epistemologi cally spurious ground that history is founded upon the search for 'empiri cist particularity' of the past, whilst
 
 sociology is based on theory and the
 
 quest for 'theoretical generalisations' of the present. It is 'spurious' be cause historians always implicitly make theoretically loaded assumptions about the world, based on their own experience in a particular time and place. To acknowledge this
 
 should be the first task of the historian - not
 
 just the sociologist (see especially Carr, 1961). As Hobden argues, what ultimately
 
 links history and sociology is the study of 'time'; 'Social rela
 
 tions do not stand apart from time. All social interactions are affected by what has gone before, and in the understanding of the present the past cannot be avoided' (Hobden, 1998: 24;
 
 d. Scholte, 1993: 7). The
 
 'artificial divide' between the past and present that chronofetishism and tempocentrism create is artificial precisely because The 'past' is
 
 ,. never really 'past' but continuously constitutive of the 'present',
 
 as a cumulatively and selectively reproduced ensemble of practices and ideas that 'channel' and impart directionality to ongoing human agency. The present, in other words, is what the past - as received and c reatively interpreted by the
 
 present - has made it (Bryant, cited in Hobden, 1998: 24).
 
 ·Thus we may define 'historical sociology', or what we term 'world so ciology' (see chapter 13), as
 
 a critical approach which refuses to treat the present as an autonomous entit,y outside of history, but insists on embedding it within a specific socio-temporal place, thereby offering sociological remedies to the ahistorical illusions that chronofetishism and tempocentrism produce.
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 The extreme paradox here is that such a definition would be at fun damental odds with the more conventional definitions implicitly used by Skocpol, Tilly and other neo-Weberians working within historical soci ology. This is because such writers reproduce the chronofetishist and tempocentric fallacies that are found in mainstream international rela tions (see Hobson, ch. 3, this volume), thereby denying the
 
 raison d'itre
 
 of historical sociology in the first place. Accordingly, it should be clear that we are not simply transplanting an unproblematised" historical socio logical approach into the study of international relations. Instead, we have sought to reformulate the definition of historical sociology in order to his toricise international relations; paradoxically, this leads to an approach that is no less critical of mainstream historical sociology. This provides one of the most compelling reasons why we believe historical sociologists working outside of international relations (no less than mainstream in ternational relations scholars)
 
 should also engage in the project outlined
 
 in this volume if they are to enhance their own discipline. The remainder of this section applies our historical sociological con ception to reveal the tempocentric biases of the 'commonsense' assump tion, widely held in international relations (best represented by neoreal
 
 anarchic international system represents a single distinct., autonomous and self-constituting realm which comprises sovereign states (like-units) that are neatly separated by distinct sovereign borders - and
 
 ism), that the
 
 simultaneously shows how historical sociology can remedy the problems that are contained therein. But before I do so, it is important to clarify one point here. For it might be argued that focusing on neorealism in such detail is a somewhat pointless task because neorealism is 'either past its hegemonic peak', or because it is only one of the mainstream theories that needs to be considered. I have three responses. First, pick up any
 
 International Security, and one would be hard-pressed not to find at least one realist
 
 issue of one of the leading international relations journals,
 
 contribution. Moreover, even if neorealism is past its 'hegemonic peak', it is impossible to pick up any of the leading international relations tlle ory journals and
 
 not find neorealists constantly referred to, even if it is
 
 in the form of a critical debate. Second, my major task here is not sim ply to critique neorealism
 
 per se, but rather to use it as an example of
 
 tempocentrism in international relations theory, in order to show how historical sociological enquiry can transcend the limits of tempocentrism more generally. The third, and possibly the most urgent reason why I choose to cri tique neorealism is because it is the Waltzian version that has done more than any other theory to mark out the borders of international relations so as explicitly to exclude and marginalise historical sociology from what
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 constitutes 'real international relations' (see Waltz, 1 979, chs. 2-5, esp. pp. 43-9) . Indeed it has been the obsessive quest for scientific certainty, and a celebration of positivism which sees 'legitimate international rela tions enquiry' as defined only by the acquisition of objective knowledge, that prompted Waltz and others to find in international politics 'law like patterns' of recurrence and continuity, patterns which could
 
 not be
 
 revealed through an historical sociological lens. In short, this quest for 'scientificity' necessarily dictated the exclusion or dismissal of historical sociology from the ever-narrowing borders of 'legitimate' international relations. And while not all mainstream international relations theorists are neorealists, it is clear that neoliberal institutionalist.s identity around the notion of minimalist government and free trade.
 
 Sketching a structurarionist theory of the constitutive state and international relations So how does this all relate to the structurationist approach that I specified at the beginning of this section? First, I note that international and global structures are double-edged - they both coustrain and enable states. So I showed that fiscal crisis in the late-nineteenth century was in part deter mined by the imperatives of the inter-state system (i.e., rising fiscal costs of warfare) and the international economy (i.e., reduced fiscal revenues). In this sense the international structure constrained states and pushed them to adapt (as in neorealist structuralism) . But in this thick concep tion, the international system was also in part a resource pool into which states dipped, not only to resolve fiscal-military crisis, but also to push through domestic reforms that were not connected to international imperatives (as discussed above). The second point of departure is the central claim of this section: that states had varying international agential power (depending on their lev els of domestic agential power), which in turn shaped their actions and policies vis-a.-vis trade policy. In other words, in this thick conception, a nation-state's internal social and normative properties and agential power are crucial to the determination of international trade regime change . Put differently, this suggests that Waltz's second tier - the character of the units
 
 must not drop out but should stay in; and that a theory of the
 
 state is crucial to understanding international relations. Thus the British state enjoyed high international agential power in the early twentieth cen tury, precisely because it had high domestic agential capacity, given that it was deeply embedded in a broad range of domestic and normative so cial forces. This enabled it to shift to the income tax and maintain the international co-operative policy of free trade. Conversely, the German and Russian states had only low governing capacity tively isolated from domestic social forces
 
 they were rela
 
 and, within a domestic neo
 
 mercantilist norm ative environment, chose to rely on regressive indirect taxes and tariffs. In turn they had only moderate international agential
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 John M . Hobson
 
 power in that they chose to defect from co-operative trade relations by returning to tariff protectionism .
 
 Bringing historical sociology back into Weberian historical sociology: beyond chronofetishism and tempocennism
 
 . How then does my approach remedy the problems of chronofetishism and tempocentrism that pervade first-wave Weberian historical sociology and neorealism (defined on p. 12 of this volume)? I seek to overcome .
 
 chronofetishism in the first instance by noting the point that free trade is neither natural nor inevitable. Given that free trade has existed for a mere 1 0-1 5 per cent of the years between 1 600 and 2000 (almost all of which occurred in the post- 1 945 era), such an historical anomaly urgently requires historical sociological analysis. Moreover, free trade is not, as liberals assume, the outcome of spontaneous and natural impulses
 
 associated with human nature, nor is it the inevitable consequence of hegemony (British or American) . Rather, trade regimes owe their emer gence to a constellation of three uniquely configured social power forces: normative environments (domestic and international), international in stitutional architectures and a specific type of state-societY complex. Moreover, my approach also enables us to break with tempocentrism, which pervades the dominant approaches that seek to explain the emer gence of free trade after 1 945. N eorealism and neoliberalism, in particu lar, assume that the two great periods of free trade
 
 the mid-nineteenth
 
 century and the post- 1 945 era - are isomorphic, and can be explained through reference to the same causal factors. I noted in my introductory chapter that neoliberalism tempo centrically extrapolates the assumption of state egoism back to explain the outbreak of free trade in the nineteenth century. And I also noted that neorealism explains both periods through reference to hegemony (British and American), where hegemony itself is seen in isomorphic terms (see pp. 1 1 - 1 2) . My historical sociological approach reveals firstly that both periods were in no way isomorphic. The nineteenth-century regime was not particularly free (see also Stein, 1 984), and, most significantly, it lasted a mere seventeen years at most. By contrast, the post- 1 94 5 regime has been generally much freer and, above all, has been sustained over a significant time period (and is in tensifying further under the WTO) . Why the differences? Put differently, how can my approach overcome the chronofetishism and tempocentrism of neorealism and neoliberalism? Returning to the point made above, the differences in the nineteenth and twentieth-century free trade regimes can be explained by reference to
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 the constellation ofthree uniquely configured social power forces. Firstly, the international normative environments were very different. The post1 945 regime was in the first instance dependent upon the international norm of ' embedded liberalism' (in which it was deemed 'economically appropriate' for states to intervene in the domestic economy but not to in tervene in the international economy) , while in more recent years, the free trade regime has begun to intensify further under the international norm of 'disembedded liberalism' (in which it is deemed 'economically appro priate' for states not tojntervene in either the domestic or international economies). These norms significantly contributed to the onset and deep ening of the post- 1 945 free trade regime. Conversely, neither of these international norms existed in the nineteenth century (though Britain embodied a domes tic set of disembedded liberal norms, which helps ex plain its unilateral free trade stance). By contrast, the nineteenth,..century international norms were based on 'neo-mercantilism', in which it was deemed ' appropriate' for states to intervene in the international e conomy in order to shore up the state's national military power base. Thus when the costs of government rose after 1 873, states very quickly resorted back to tariff protection to secure the necessary fiscal revenues. The second social power force comprises the international institutional architectures, which have been radically different in the two periods. The post-l 945 regime has been successful in part because of the GATT struc ture and more recently the WTO (particularly because both architectures have been embedded with pro-free trade international norms) . Here the key point is that such an architecture has been founded on multilateral ism, which has proved to be highly effective in bringing states together to accept freer trade. By contrast, no equivalent to this existed in the nine teenth century, in which the architecture was primarily bilateral. Free trade was dependent upon individual states signing bilateral treaties to secure lower tariffs (though such an architecture gave a cursory nod to multilateralism in the shape of tile Most Favoured Nations Clause). Ac cordingly, there was no overarching framework to draw all states together to pursue freer trade in a sustained way. The third, and perhaps most important, factor is the nature of the state society complex. The post-1 945 state-society complex has proved highly conducive to free trade, in contrast to that of the mid-nineteenth cen tury. 'Ine p o st- 1 945 regime was only possible in the first instance be cause the prevailing state-society complex within international society was based on a highly co-operative set of relations between state and society. That is, because the state was broadly 'socially embedded', it was able to shift to the income tax, thereby enabling it to break its depen dence up to that time on indirect taxes and protectionist tariffs. Thus
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 in addition to Ruggie's ( 1 998b:
 
 ch.
 
 2) insight that the post- 1 9 4 5 free
 
 trade regime was dependent upon the 'compromise of embedded liber alism', we also have to recognise that this compromise itself was only possible with the rise of socially
 
 embedded states, which in turn enabled
 
 the raising of the income tax. By contrast, in the mid-nineteenth century, states were relatively isolated from the majority of social forces at the do mestic level. Being unable to collect sufficient amounts of income tax, they turned to regressive and repressive indirect"taxes, i.e., protectionism (Hobson, 1 997: 1 9-20, 1 4 5-7, 2 1 0-1 1 , 245-6, 247-8) . Thus while there is evidence that states moved towards freer trade after 1 860, this tentative move was abruptly terminated when the fiscal costs of government in creased rapidly after 1 873, thereby prompting most European states (bar Britain) to shift back to indirect taxes and hence tariff protectionism. While
 
 I would not wish to reduce the international institutional archi
 
 tecture and the international normative environments to the primacy of state-society complexes, nevertheless,
 
 I would argue that both the postin pan be
 
 1 945 multilateral institutions and normative frameworks can
 
 explained by the presence of socially embedded state-society complexes (i.e., where the socially embedded state-society complex was interna tionalised into the institutional and normative international frameworks). However, I conclude that these three social power forces are mutually em bedded in each other and cannot, therefore, be treated in isolation of e ach other, nor ultimately be reduced to one of their component parts. way,
 
 In this
 
 I suggest, second-wave Weberian historical sociology is able to rem
 
 edy the chronofetishism and tempocentrism associated with mainstream international relations theory as well as first-wave Weberian historical so ciology. And
 
 I would add here that this analysis also answers, at least to
 
 some extent, Reus-Smit's critique of my so-called 'rationalist' approach (Reus-Smit, this volume, pp. 1 26-9) .
 
 Conclusion: bringing second-wave Weberian historical sociology into international relations This chapter agrees with the various critics of Weberian historical soci ology that much of it reproduces neorealist logic, which in turn leads Weberians and Weberian-inspired international relations scholars into a theoretical cul-de-sac. By extension,
 
 I have argued that, ultimately, the
 
 main problem in trading places with neorealism has been that the first wave has denied its commitment to an historical sociological approach. By contrast, my second-wave approach is able to remedy chronofetishism and tempocentrism because it rejects ahistorical state-centrism and inter national structuralism, and seeks to situate the 'partially' autonomous
 
 81
 
 Two waves of Weberian historical sociology
 
 state alongside, and i n mutual interaction with, 'partially' autonomous domestic and international social and normative structures
 
 as well
 
 as non
 
 state actors. In short, only by adopting a thick conception of the state and the international system can we move beyond first-wave Weberian historical sociology
 
 in order: to realise Weberianism's basic tenets as a
 
 genuinely historical sociological approach.
 
 Globality and historical sociology:
 
 4
 
 state, revolution and war revisited Martin Sh aw
 
 Our social world is in rapid transformation, and the traditions of the social sciences are struggling to keep pace with the change. International relations, a late arrival, has found itself locked into a particularly narrow definition of its object, as the study of the relations of states in inter national systems. I This intellectual framework owed much of its force, moreover, to the particular historical conjuncture of the Cold War. As the latter has faded, an intellectual ferment has developed in interna tional studies, in which international political economy has become an increasingly distinct field, Marxist and critical theory have become more influential, and feminist approaches have emerged (almost two decades after
 
 had begun to influence other social sciences).
 
 To a visitor (as I was a few years ago) from planet sociology, interna tional relations had some of the charm of a 1 950s theme park, where ques tions long since thrown up
 
 and seemingly answered in other fields - were
 
 popping up as novelties. However, there was a reason for my visits: the big historical Questions
 
 world order, state development, war and peace -
 
 did at least have a place in international studies. In sociology, once the excitements of the 1 960s had died down, these macro-concerns, although treated by major figures like Theda Skocpol ( 1 979), Anthony Giddens ( 1 9 8 5) and Michael Mann ( 1 986, 1 9 93), became curiously marginal to the vast, fragmented empirical underbelly of the subject. Moreover, although globalisation began to be discussed at the cultural end of sociological theory - and once again it was Giddens who pushed the question into the heart of the field
 
 there was a curious disconnection
 
 between the new 'global' discourse and the m acro-historical sociologies of power. This disjunction was even manifest between these two phases of Giddens's own work: the theoretical and historical connections between I The concept of international system is unavoidable, and indeed I long ago argued that
 
 a problem of Marxist theory was its failure to develop such a concept (Shaw, 1 984). However, it is not in itself an adequate problematic for international relations as a field. Hence, I do not find the failure of historical sociologists to develop 'thick' concepts of such systems a strong basis for a critique, as argued by Stephen Hobden (Hobden, 1 999).
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 his mid 1 980s theory of the nation-state (Giddens, 1 9 85) and his early 1 990s work on global change and modernity (Giddens 1 990, 1 99 1 ) have not been tightly drawn. Other major historical sociologists gave little at tention to globality, or where they did so, tended to be sceptical about the significance of contemporary transformations (Mann, 1 9 97). My own work in the 1 980s had been concerned with a particular sub set of historical sociological concerns, the sociology of war (Shaw, 1 9 84b, 1 98 8; Shaw and Creighton, 1 9 87) .2 War was central to the work of the well-known historical sociologists but they often operated, I argued, with inadequate theories of its development.3 Like many others, I found my self revising my ideas to make sense of the dissolution of the Cold War order in 1 9 89-9 1 (Shaw, 1 99 1 ) . As I attempted to relate the new debate about 'globalisation' to the theoretical perspectives of an historical soci ology of the state, I found my work entering more and more into inter national relations (Shaw, 1 994). Although at first I tended to emphasise the sociological limitations of international debates, increasingly I saw the problem as double-sided. Sociology had not only failed to develop an adequate theory of the international, but its account of the new globality was also limited by its neglect of the political and military dimensions of contemporary historical change. In approaching the contribution of historical sociology to contempo rary international debates, my starting point is therefore one of dual cri tique. We cannot take the categories of international relations as givens, searching for instance for more sociological explanations of traditional in ternational realities: I have argued that this is a weakness ofJohn Hobson's proposal (Hobson, 1 998a, 1 998b; Sha\',r, 1 9 98). The rupture of traditi onal international relations, expressed in James Rosenau's argument for 'post-international' concepts and many others' embracing of the idea of 'global' transformations, is for real. This is not, of course, to deny the importance of grasping the continuities: in accounting for the present, obviously we must not throw out of the window our accumulated histor ical understanding
 
 indeed, specifying contemporary change requires
 
 precise models of past developments. It is, however, to argue that we ac knowledge the radical disjunctures of the present, that we investigate the nature of contemporary historical change and make the evaluation of its significance a central historical task. By the same token, however, we cannot simply take over the given tra dition of historical sociology as a basis for contemporary international or
 
 2 3
 
 The sociology of war is distinguished from the related field of military sociology that concerns itself primarily with the evolution of military organisations. See, for example, my critique of Giddens'S, The Nation-State and Violence (Shaw, 1989).
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 global understanding. Historical sociology has greatly enriched our grasp of international processes, but most important work has been located in the earlier periods of modernity, in which the national-international du ality was first entrenched - not the present, in which it is being trans formed. There remains a real danger, as international critics first noted more than a decade ago, that an historical sociological approach will rein force outdated realist approaches to international relations, just as critical international scholars are moving beyond them. This understanding of the problems of existing historical sociology, as well as of the contemporary possibilities of the approach, leads me to b e cautious about definitions that tend towards closure. As C. Wright Mills argued, the sociological imagination is intrinsically historical (Wright Mills,
 
 1 970). I want to defend this understanding as a common inher
 
 itance of sociology, and not allow it to be defined as the prerogative of one particular school. Marxist as well as Weberian, and indeed other, approaches will have contributions to make. Marx's central contribution to historical sociological thought is the principle of historical specificity.4 Its value is enhanced if we understand it in ways more complex than his own - periodising in terms of political- as well as production-relations, for example. The emancipatory thrust of Marx's social theory also re mains a powerful impetus, even if we now interpret this in broader terms than those of proletarian revolution. Similarly the idea that social groups may become collective actors in their own emancipation is a fundamen tal insight, even if the contribution of sodal movements is now partially de-linked from the role of the working class. It is tru� that the most fruitful contributions to historical s ociology have come, in recent decades, from writers already mentioned (and others, in cluding contributors to this book) whose main reference point is Weber rather than Marx. These contributions have incorporated, however, some of these insights of Marx, even as they have transcended a Marxist posi tion. The lessons of Marx that I h ave instanced may be useful correctives to any tendency in Weberian historical sociology towards transhistorical categories or generalisations, towards abstract structuralism, or towards neglect of the emancipatory questions which are central to understanding contemporary world changes. The approach in this chapter reflects this broader conception of his torical sociology. I also start from some of the achievements of recent Weber-inspired writers who have escaped from the constrictions of the Marxist approach. However, I propose to develop their insights in the context of a broad understanding of a sociological approach, which also
 
 4 For an elegant exposition, see Korsch (1963).
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 sees i n some international relations literature a broadly sociological per spective. In order to develop an historical sociological international and global understanding in this period of political and intellectual flux, we need an open conception of theoretical tradition and method.
 
 The problem of global transformation The central historical sociological problems that this chapter seeks to clarify are the nature of contemporary 'global' transformation and its meaning for international relations. My starting point is that globality is poorly understood in sociology and international relations alike . Most 'globalisation' literature fails to define 'global'. Globalisation is grasped as a spatial, or time-spatial development, in which social relations are simultaneously stretched and intensified. There is a tendency to reduce globality to technical changes, particularly in the character of commu nications. Its social and political contents are neglected
 
 seen as conse
 
 quences or implications of the core globalising processes, not a s central to the meaning of globality itself.5 There is an unhelpful kind of sociologism, and even technological de terminism, not only in the sociological but in the international relations literature. According to many accounts, changes in technology, the econ omy and culture are 'undermining' the state. This sort of argument invites the necessary, but insufficient, riposte that the nation-state is far from impotent
 
 as linda Weiss has suggested, its 'powerlessness' is a 'myth'
 
 { Weiss, 1 998). 6 A long line of international theorists, criticising the tra
 
 ditional 'realist' ideas of the discipline, has developed parallel arguments. According to the pioneering 'pluralists', Robert Keohane andJosephNye, the salience of military power decreased with the growth of 'complex in terdependence' among advanced economies (Keohane and Nye, 1 977). According to Rosenau and Czempiel, what is developing is ' governance without government' (Rosenau and Czempiel, 1 992) . According to the radical liberal Richard Falk, we are moving into 'a post-statist world or der' (FaIle, 1 99 7 : 125) . This tendency is reinforced by the inevitable economism and soci ologism of Marxist-inspired accounts. According to Robert Cox, there is an 'internationalisation of the state', but only in the sense that nation states are adapting to international capital (C ox, 1 9 87, 253-65). Stephen Gill interestingly identified an emerging 'trilateral' hegemony of North American, Western European and Japanese capital (Gill, 1 990). My 5 6
 
 1 have developed this argument further in Shaw (1999a). See also Hirst and Thompson ( 1 996).
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 Sussex colleague, Kees van der Pijl, has explored the unity of the 'heart land' ofcapital at the level of class relations, in the emergence of a 'transat lantic ruling class' and the 'cadre class' (van der PijI,
 
 1 984, 1 994).
 
 I have argued that the common failing of the whole international re lations critique of realism is that it bypasses the serious examination of the state and the state system, thus not meeting head-on the realist con ception of the state (Shaw, 1 9 9 9b) .7 Their ' emancipatory' political per spectives place excessive reliance on the potential of social movements, civil society and class forces, and underestimate the potential of refor mist mobilisation o f the resources of state power. Of course, there have been interesting developments from within a broadly realist (or 'neo-realist') framework of analysis. The work of Barry Buzan and Richard Linle, represented elsewhere in this volume, is a good example of this strand. Here, however,
 
 we
 
 have the opposite probl em -
 
 that although the historical evolution of states systems is seriously prob lematised, the sociological contextualisation is thin. States systems do not
 
 in their character as one kind of network of social power, but as the enduring structural form of power, which may be organised around
 
 appear
 
 military or economic foci. This re-historicised realism reproduces the other side of the dilemma of international relations in the era of global transfortnation: if we are not to remove states and states systems from th e centre of our gaze, we must reassert their continuity into the present. A similar problem presents itself with a 'geopoliticist' historical sociology: the reconfigura tions of state power in the contemporary period are merely new forms of empire. While these kinds of continuity are not unimportant, the interest ing question is precisely the novelty of state and state-system formations in the global era. Whether we trace world-systems back a mere five hun dred years, or many thousands as Barry Gills proposes in his chapter, the one thing that it is not easy to see as unchanging is the fortn of political power. The common assumption that globalisation is economically driven has led to a misleading historical debate. On the one hand, those like Kenneth Ohmae who are impressed by the expansion of the world market at the end of the twentieth century, and argue that the state is newly under mined, assert the novelty of contemporary global change (Ohmae,
 
 1 995).
 
 On the other, those like Roland Robertson who recall half a millennium (or more) of world market development see globalisation as a long historical process (Robertson,
 
 1 992).
 
 7 A parallel argument is made from a Marxist point ofview in a
 
 Justin Rosenberg (I 994).
 
 study by my Sussex colleague
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 It seems more apposite to contend that, while there has been a long growth of market relations on a world scale, the really significant ruptures in social development - which have determined much of the pace of mar ket expansion have been the results of political and military upheavals. What happened in Russia after 1 9 1 7 was not a spontaneous demise of - markets, but a political movement, accelerated after Stalin's 'revolution from above' in 1 9 29, towards a command economy. What has happened since 1 989 is not a spontaneous surge towards the market resulting from the growth of information technology, but a political upheaval erupting from a major crisis in state power. My proposal is, therefore, that we take the social relations and forms of state power as the starting point for understanding global change. In doing so, we need to make a radical break with the dominant ways of thinking in international relations. The more historical approaches in international relations - especially the English School from the work of my Sussex predecessor, Martin Wight ( 1 977), to much recent analysis are certainly far more interesting than their structuralist counterparts. There is, however, a common problem, which is exacerbated by the tendency to see international systems in terms of norms as well as power. This is the tendency to give excessive weight to the juridical definition of the state. For much of the field, states are defined by a particular legal attribute - sovereignty and international relations are conducted prin cipally between units that possess it. I do not wish to deny the great significance of these legal relations. However, an historical sociologi cal approach will necessarily, and properly, see them as embedded in messy, complex organisations of power, embroiled in equally complex social struggles. The characters of these organisations and relations in the present period are highly distinctive, in a way that none of the strands of international relations, nor actually existing historical sociology, has fully recognised. A principal task of historical sociology today i s to explore the uniqueness of these changes, by placing them in the most relevant larger historical narratives. I intend to use the remainder ofthis chapter to show, in outline, how the interlocking narratives of state, revolution, war and genocide might be transformed to account for contemporary globality. The global transformation of state relations and forms States are best defined in Michael Mann's terms, as organisations of power which radiate from centres, make rules, mobilise legitimacy and project force (Mann, 1 9 93: 55). They are not necessarily, however, simple territorial monopolists of violence, as Max Weber has generally been understood to mean. States came to approximate this mode), to
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 "
 
 as Giddens put it
 
 'bordered power containers', under certain
 
 historical conditions, namely the consolidation of the imperial nation state, especially in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The heyday of this historical form, the period of the world wars with its eco nomic autarchy and total ideological mobilisation, appears in retrospect as the historical exception, not the rule. Societies were not closed en tities before the twentieth century, and they are not as we enter the twenty-first. Even the great European empires, which appeared to be self sufficient world orders (so that earlier globalisation was serial rather than singular), permitted considerable cross-fertilisation especially at the elite leveL The idea of 'the' state, 'vvith 'its' discrete national society, is therefore transient. The normal question is what, in the flux of world-wide social re lations, constitute more or less distinct - if always complexly overlapping societies, cultures and states. Defining distinct 'states' is, moreover, different from defining societies or cultures (which I do not have space to discuss here) . What defines a distinct centre of state power, in relation to other centres, is not
 
 merely its international legal status or the rule
 
 making aspect considered in isolation, but a more or less autonomous capacity for the organisation and projection of violence. In these terms, we can see the historic transition of the mid-twentieth century
 
 the outcome of the Second World War
 
 as the replacement of
 
 rival, autonomous imperial nation-states in Western Europe and Japan, by powerful post-imperial national entities which were nevertheless deeply dependent on the United States. This was an utterly crucial historical change @nd, considered in isolation, probably a more important one than that of 1 9 89-9 1 . Most of the major nation-state-empires of the previous century, the centres between which two world wars had been fought, ceased to b e fully autonomous centres of state power. We should see this dramatic result as confirmed and increased by the process of the Cold War. The apparently lower salience of military issues, which Keohane and Nye noted, was not the result of interdependence; rather dramatically new military conditions, in which a Western bloc con fronted its Soviet rival, was the cause of interdependence. These new military relations were also, of course, what produced the lower visibility of military questions in the relations of state entities within the West. A whole academic industry, which considers contemporary states as juridi cal and economic units and neglects the common military structure of the West, has been built on the failure to grasp this transformation. From this point of view, what matters is the competition within the West - thus ac cording to Philip Cerny ( 1 990), the contemporary state is a 'competition state'
 
 rather than the larger framework.
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 From these contingent historical results developed deep structural change. In essentials there emerged a new common centre of state power, through three kinds of major institutional development: pan-Western military, political and e conomic organisations; the political-economic integration of Western Europe; and the embryonically global political or ganisations of the United Nations system. The latter was, of course, the most problematic, since it embraced other clearly independent centres of state power
 
 not only the Soviet bloc, but the disparate and increasingly
 
 numerous states of the Third World . Nevertheless, it was important as a legitimation framework, � and to the extent that it was able to cohere, reinforced the unification of the West. For even during the Cold War, despite the appearance - and in military terms, the reality - of competition between two more or less equal blocs, the West was already not only the most powerful but also the dominant world bloc. And although Western dominance was always
 
 in imp ortant
 
 senses American dominance, van der Pijl, Gill and others are right to suggest the maturation of a broader, 'transatlantic' or 'trilateral' Western hegemony. Indeed, by focusing on the relations and forms of state power, rather than class or economic relations, we can see that Western world hegemony was based on structural change within the West. The significance of these Cold War developments has been put into sharp relief since 1 9 89. Contrary to the expectations of those in the 1 970s like Ernest Mandel ( 1 970), who saw a contest of 'Europe versus America', and Mary Kaldor ( 1 979), who wrote of the 'disintegration of the West' , the West has held together. Fierce economic rivalries are man aged within common institutions (like the World Trade Organisation); they do not lead to deep political rifts, let alone anything approaching war. The end of the Cold War has led to war and instability on the pe riphery of Europe, as John Mearsheimer ( 1 990) predicted, but more striking is the way that the centre has held, not just within Europe but across the Atlantic. Not only has the West failed to
 
 fall apart, but its es
 
 sential common interests have been confirmed, its common framework enhanced. Both are increasingly globally projected . Everything suggests that here we have a major structural development. The contemporary West can be seen, therefore, as an increasingly in tegrated, comprehensively institutionalised, international 'conglomerate' of state power. Even the most powerful national state centres
 
 includ-
 
 ing the United States - are increasingly constrained by their involvement in this bloc of power. Of course, it is important to emphasise that there are considerable structural tensions within the West. The American, and to some extent the Japanese, model (and ideology) emphasises the supremacy of the national state, whereas internationalisation is integral
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 to contemporary European state development (and ideology) . Following this, Europe and America have different relations with the global layer of state. The character of formal pan-Western institutions is still limited. Political legitimacy is still heavily mediated through national democracy, and as yet there are few direct international manifestations of democracy (although the European Parliament is increasingly seen as a model with wider applicability) . These contradictions all contribute to the instability of the Western state. We must not assume that its unity is irreversible; but it is unlikely to be reversed in the near future. Clearly both the unity and the stability of the West depend on the complex, often unpredictable tests of its global projection of state power. The paradox of the \Ves t is that it possesses unparalleled resources, but even so, finds even relatively small political conflicts difficult to manage. Although internally very strong in compar ison to any of its rivals, its global power projection has weak legitimacy. The strength of the Western state lies partly in its completely unrivalled economic and military resources. Although in absolute terms, the major non-Western centres of state power, such as Russia, China, India, Brazil and Indonesia, have considerable resources by comparison with the uni fied West, each is chronically weak. The West's strength, moreover, does not rest merely on its financial resources or military capabilities. It rests on the development of its authoritative resources. The major non-Western states, and many of the lesser but still powerful centres, such as those of the Middle East, represent still largely unreconstructed concentrations. These powerful states are still essentially 'quasi-imperial nation-states' and reprpduce, albeit in varied forms, the nation-state-empires of the
 
 1 945. 2 contrasts the main characteristics of state power in the West
 
 West before Table
 
 and in the major non-\Vestern centres. Of course there is great variation among those states that more or less fit the latter type, but the contrast between major non-Western states and the West is sufficiently stark to make it a useful one. It would obviously be possible to expand this table, to include the new, small centres of state power produced by state frag mentation, weaker 'quasi-states', etc., or to distinguish within the non Western category. Partly for reasons of space, I shall not expand on these sorts of refinements to my categories. However, there are also analytical reasons for this focus. The new polar ity between an expanded, internationalised, democratised, wealthy West and the major non-Western centres which, while populous, are often fragmenting, nationalistic, authoritarian and relatively poor, constitutes more than the new version of the old geopolitical international system . It also places inter-state relations at the centre of explosive socio-political
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 Table 2
 
 Characteristics of the mstern and major non- mstem states a t the end of the twentieth century
 
 Military internadonalisadon
 
 \Vestern state
 
 Major non-Western states
 
 A relatively cohesive and
 
 Surv;val, or even
 
 enduring bloc of military
 
 development, of the
 
 power, centred on NATO
 
 hisroric national
 
 but including other alliances
 
 monopoly of violence,
 
 (notably with Japan), which
 
 and the pursuit of state
 
 has survived the end of the
 
 interests induding
 
 Cold War and is held
 
 to the point of inter
 
 together by the challenges
 
 and intra-state war.
 
 to its common interests in the new world situation; has clearly gone beyond simple alliances of national entities. Economic internationalisation
 
 An increasingly complex
 
 Weak integration into
 
 institutionalised framework
 
 Western-led world
 
 of pan-Western
 
 political-economic
 
 political-economic
 
 organisations.
 
 organisations through which the \'I1est manages its common interests in the world economy. Internationalisation oflaw
 
 A framework of internationalised
 
 Weak involvement in the
 
 law and regulation through
 
 internationalisation of
 
 which national jurisdictions are
 
 law and regulation.
 
 harmonised, and transnational mobility by corporations and individuals is made possible. Regional internationalisadon
 
 The highly developed formal
 
 Weak, superficial
 
 internationalisation of the
 
 intcrnationalisation
 
 pivotal European region, in
 
 at best; persistence
 
 which formal and substantive
 
 of major regional
 
 democratisation is increasingly
 
 rivalries, including in
 
 reinforced, and in which
 
 military and even
 
 significant elements of
 
 nuclear forms.
 
 internationalised citizenship are developing. Relation to global institutions
 
 Ambivalent (especially in USA),
 
 Ambivalent, but tending
 
 but increasingly utilising UN
 
 to be suspicious of
 
 system to legitimise its
 
 Western-led international
 
 world-\vide hegemony, and
 
 innovations; utilising
 
 supporting extensions of
 
 UN system in negative
 
 international law, economic
 
 sense, to restrain West
 
 management and political
 
 and inhibit international
 
 and military intervention.
 
 authority impinging on national prerogatives.
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 Table 2
 
 (cont. )
 
 Democratisation
 
 \Vestern state
 
 Major non-Western states
 
 Political democracy
 
 Authoritarian or semi
 
 normalised within West,
 
 authoritarian regimes and
 
 and increasingly deeply
 
 weak (or in some cases
 
 rooted, reinforced by
 
 virtually no) democratisation,
 
 internationalisation;
 
 in which formal electoral
 
 also promoted outside
 
 democracy (if it exists) is
 
 West, to a growing extent.
 
 often crudely manipulated by elites; political and social freedoms are weakly recognised and enforced.
 
 Social inequality . and welfare
 
 Despite large socio-economic inequalities, some
 
 Large socio-economic inequalities, with inadequate
 
 combination of state and
 
 or no social welfare systems,
 
 private welfare systems
 
 and coercion of both urban
 
 which supports the majority
 
 and rural society.
 
 of the population. National and ethnic conflict
 
 Increasingly multi-ethnic societies with relatively
 
 propensity to war
 
 which the relations between
 
 sophisticated mechanisms
 
 states and peripheral, minority
 
 for managing national and
 
 and indigenous groups are
 
 ethnic conflicts, so that
 
 quasi-imperial: these groups
 
 these are contained without
 
 have little protection; national
 
 the enormous disruptive
 
 or ethnic confli cts are often
 
 potential which they have
 
 violent and these are
 
 had in the past and continue
 
 'managed' with fairlY crude
 
 to have outside the West. Media an!:!
 
 Multinational societies in
 
 coercion.
 
 Expanded media spheres
 
 Only partially open media in
 
 which sensitise publics
 
 which the abilities of state
 
 to military violence and
 
 elites to manage news and
 
 make the management of
 
 opinion and fight wars is
 
 conflict problematic for
 
 greater than in the West, but
 
 state power.
 
 not unlimited.
 
 conflicts, as we have seen over the last decade. To try to understand 'in ternational' relations in exclusively, or principally, geopolitical terms goes against much that has been gained in the 'new' international theorising of the last decade, and much of what historical sociology is placed to offer.
 
 J \\ \ . •
 
 We now understand fairly well that inter-state relations do not exist in a world apart from the rest of world politics. Much of what is conventionally understood as inter-state, or inter national, in fact constitutes the internal politics of the Western state conglomerate. The old division between domestic and international has
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 manifestly been transformed. This is nowhere truer than in the European Union, where all kinds of economic, social and legal questions are now subject to Union-level processes. However, on the geopolitical model itself, it is 'also true of relations between America and Europe (not to mention Japan and Australasia) : as the wars of the 1 9 90s Kosovo
 
 j
 
 from the Gulf tO
 
 ,
 
 have shown, the West functions as a single military actor. The
 
 I
 
 West can be regarded as a single state-conglomerate because its component national legal entities have pooled their 'monopolies of violence'.
 
 They are no longer seriously capable ofproducing war among themselves,
 
 and have institutionalised their common military (as well as economic and political) interests in manifold, mutually reinforcing ways
 
 which partly
 
 emphasise the division between them and the rest of the world. There is a more fundamental reason, though, for insisting that inter state relations should not be understood apart from other aspects of world politics. This is that precisely those 'international' relations between sep arate 'centres' of state power (as I h ave defined these) are completely implicated in important relations of state and society. Of course, this is not, in itself, a new discovery, Sociologically minded international schol ars like Fred Halliday have long insisted on this, and notably on a dialectic of domestic revolt and international conflict.8 Hobson ( 1 998a) sees the exploration of this process as a major contribution of historical sociol ogy to international relations, and my own studies have emphasised these relations in the context of total war (Shaw, 1 998). What seems to me to be new are the particular kinds of linkages be tween national and international, social movements and war, that are now developing. The 'global' character of world politics is determined not merely by the impact of technological, economic and cultural glob alisation, but by the way in which common global issues, centred on the same problems of state power, are coming to be the substance of both international and societal politics. I intend, therefore, to explore the na ture of globality further in the context of the contemporary characters of revolution and war.
 
 Global revolution and genocidal war It was Marx who perceptively remarked that all previous revolutions had 'perfected this [state] machine instead of smashing it' (Marx, 1 950: 3 0 1 ) . Although he implied that the proletarian revolution would b e different, his axiom has never applied more completely than to the revolutions made in the name of Marx's own doctrine. The proletarian revolution in 8
 
 For a recent statement, see Halliday ( 1 999 and this volume, ch. 12).
 
 I
 
 I f:(' i
 
 Russia led - through civil-war militarist centralisation and the subsequent consolidation of the Stalinist elite - to the totalitarian state. The mili tarised national-liberationist revolution led, especially in China, to a sim ilar end. Fifty years after the victory of the latter - and ten years after the fall of Soviet communism - we can see that their legacies of authoritarian state power are among the most serious problems of world order. Of course, varieties of authoritarianism are much more widespread; they exist among post-colonial elites in Western-inclined, as well as communist or ex-communist, states. Even in major post-imperial states like India, where the state was built up through much more peaceful mass politics, and with democratic electoral forms, elites still wield arbitrary power against the rural poor and minorities. In recent decades, the idea of proletarian revolution has declined once again after its brief revival in the late 1 960s and early 1 970s. More im portantly, we have seen the growing political bankruptcy of the national liberationist revolutionary tradition, and shifts from armed struggle to mass politics, and a new trend towards negotiated settlements, most suc cessfully in the case of the African National Congress in South Mrica. The other major case of this kind, the Palestine Liberation Organisa tion's detente with Israel, has been more problematic, and even the minor examples, such as the Irish Republican Army and the Basque separatist movement, ETA, have been inconclusive. Nevertheless, the trend is clear, at least within the West, and in states like Israel and South Mrica that are closely linked to it. These ..transformations within the national-Iiberationist revolutionary tradition are symptomatic of a larger transformation in the pattern of revolution. The main 'revolutionary' tradition of our times, challenging especially the authoritarian non-Western states of all kinds, is the demo cratic revolution. From the uprisings against Soviet rule in East Germany, Hungary and Poland in the 1 950s, through the 1 968 movement that chal lenged state power in all three sectors of the Cold War world, to Polish Solidarity and the successful 1 989 revolutions, there is a clear thread. These movements that played a major part in the decline of the Soviet state-bloc were always linked to democratic social movements in the West.
 
 I I
 
 The final decade of the Cold War began with mass protests on the streets of Western European capitals, and ended with those on the streets of Eastern European cities. The real 'revolution in the revolution' was not Che Guevara's updating of Iv1aoist guerrilla tactics, but the transformation of democracy into a popular cause which threatens to sweep away the Cuban and Chinese communist states together with their Soviet counterparts. The signifi cance of this revolution, however, is that its appeal extends across the
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 non-Western world, with powerful ramifications within the West as well. Since 1 9 89, major national upheavals have taken place from the Philippines to South Africa, South Korea to Indonesia, not to mention the defeated movement in China itself. The democratic revolution involves a triple transformation of the char acter of revolution. First, it abandons the link of revolution with the centralised revolutionary party or grouping aiming to use the popular process to seize power for itself. Because democracy is by definition a plural project, democratic revolution does not put the revolutionaries into power in a simple manner. Of course, in a case like South Africa, the party of change may succeed in hegemonising subsequent politics, but this seems to be the exception - where a national-liberation party has successfully transformed itself into a democratic majority. Elsewhere, however, popular democratic movements have paved the way for new or regrouped elites to compete for popular support. Second, since the democratic revolution played a crucial part in the demise of the Cold War system, it has increasingly become a glohalist movement. Everywhere, democratic change appeals not merely to na tional ideals but to universal standards of democracy and human rights. For the subjects of the more extreme authoritarian regimes, and for na tional minorities everywhere, the appeal to universal values - and to legiti mate global institutions - is an unavoidable strategic as well as ideological choice. Third, in this sense the democratic revolution, too, is linked to state building. It is linked, first, to the creation of new mini-nation states of oppressed minorities. However, these states are rarely viable without in ternational support. The democratic revolution is therefore intimately connected to two wider processes of state-building. On the one hand, it leads to the strengthening of the global layer of state, the international bureaucracies of the United Nations system. (And it is worth noting here that one of the weaknesses of Michael Barnett's interesting semi 'constructivist' chapter (this volume) on international bureaucracies is that he does not define clearly enough the situation in which these organ isations are being developed.) On the other, it leads to the practical ex pansion of the Western state, either directly (as in the NATO occupation of Kosovo) or indirectly (when the West provides the core of a UN force as in East Timor) . 'Ine processes through which this occurs are connected to two fur ther transformations, of counter-revolution and of war. State elites in au thoritarian states, threatened by combinations of democratic reform and national minority movements, are increasingly tempted towards violent coercion as means of refashioning their rule. What are all too often still described in both sociology and international relations, naively
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 if not culpably, as 'ethnic conflicts' are actually counter-revolutionary wars. The post-Yugoslav wars of the 1 990s can be traced to Slobodan Milosevic's coup in 1 989, which abolished legitimate institutions in the Serbian province of Kosovo. The Timor crisis of 1 999 can be traced to the Indonesian army>s invasion to suppress local autonomy in the wake of Portuguese withdrawal in 1 974. The transformations of war can be connected, therefore, to these chan ges in political conflict world-wide. One of the most important contri butions of historical sociology is that it shows that warfare should not be understood as a socially neutral means of resolving issues between states  a s international relations has generally assumed . On the contrary, warfare is a central process and a complex structural force of modern society entrenched in, transforming and transformed with the social relations and forms of state power. The question which is raised today is what kind of mode of warfare accompanies the development of the Western and global state, the crisis of the authoritarian, quasi-imperial nation-state - not to mention the 'failures' of many state entities and institutions in Africa and elsewhere? The answer given by Mary Kaldor ( 1 999) is that these are 'new wars', characterised by state breakdown, a parasitic political economy, 'ethnic cleansing', privatised forces and international humanitarian intervention. However, her model understates th e continuities in modern warfare. On the one hand, war still involves major centres of state power, such as Iraq, Serbia, Russia and the West itself. Conflicts between such centres and between them and society are interlinked, as they were in earlier periods. On the other hand, what is distinctive is that genocide has developed from being a secondary form of violence, in the period of classic total war, to the principal mode in many conflicts of the global era. The concept of genocide is a problematic one. The international con vention clearly suggests that it is the intentional destruction, 'in whole or in part', of an 'ethnic, national or religious group' (Orentlicher, 1 999: 1 54) . As an historical sociological concept, it is not clear that there is any good basis for excluding other kinds of groups, such as political or social groups (which were lefr out so as not to implicate Stalin's Russia) . Certainly, the mass extermination carried out by the Khmer Rouge is widely (and validly) regarded as genocide, not because of the killing of ethnic minorities, but because of the deliberate destruction of an entire population, including specified social as well as national groups. The question of intentionality or deliberation also raises critical ques tions. It arises not only where the destruction of a group is an end in itself, as with the Nazis, but also where it is an intended consequence of a larger goal, as in the American use of the atomic bomb to defeat Japan. E. P. Thompson's use of 'exterminism' rather than 'genocide' for
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 the consequences of nuclear annihilation is an attempt to distinguish here (Thompson,
 
 1 982), but it is not clear that it is usefuL Since our 'genus'
 
 is humankind, not a national or any other group, the use of 'genocide' to refer to the intended destruction of any human group seems reasonable. Likewise, that there is a clear spectrum from partial killing.to the total ex termination .of a group means that we should regard genocide as a process that can be more or less complete. It makes sense to see certain practices as 'genocidal' where there is cl early the potential for the destruction of a group. In this sense, 'new wars' are (to a large extent) the practice of genocide, 9 The new genocidal
 
 relabelled by the perpetrators as 'ethnic cle ansing,.
 
 wars are the work of states like Iraq, Serbia and Indonesia, but also Russia, as well as of smaller state centres, para-statal forces and private armies. The genocidal character of war is critical to its significance for world pol itics and global state-building. Not only do the victims and their political representatives have little choice but to appeal to legitimate global insti tutions and the
 
 de facto power of the West, but the Western state no longer
 
 has the excuse of the Cold \Var to ignore inconvenient protests, and it is faced with enhanced media capabilities to project victims' suffering dramatically into the homes of its electoral base. As I have shown in my detailed study of the Kurdish crisis in
 
 1991,
 
 th e major precedent for the Western military interventions of the late
 
 1 9 905, local wars are reproduced as 'global crises', which call for global 1 996). Such crises are leading to major exten
 
 political responses (Shaw,
 
 sions of the global layer of state power: the prevalence of globally legiti mated Western military forces in zones of crisis, the development of in ternational criminal tribunals and the new International Criminal Court, and the UN-brokered humanitarian relief operations on which numerous vulnerable populations depend.
 
 Conclusions Globality, from an historical sociological point of view, is therefore the result of a very specific historical transformation. At the beginning of the twenty-first century (which historically we might date from
 
 1 989-9 1
 
 -
 
 the end of Eric Hobsbawm's 'short twentieth century' (Hobsbawm,
 
 1 994» , the combination of the 'global-democratic revolution' with the new balance of power between Western and non-Western states is creating a new stage in world order. It is these shifts which give political meaning to the more familiar phenomena of globalisation revolution, etc. 9 I have explored this issue further in Shaw (l 999c).
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 The novelty of global change can be debated, and ultimately the counter-position of continuity and change is a sterile argument in which neither side can claim a conclusive victory. Which side of the case we emphasise depends on our purposes. Clearly, there are echoes of empire in the new Western hegemony. However, if we choose to press mis conti nuity, we shall need to explain the difference between the old and the new 'imperialisms'. From the point of view of the principal victims of the new wars and other struggles of the global-democratic revolution, Western interventions are repeatedly called for, and when they take place, wel comed. In this context, the critique of the 'imperialism of human rights' is just as paradoxical as the phenomenon itself (New Left Review, 1 999) . Where a neo-Weberian geopolitical orthodoxy coincides with this kind of Marxist critique, there is reason to question whether it is sufficiently historically sensitive. Similarly, the dialectic of international war and social revolution re mains important - but has more than its form changed? That revolu tion takes the form of the demand for reform, which often leads to local war in the form of genocide, which in turn provokes the development of globally legitimate authority, and is a different kind of process from that previously observed in historical sociological work. This is true in the important sense that it leads to increasing transcendence of the historical orthodoxies of international practice, which have stressed the sovereignty of discrete centres of state power. This is not unimportant to the practice of either states or other social groups. From this perspective, the contribution of historical sociology to inter national J,:elations is not to negate the new global agenda, but to provide it with a theoretical perspective on state development and socio-political change. This opens up a rich area of research. How far can we regard the unprecedented forms of state development, in the conjunction of the Western state-conglomerate and the global layer of state power, as the basis for a 'global state'? Will the conflicts and wars produced by the ex pl osive combination of global-democratic revolution and the transfor mation of quasi-imperial authoritarian states continue to stimulate this development or will they create such pressures that the global state will fall apart before it is consolidated in any meaningful sense? These questions can be seen, from some perspectives, as new forms of old dilemmas of world order. In the social practice of international relations they are, however, radical issues that demand new answers. To answer them seems to me an important task of the growing historical sociological school in the field.
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 Historical sociology and constructivism: an e stranged past, a federated future?
 
 Michael Barnett
 
 Introduction Historical sociology and constructivist international relations theory have much in common, not that scholars from either camp know or advertise it. This chapter provides an assessment of their common roots and mutual detachments, begins to suggest one way that traditional historical socio logical concerns might be productively employed to generate new insights into the character of international politics and in ways dlat are quite con genial to constructivism, and speculates about their possible future. The chapter is organised accordingly.
 
 I begin by surveying the common social
 
 theoretic commitments of historical sociology and constructivism, and suggest that constructivists have exempted historical sociology from their merciless appropriation of various p arts of the sociological canon only because of the disciplinary context in which constructivism came of age. The next section challenges constructivists to correct this sin of omis sion. To demonstrate the payoff for doing so,
 
 1
 
 suggest how the state
 
 formation and bureaucratisation literatures can generate new under standings regarding the dynamics behind, and consequences of,
 
 10-
 
 building and global bureaucratisation. Doing so has both the empirical payoff of exploring some unmapped features of global politics, and the important theoretical implication of forcing both constructivists and his torical sociologists to consider how international relations scholars should carve up global space, examine the interactions that exist within and be tween states and non-state actors within and between those spaces, and consider the dynamics of international political change.
 
 The past There have been no shortage of lith weak domestic capacities preferred protec tionism and indirect taxes. So long as state capacity remained low across most of Europe, movement towards an international free trade regime was near imposslble. As state capacities across the international sys tem grew, however, the desirability and viability of such a regime in creased, ultimately resulting in the post-1945 GATT regime. Rejecting arguments that attribute GATT to American hegemony, Hobson claims 'that the existence of GATT was only possible in the first place be cause of the income tax, which in turn was only made possible through strong state capacity' (Hobson, 1998a: 303; Hobson, 1997: 210-11). And against neoliberal arguments about the persistence of institutional co-operation 'after hegemony', he claims that continued high levels of state capacity have been crucial. Nowhere does he deny GATT's con tribution to lowering tariff levels among developed countries, but he re peatedly insists that 'the basis of the GATT was made possible only by the prior existence of the income tax' (Hobson, 1997: 211). Hobson thus presents a modified second-image argument. W hile internation al geofiscal imperatives loom large in the nineteenth century as the principal determinants of state interests, by the second half of the twen tieth century those interests are taken as given, and international
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 institutional developments are tied to the convergence of domestic struc tural conditions. That a connection exists between state capacity, preferred taxation options and predilections towards free trade or protectionism is con vincingly argued by Hobson. But the connection he then draws between such factors and the development of international institutions, such' as
 
 GATr, is less plausible. At best he identifies a permissive condition, a domestic structural characteristic in the absence of which states could not possibly entertain a particular international policy objective, in this case free trade. The existence of this condition
 
 the gradual increase in state
 
 capacities across the developed world, and the concomitant shift towards income taxation - cannot explain why growing state interest in free trade was translated into the development of multilateral regulatory institutions after 1945. Although we have grown accustomed to the coincidence of the two, there is no straightforward hnlctional connection between free trade and multilateralism, and Hobson certainly goes no further than anyone else in demonstrating one. Lisa Martin has shown that at an ab
 
 ;
 
 stract rational level, there is no way to explain why the United States or any other states chose multilateral forms of international economic man agement, and her own appeal to the structural condition of hegemony
 
 f '1
 
 under conditions of bipolarity has been successfully critiqued by John • .
 
 Ruggie, who shows a clear US preference for multilateralism well before the emergence of Cold War structural conditions (Martin, 1993; Ruggie,
 
 1993b). The fact is that the pursuit of free trade through GATr was but one expression of a wider process of multilateral institutional construc tion which dates back to the middle of the nineteenth century - a process that Chl-istopher HilI describes as 'the most striking line in the evolution in diplomacy' (Hill, 1991: 90). Explaining the development of international economic institutions is not Hobson's central project. Yet his failure to establish a connection be tween a predilection to free trade and multilateralism is indicative of a more general lacuna in neo-Weberian historical sociology
 
 its failure to
 
 recognise, let alone explain, the institutional dimension of international relations. The 'international' is understood purely in material terms, con sisting solely of military competition between states and developments in the international capitalist economy. Missing altogether is the web of in tersubjective understandings that give the 'international' a truly social dimension. At a minimum, this web consists of three tiers of institu tions: international regimes, such as GATT and the NPT; fundamen tal institutions, or basic institutional practices, such as multilateralism and international law; and constitutional values, such as sovereignty. None of these institutions features in the analytical schema proffered by
 
 l
 
 The idea of history and history with ideas
 
 129
 
 neo-Weberian historical sociologists, within or outside of international relations. Nor can that schema explain such institutions. A connection benveen domestic state capacity and international institutional forma tions is yet to be established, and appeals to international geopoliti cal or economic conditions go no further to explain such formations (Reus-Smit, 1999). This lacuna undermines the neo-Weberian historical sociology of international relations in two ways. First, it leaves a significant dimen sion of the global political landscape unacknowledged and unexplained. Neo-Weberians have done much to reveal the state as an historically con tingent political formation, a quasi-autonomous administrative agency, the product of interacting military and economic forces. W hile this dis tinguishes them from ahistorical neorealists, their neglect of international institutions, at whatever level of international society, leaves them closer to Waltz and his followers than to just about any other school of interna tional relations scholarship. Second, their failure to address the institu tional dimension of international life detracts from the central project of neo-Weberian historical sociology - that of understanding the sovereign state as an historically situated and variable political formation. As both neoliberals and constructivists have demonstrated, formal and informal international institutions play a key role in constituting the social iden tity of the state, in shaping domestic state structures and institutions, in teaching states their interests and in mediating the pursuit of those interests. A constructivist turn
 
 Drawing on the insights of critical social theory and postrnodernism, constructivists seek to develop a social theory of international relations, a theory that treats actors and action as inherently social, as the products of institutionally grounded identities and normatively sanctioned reper toires of conduct (Adler, 1997; Checkel, 1998; Hopf, 1998; Price and Reus-Smit, 1998). Such identities and repertoires are in turn considered the products of the knowledgeable practices of social agents, the actions of which are essential to the production and reproduction of social struc tures. For constructivists, therefore, sovereignty is a social institution, a complex of norms governing the distribution and exercise of power and authority, which ordains the state with a particular 'sovereign' iden tity, and which licenses certain forms of internal and external conduct. Because the norms that comprise the institution of sovereignty are the outcomes of social practices, both of states and other actors, they vary over time, making historical process and change central constructivist
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 concerns. Not surprisingly, the development of constructivist interna tional theory has been accompanied by a growing body of constructivist history, an historical genre that has evolved parallel to neo-Weberian his torical sociology in international relations, but which moves beyond the rationalism of that perspective, to examine the role of ideational forces in the social construction of sovereign states and the definition - of rightful state action (Ruggie, Bukovansky,
 
 1993c; Thomson, 1994; Weber, 1995; Hall, 1997; 1997; Reus-Smit, 1999).
 
 An idealist philosophy of history While constructivist historical sociologists acknowledge the role that ma terial forces play in conditioning human behaviour, they embrace a dis tinctly 'idealist' philosophy of history. Not idealist in the traditional fonn, criticised by Carr and others for its teleological faith in human progress and peace through law, but idealist in the sense that intersubjective ideas, norms and values are considered important determinants of actors' iden tities, interests and actions. It is a philosophy of history that Carr himself endorsed when he wrote that 'History cannot be written unless the histo rian can achieve some kind of contact with the mind of those about whom he is writing'
 
 (1961: 24), and that Heeren, the nineteenth-century inter
 
 national historian, upheld when stating that to understand 'the ruling ideas of each age, and exhibit the particular maxims arising from them, I' I
 
 will be the first requisite of the historian'
 
 (1829). Such a philosophy of
 
 history is justified, constructivists contend, on both social theoretic and explanatpry grounds, resonating as it does with an established body of social and cultural theory, and explicating important aspects of interna tional life obscured or misunderstood by other perspectives. The constructivist philosophy of history is informed by four interre lated theoretical assumptions. First, to the extent that social structures shape individual and collective human action, ideational structures are considered just as important as material structures. Ideational structures are intersubjective ideas, norms and values that enable human agents to describe, explain, and attach meaning to, the physical world, their social universe and their own status and actions. The fact that they are inter subjective, that they reside in the collective consciousness and not just in the individual psyche, gives them their structural quality, their capacity to constitute and constrain agents and action. Such structures include religious and scientific cosmologies and world-views, the three tiers of international institutions mentioned above, and the whole gamut of in tersubjective beliefs that circulate globally to condition legitimate indi vidual and collective agency and action, domestically, internationally and
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 transnationally. Constructivists stress the importance of such structures for two reasons: ideational structures condition how actors interpret the material conditions of their existence, and they define actors' social iden tities and interests. W ith regard to the first of these, Alexander Wendt notes that the distribution of military power has no meal].ing indepen dent of the ideational structures in which it is embedded: 'U.S. military power has a different significance for Canada than for Cuba, despite their similar "structural" positions' (Wendt, 1992: 397). Anticipated above, the second theoretical assumption informing the constructivist philosophy of history is that ideational structures shape actors' social identities. We have seen that rationalists treat ideas as switch men - variables that mediate between interests and actions. Construc tivists argue that ideas also operate at a much deeper level, at the constitutive level where actors learn who they are, and where they learn the social identities that enable them to function in a world of complex social processes and practices (Wendt and Duvall, 1989: 60). The role of ideational structures in the definition of state identities is nowhere more apparent than in the membership norms of international society - norms which operate at both systemic and regional levels. During the nineteenth century, a constitutionalist 'standard of civilisation' came to define the self-identity of European states, and was used to determine which non European polities would be admitted to the select club of sovereign states (Gong, 1984; Adas, 1989). Similarly, a distinctive set of liberal political and economic norms now define the self-identity of member-states of the European Union, norms which also define the criteria by which Eastern European states are granted or declined membership. The third theoretical assumption informing the constructh>ist view of history is that actors' social identities inform their interests. Rationalists treat interests as exogenous to social interaction, as though actors are, in some classic liberal sense, sources of their own conceptions of the good. Actors are assumed to enter social relations with a pre-existing repertoire of relatively stable preferences, and society is reduced to a strategic do main, a realm of competition and co-operation among rational egoists. Constructivists, in contrast, see interests as endogenous to social interac tion, as the products of socially constituted identities. Just as ideational structures socialise actors to assume certain social identities, those identi ties carry with them certain associated interests (Wendt, 1992: 398). The 1999 military intervention in Kosovo clearly illustrates this point. That NATO member-states have interests at stake in Kosovo is undeniable, but it is impossible to understand those interests without reference to their identity as liberal-democratic states, and without some understanding of the responsibilities that such an identity is believed to entail.
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 The final theoretical assumption informing constructivist history is that structures and agents are mutually constitutive. The preceding discussion might suggest that constructivists are structuralists
 
 that they see a one
 
 way path of constitution running from intersubjective ideas to identities, to interests, to actions. Certainly Wendt's recent writings, which posit a 'supervening' relationship between structures and agents, lend credence to such an interpretation (Wendt, 1995, 1996), as do constructivist stud ies that emphasise the importance of social norms in shaping state be haviour. This having been said, most constructivists are
 
 structurationists,
 
 not structuralists. They are just as concerned with the role of agents' practices in the production and reproduction of social structures, as they are with the way those structures shape agents' identities and interests. To ignore this role is not only to ignore an undeniable ontological rea lity
 
 that without practices structures would simply cease to exist
 
 but
 
 also to ignore the only source of social change: if everything is structurally determined, how does anything change? The wealth of constructivist re search on the impact of intersubjective norms on state behaviour has thus been matched by explorations into the social construction of those norms, whether they be deep constitutive norms of sovereignty, or issue specific norms, such as the taboo against the use of chemical weapons (Thomson, 1994; Price, 1997). Returning to the example of Kosovo, constructivists are not just interested in how the liberal-democratic iden tity of NATO states defines their interests and actions, but in how the practice of military intervention for humanitarian purposes reinforces or undermines the intersubjective foundations of that social identity, both within the community of NATO states and within the wider international communitY. By what mechanisms do ideational phenomena affect the behaviour of actors� both individual and collective? Constructivists emphasise three such mechanisms: imagination, communication and constraint. \Vith re gard to the first of these, intersubjective ideas, norms and principles de fine actors' expectations - what they consider necessary and possible, both in a practical and an ethical sense. Rationalists imagine a world in which actors, equipped with a universal sense of rational calculation, pursue their interests in the most efficient and effective manner possible, given the environmental constraints they encounter. For constructivists� the universal rational actor is a myth. Historically and culturally con tingent beliefs define how actors understand themselves, and who they think they are not only affects their interests but also the means they entertain to realise those interests. Prior to the Wars of the Spanish Suc cession (1701-13), European monarchs believed that they were God's lieutenants on earth, that the extent of their rule was determined by the
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 reach of the family tree, not by rigidly demarcated territorial boundaries, and that they had the right to pursue their paternal rights through war. Modem liberal democracies hold that the state is only legitimate to the extent that it expresses and protects the interests and rights of its citi zens; that states which severely violate those interests and rights forfeit their right to non-intervention; and that in the most extreme situations, military coercion is justified. In each case, the social identities of the states in question have scripted their behaviour, to such an extent that absolutist monarchs would find the liberal-democratic script incompre hensible, and liberal democracies would find the behaviour prescribed by the absolutist script unimaginable. Ideational phenomena also shape behaviour through processes of com municative action. This is especially true of ideas with normative con tent, of the norms, rules and principles that define some forms of conduct as legitimate and others illegitimate. These ideas provide the basic framework for successful social and political action, as they provide actors with a socially sanctioned language to describe and justify their choices, projeL'ts and actions. For constructivists, most human action is rule-governed, in the sense that 'it becomes understandable against the background of norms embodied in conventions and rules which give meaning to action' (Kratochwil, 1989: 11). This is most palpable in situations of controversy, when an individual's conduct is considered questionable (why did he or she act?), or when collective action is required (how should we act?). In both cases, the existing panoply of social norms provides tbe linguistic court of appeal. The individual under scrutiny seeks to justify his or her behaviour with references to established codes of conduct or moral imperatives, or members of a collectivity debate alter native courses of action with reference not only to practicalities but also to prescribed norms of conduct (HeUer, 1987: 239). For an individual, failure to justify an action may lead to nothing more than embarrassment, but in international relations a state's inability to justify internal or exter nal actions may lead to the withdrawal of recognition, economic sanctions or even military intervention, particularly if its actions transgress the pre vailing terms of legitimate statehood. Through the first of the above mechanisms, ideas structure the imag inations of actors; through the second, they structure the communica tive processes that surround action. Both rely on 'belief' to translate ideas into action: in the former, the belief of an individual actor in his or her own identity and values; in the latter, the belief of all discur sive participants in the meta-norms structuring communicative action. Under the final mechanism, ideas shape behaviour through constraint not belief. Constructivists are directly at odds with realists here. Recall
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 Morgenthau's claim that ideology has no independent political salience: 'the true nature of the policy is concealed by ideological justifications and rationalizations' (Morgenthau, 1985: 101). This not only clashes with the constructivist arguments canvassed above, but is challenged by two further constructivist claims. First, the very appeal to intersubjective values to rationalise behaviour is testimony to the existence and power of such values: if they had no normative standing or persuasive capacity they would make useless rationalisations. Second, justifying behaviour with reference to a particular set of intersubjective values immediately places a constraint on that behaviour (Skinner, 1978: xii). Even if NATO countries did not believe in the humanitarian values they invoked to jus tify their military intervention in Kosovo, those values gave them only a limited sphere of action. Their conduct of the campaign could not be seen to violate the principles of either international humanitarian law or jus in bello, and the intervention had to deliver a settlement broadly consistent with the values invoked. Anything less, and the domestic and international support needed to sustain the campaign would crumble. Epochal change and institutional architecture
 
 The discipline of international relations has so long been preoccupied with stasis, continuity and repetition, that it lacks the conceptual and the oretical apparatus to think sensibly about transformation (Ruggie, 1983). This conceptual and theoretical retardation is reflected in two assump tions that presently handicap discussions of international change. First, there is the assumption that epochal change is necessarily associated with the rise and decline of sovereignty. Whether it is seen as an attribute of the state or an institution of international society, most international re lations scholars treat sovereignty as an unquestioned given of the present international system. And to the extent that they think about large-scale change in that system, it is in terms of the rise or decline of the sovereign order. This equation of epochal change with the fate of sovereignty is reflected in the prevailing conception of systems change, which is com monly defined as a shift from a system based on sovereignty to one based on some other organising principle (Waltz, 1979: 70). Second, there is the assumption that the forces driving change are essentially material. While some emphasise the importance of capitalism, most scholars em phasise war-fightin g and the struggle for material power. Not only has the rise of the sovereign order been attributed to warlordism among European monarchs and princes, but systemic changes within that order have been understood almost exclusively in terms of shifts in the military and eco nomic balance of power between states (Krasner, 1993).
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 These two assumptions do not provide an adequate conceptual or theo retical framework for either describing or explaining epochal international change. Simply pointing to the rise of sovereignty tells us nothing about the nature of the sovereign order in question, and material factors alone cannot explain the nature of the order. For traditional international rela tions scholars, such issues never arise, as sovereign orders are all assumed to be the same
 
 anarchy is said to produce 'like-politics' in all systems
 
 of sovereign states. Yet using the rise and decline of sovereignty as the sale marker of epochal change, and placing all one's explanatory eggs in the material basket, leaves several puzzles about the modern interna tional system unanswered. Foremost here is the institutional puzzle. If the advent of sovereignty between the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries marks the birth of our present system of sovereign states, why did the institutional architecture of that system not arise until the middle of the nineteenth century? Why did the paired institutions of contractual in ternational law and multilateralism
 
 which together provide the basic
 
 structure of governance in the modern international system - not take off until after the age of revolutions?
 
 In
 
 one of the few systematic studies of the emergence of this institu
 
 tional order, Ruggie concludes that 'while numerous descriptions of this "move to institutions" exist, I know of no good explanations in the liter ature of why states should have wanted to complicate their lives in this manner' (Ruggie, 1993b:
 
 24). Functionalist arguments, such as Martin's,
 
 that see multilateralism as a rational solution to the co-operation problems faced by states are confounded by the problem of mUltiple equilibria - the fact that historically states have confronted several equally efficient insti tutional solutions means that there is no way to explain, at an abstract rational level, why multilateralism was chosen over other options. Expla nations that tie multilateralism to US hegemony are equally unsatisfac tory, as the rise of such institutions predates Pax Americana by at least one hundred years, and in other historical systems of sovereign states, hege mons have pursued different institutional strategies. One could appeal to the functional requirements of capitalism to explain the rise of multilate ralism, but such arguments would have difficulty escaping the pitfalls of
 
 post hoc
 
 reasoning, and would be confounded by the fact that mul
 
 tilateral principles were first upheld and institutionally enshrined in the security realm, not the economic. There is always the argument that the very complexity of the modem international system demands multilateral institutions, yet the international system of the nineteenth century was not especially complex, with relatively few states addressing co-operation problems iu relatively few issue areas. Finally, Ruggie's own explana tion, which posits a functional connection between the stabilisation of
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 territorial property rights and the development of multilateral institu tions, is contradicted by the absence of such institutions in the crucial period of stabiIisation, 1555-1815 (Reus-Smit, 1999). The constructivist philosophy of history outlined in the preceding sec tion provides a more fruitful conception of international change than the conventional rationalist and materialist narrative of sovereignty - one that offers greater insights into the nature of particular sovereign orders, especially their varied institutional characteristics. Such an approach re quires that we look more closely at the normative structure of the interna tional system, at how this affects the social identity of the state, and what implications this has for institutional rationality. Constructivists usually assume that the normative structure of the international system is syno nymous with the institution of sovereignty - that the organising principle of sovereignty, and sovereignty alone, forms the normative bedrock of the society of states. I have argued elsewhere that this greatly under states the complexity of that structure, and that the normative founda tions of international systems should be seen to comprise not one, but three elements: a hegemonic conception of the moral purpose of the state, an organising principle of sovereignty and a norm of procedural justice (Reus-Smit, 1999). This model brings Weber's emphasis on the legitimacy of the state to the fore, as the concept of the moral purpose of the state refers to prevail ing intersubjective beliefs about what constitutes a legitimate state. These ideas give sovereignty meaning in a particular historical context, providing the basic language for justifying the state as a political institution and for establishing the bounds of rightful state action, internally and externally_ Ideas about the moral purpose of the state also inform norms of proce dural justice. One of the principal functions of the sovereign state is to solve co-operation problems between its constituents, and it follows that ideas about legitimate statehood always entail associated beliefs about the procedures 'good' states employ, domestically and internationally, to ad dress such problems. Together these values form the deep 'constitutional structure' of international societies, but their content is always histori cally contingent, and thus varies from one system of sovereign states to another. Most importantly for our purposes, as norms of procedural jus tice change, so too does institutional rationality, leading states in differ ent historical contexts to embrace different institutional solutions to their co-operation problems. This framework enables us to formulate a more nuanced understanding of epochal international change. If the constitutional structures outlined above define and shape the nature of international systems, then changes in the meta-values that comprise those structures must be important
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 determinants and markers of systems change. By embracing a more complex understanding of the normative foundations of international systems, we are freed from the prevailing conceptual and theoretical framework of extremes, which conceives systems change only in terms of the existence or absence of the organising principle of sovereignty. More specifically, it enables us to distinguish between two different forms of systems change: purposive change and configurative change. Purposive change involves a redefinition of the moral purpose of the state, leading to shifts in the meaning of sovereignty and procedural justice. It involves a change in the values that are used to justifY the organisation of politi cal life into centralised, autonomous political units. Configurative change entails not only a shift in the moral purpose of the state, but also a change in the organising principle governing the distribution of power and au thority. It involves a change in the principles that determine the spatial configuration of politics, as well as in the moral language used to justifY the spatial order. The transition from medieval heteronomy to absolutist sovereignty, so insightfully illuminated by Ruggie, represents precisely such a configurative change (Ruggie, 1983). This understanding of epochal change enables us to solve the institu tional puzzle of the modern international system
 
 the emergence of the
 
 fundamental institutions of contractual international law and multilat eralism only after the age of revolutions. From the perspective outlined above, the period from the fifteenth century to the present encapsulates not one but two international systems: the absolutist system of states that expired with the demise of the nineteenth-century Concert of Europe, and the modern system that emerged in its wake. 'The basic organising principle of sovereignty persisted across both systems, but a profound purposive transformation occurred after the French Revolution, in which the underlying moral purpose of the state and the associated norm of pro cedural justice were fundamentally reconceived. In the language of con structivism, the normative structure of the international system changed, altering the social identity of the sovereign state and the prevailing form of institutional rationality, prompting the construction of an entirely new institutional architecture. The sovereign states that emerged in Europe after the Peace of Augsburg (1555) were decidedly pre-modern. The transnational author ity of the Roman Catholic Church had been rejected, but Christianity still provided the basic ideological resources for the constit ution of political identities and the legitimation of systems of rule. The moral purpose of the new sovereign state was defined as the preservation of a divinely or dained, rigidly hierarchical social order, and to fulfil this purpose, monar chs were ordained with supreme authority. In the words of Jean Domat,
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 a leading French jurist in the reign of Louis XIV, it is 'necessary that a head [sovereign] coerce and rule the body of society and maintain order among those who should give the public the benefit of the different con tributions that their stations require of them' (quoted in Church, 1 969:· 76). This rationale for the sovereignty of dynastic states implied ail au thoritative conception of procedural justice. The standards of right and wrong conduct that were to regulate co-operation and conflict benveen the subjects of the state were not to be negotiated or legislated by those subjects or their representatives, but were to be dictated by a supreme authority: God in the first instance, monarchs by deputation. This was reflected in the prevailing conception of law as command. 'The word law', Jean Bodin argues, 'signifies the right of command of that person, or those persons, who have absolute authority over all the rest without exception, save only the lawgiver himself' (Bodin, 1967: This idea of procedural justice filtered into relations between absolutist states and profoundly affected the institutional development (or underde velopment) of the new international system. Because law was understood as
 
 the command of a supreme authority, and because no stable hierarchy
 
 existed among 'God's lieutenants', international law was understood as an expression of God's law and natural law, not of reciprocally binding contracts between sovereigns. And without the institution of contractual international law, no incentive existed for the development of multilater alism, correctly defined as the co-ordination of the 'behavior of three or more states on the basis of generalized principles of conduct' (Ruggie, 1 993b: 1 1 ). We see, therefore, that 'naturalist' international law resided primarily-in the writings onegal publicists, the interpreters of God's law and natural law, and that the major international settlements that sta bilised territorial property rights between absolutist states
 
 the Peace
 
 of Westphalia ( 1 648) and the Peace of Utrecht ( 1 713) - bear little evi dence of multilateralism, constituting, as they do, complex aggregations of bilateral agreements (Reus-Smit) 1999: 87- 1 2 1 ). During the eighteenth century, revolutionary changes in thought and practice undennined the ideological and material foundations of dynastic rule. Following shifts in scientific thought) political and economic the orists abandoned holistic conceptions of society, championing instead new ideas of political and economic individualism. The impact of these ideas was profound, with political individualism fuelling the American and French revolutions, and economic individualism providing the ideo logical resources for the Industrial Revolution. In the ensuing fifty years, Europe was torn by protracted conflict over the terms of legitimate rule, compounded by the economically induced dislocation of traditional pat terns of social organisation and affiliation. By the middle of the nineteenth
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 century a new set of constitutional meta-values was emerging, the rise of which signalled the birth of modern international society. The moral purpose of the state was increasingly tied to the expression of the inte rests of the citizenry and the protection of their civil and political rights. As the French Declaration on the Rights of Man and Citizen declared, 'The aim of every political association is the preservation of natural and inalienable rights of man; these rights are liberty, property, and resistance to oppression.' This
 
 raison d'etre of the state entailed a new principle of procedural
 
 justice -legislative justice. 'This principle prescribed two precepts of rule determination: that only those subject to the rules, or their representa tives, have the right to define them; and that the rules of society must apply equally to all citizens, in all like cases. Encapsulating this idea of law as reciprocal accord, the French Declaration states that 'law is'the expression of the general will; all citizens have the right to concur per sonally, or through their representatives, in its formation; it must be the same for all, whether it protects or punishes'. Once these constitutional ideas had altered the terms of governance within the major European states, a transition which was well in train by the second half of the nine teenth century, they began to structure institutional developments at the international level. Reflected most dramatically in the Hague Confer ences of 1 899 and 1 907, the idea of law as reciprocal accord informed the rapid development of contractual international law, and the principle of participatory governance that this implied, p rompted the equally rapid development of multilateralism. In the period 1 8 15 to 1 9 1 4, European states concluded 8 1 7 multilateral treaties, a seven-fold increase on the number concluded between 1648 and 1 8 1 4 (Mostecky, 1 965; Hill 1 9 9 1 ; Murphy, 1994).
 
 Conclusion If history was once integral to the study of international relations, and somewhere along the way was pushed to the margins by crude behaviour alism, then the development of an historical sociology of international re lations promises to return it to centre stage (see Hobden, this volume). Furthermore, the attempt to refine international history by applying the insights of social theory, promises to inject greater system and rigour into a field too long mired in diplomatic storytelling. Yet the neo-Weberian variety of historical sociology that has come to prominence is hamstrung by its own theoretical commitments. As we have seen, Weber has been read in a distinctly rationalist way. Humans have been portrayed as ra tional egoists, their interests have been treated as exogenous to social
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 interaction, ideas have been relegated to the role of intervening switch men, power has assumed the status of a universal interest, and material forces have been privileged. Those cues in Weber that point to the im portance of legitimacy in framing agency and action have been largely ignored, even though those cues are to be found in his very definition of the state. W hatever the explanatory merits of existing neo-Weberian scholarship - and I would not wish to deny them - its heuristic power is unnecessarily impeded by this rationalist orientation. In particular, not only has the institutional dimension of international life no place in neo Weberian theory, it cannot be explained by that theory. This chapter has made the case for a constructivist turn in the histo rical sociology of international relations. Such a tum would involve four departures from neo-Weberian historical sociology as it presently stands. First, it would involve re-emphasising ideational structures, as they pro vide the lenses through which actors interpret the material conditions of their lives, and the language through which they describe themselves and justify their actions. Second, it would involve treating individual and collective actors as inherently social, as deeply constituted by the social universe in which they live and act, as having their very identities shaped by the ideational structures of the prevailing social order. Third, it would involve treating actors' interests as endogenous to social interaction, as defined through processes of social learning and role enactment. And fourth, it would involve placing greater analytical emphasis on the way in which actors' practices produce and reproduce the ideational conditions of their lives. These departures would not only bring the institutional dimension of international life to the fore, but would enable the develop ment of an historical sociology that can explain that dimension.
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 World system analysis, historical sociology and internaJiorral relations: the difference a hyphen makes Barry K. Gills The ceaseless quest of the modern historians looking for the 'origins' and roots of capitalism is not much better than the alchemist's search for the philosopher's stone that transforms base metal into gold. (Chaudhuri, 1 990: 84)
 
 ProlegoInenon: 'The difference
 
 a
 
 hyphen tn.akes·
 
 In so far as there has been a 'world system' in world economic history, it has (always) been predominantly 'capitalist' . The world system, in fact, is not a creation merely of trade, but of 'capital accumulation'. Capital accumulation has existed on a 'world s c ale' for several millennia, not several centuries. It is this central contention that constitutes the basis of the 'continuity thesis' (Gills, 1 9 96), the starting point for world system analysis of ' capital and power in the processes of world history' (Gills,
 
 1 995) and of the changing relationship bet\¥een the world economy and the inter-state system(s). World system analysis differs from the Wallersteinian world-system analysis (Wallerstein, 1 974, 1 9 80, 1 9 89) in a number of highly signifi cant ways. These differences are discussed in detail elsewhere (Gills and Frank, 1 990; 1 9 92; Wallerstein, 1 9 92, 1 995, 1 996; Gills, 1 9 95; Frank and Gills, 1 9 96), but the essence of the disagreement surrounds the contrasting interpretations given to the notion 'ceaseless accumulation', which to Wallerstein is the
 
 differentia specifica of modern capitalism, whilst constant feature of the world system. This
 
 to Frank and me, it is in fact a
 
 disagreement is fundamental and leads us to very different understand ings and analysis of the historical origins and development of 'capitalism' or capitalist practice in world history, of the origins and development of the world system itself (e.g., 'five hundred years or five thousand?'), and to a radical1y different sense of what a 'transition' to c apitalism might be in world historical terms and particularly of the role of Europe within it. The most significant changes and ruptures in world history are con sequently viewed quite differently, being less focused on the idea of the 141
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 'transition to capitalism' (especially as uniquely European) and more concerned with the long 'global history' of capital and the shifting locus of capital accumulation and power over space and time (Le., the :hege monic transition') . Thus, the basic difference between this approach and that of Wallerstein hinges on the difference that a hyphen makes. As Wallerstein put it in a reply to Frank and Gills, ' [t]hey speak of a «world system". I speak of "world-systems". I use a hyphen; they do not. I use the plural; they do not' (Wallerstein, 1 996: 294) . Speaking for myself, whereas Wallerstein sees only one 'historical capitalism', I see many. While there have indeed been plural 'world-systems' (that eventually fused into one 'world system'), this process has involved both continuity and discontinuity, with significant change over historical time occurring in the technological and social rela tions governing material life, the development of the 'technics' of power organisation, and the locus of capital accumulation and its hierarchical organisation.
 
 Introduction
 
 It is ofthe utmost importance in conducting world historical research that we first identify a clear question to guide our search for knowledge and understanding. I I will pursue the following central question: what is the role of capital in world history, i.e., how have the practices and the process of capital accumulation influenced the course of world history? In ans wering this question, it is imperative that we investigate the relationship between capital and power throughout world history. This chapter attempts to develop conceptual tools and an analytical template that 'will help us understand the impact of capital accumulation throughout world economic and social history. It is likewise an attempt to build both a theory, and an empirical investigation, of the world system and its development over a period of several thousand years. Moreover, the theory and the template are intended to be applied to comparative analysis of two world historical systems: the Eurasian system and the pre Columbian Americas, prior to their fusion after 1 492. By combining a structuralist analysis (of world system dynamics) with a critical approach to political economy (in the tradition of economics as moral philosophy), the goal is to contribute to a humanocentric account of 'global history' (Frank and Gills, 1 996), and to further the 'historicisation' of interna tional political economy (Amoore et aI., 2000) . 1 l owe
 
 this insightful admonition to William
 
 Colebrook, Conn., July
 
 1 997.
 
 H. McNeill, in private conversation,
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 Conventional understandings of world economic and social history emphasise a linear pattern characterised by 'stages' of development, in which the 'rise ofthe market' and of , capitalism' are slow and 'late' deve lopments. Capital accumulation is deemed to be important only in fairly recent history and, at most, for the past few centuries. The framework presented here, however, argues for a non-linear perspective which rejects the conventional dichotomy between 'capitalist' and 'pre-capitalist' stages in world economic history. Instead, it explores the thesis that capital a ccumulation has played a continuous role throughout world economic history which has inf\uenced the ways states and societies have evolved and interacted. In general we have tended to view the 'pre-modern' as being too primitive, and the 'modern' as being rather too modern (Ekholm and Friedman,
 
 1 982) . The antidote to the conventional approach is to em offorms, as
 
 phasise the notion of the dialectic in world history. The dialectic
 
 a method, attempts to understand the nature of the perpetual co-existence of contending economic forms (induding capital), and the historical ten sions among these contending forms throughout world history. There fore, the governing processes of world history are to be viewed as being neither strictly linear nor cyclical, but rather, as perennial and dialectical. Two historical tensions are the subject of the analysis: •
 
 capital versus
 
 •
 
 free versus unfree labour.
 
 oikos
 
 (Note that I have not included ' state(s) versus market(s)', a dichotomy
 
 I do not accept.) The relationships between the 'contending forms' are analysed as world historical processes and not merely as static comparisons of category concepts. As discussed below, long-term processes of social change of central interest here are the historically recurrent patterns of 'capitalisation' versus ' de-capitalisation', 'commercialisation' versus 'de-commercialisation', 'commodification' versus 'de-commodification' and the relationship of these patterns to 'hegemonic transitions', 'cycles of hegemony' and 'centre shifts' in the inter-state system. These pat terns are investigated in relation to world systemic conditions of general ' equilibrium' and 'dis-equilibrium'; or put another way, between the sys temic conditions that are associated historically with periods of prosperity or expansion and those which are associated with crisis, contraction or 'entropy'. Such 'world system cycles', each of several centuries duration, stretch back several millennia (Gins and Frank,
 
 1 992).
 
 There are three important analytical premises on which this histo rical (international political economy) framework depends: no formal analytical separation of politics from e conomics; no necessary sep aration
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 between the 'domestic' and the 'international'; and no strict separation between p ast, present and future (Gills, 2001). This allows us to view 'the state' not only as a type of political power, but also as an economic 'form' in itself, and intrinsic to the 'economic system'. Furthermore, 'capital' is understood as being not purely an economic 'form' but a type of social power. Capital accumulation is understood to be embedded in the economic and political frameworks of individual states as well as of systems of states and empires. Capital accumulation takes place in sym biosis with the working of state power at these various levels. Therefore, states, empires and inter-state systems and their historical rhythms and institutions are as intrinsic to world economic history as the economic 'forms' themselves. Thus, 'international relations' constitutes the larger framework within which world economic history is best understood (cf. Buzan and Little, 2000 and this volume). Finally, power itselfmust always be analysed from a critical perspective, not as a mere quantity; this re quires a critical social theory of power, in both its economic and political aspects. 'Capital" 'capitalist class' and 'capitalism.(s) ' : disentangling definitions
 
 The goal of this analysis is to study the (entire world) history of 'capital', the social power of the 'capitalist class', and 'historical capitalism(s)' . There i s much t o b e gained i n terms of analytical precision and cla rity, however, by making distinctions among the concepts 'capital', 'the c apitalist class' and 'capitalism'. Adam Smith, like other early political economists, used the term 'capital' to mean merely 'stock' or the goods in inventory (Smith, 1 937). Marx, being concerned to critique 'bourgeois' political economy, used the term 'capital' to denote not a thing but a social relation, i . e., the (exploitative) power of the owner of the means of production to command labour power and extract surplus value from it (Bottomore, 199 1 ) . Weber (apparently follmving Aristotle) defined 'capital' as private acquisitive capital (Erwerbskapiral ), used to acquire profit in an exchange economy. I will define 'capital' as a social relation, rooted in private property, operating through the use of money and commodity production and exchange, in command of labour power and seeking profit through an (exploitative) transfer of value. As a form of social power, 'capital' com mands labour power. As a social relation it involves the transfer of value from labour to the holder of capitaL By seeking profit (and its realisation in monetary form), it is inexuicably connected not only to the exchange relations of a commodified economy, but also to the unceasing quest
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 for the increase of capital, or its 'accumulation'. no capital without capital accumulation.
 
 In
 
 In
 
 effect, there can be
 
 economic terms it is a con
 
 dition of capital accumulation that the producer be separated from the consumer and that values be eX'Pressed in the setting of relative prices. It is central to my argument that capital and capital accumulation be
 
 recognised as having existed from quite early in world economic history and thereafter having played a continuous and important, or even 'gov erning', role (in terms of its 'logic') in the creation, and development, of the world economy and the world system. Therefore, long-distance com merce (and capital's role in it) has played a key role in shaping the world system for several millennia. This must be the case as 'inter-regional or long-distance trade cannot by definition function without capital, money, and prices' (Chaudhuri, 1 9 85: 203) . Thus, the analysis starts from the po sition that many local economies, even in 'the remote historical past', have had 'an exchange economy based on division of labour and the implied condition of capital accumulation' (Chaudhuri, 1 985: 203) . However, it is long-distance exchange (which separates producer and consumer over both geographical space and real time) which perhaps most encour ages the development of 'a more advanced circuit of capital' (Chaudhuri, 1 9 85: 203). To argue for the centrality of capital accumulation in world economic history is not, however, to insist that it is all a history of 'capi tahsm'. On the other hand, in contrast to either conventional economic history or Wallersteinian world-system analysis, capital accumulation in the ancient and medieval periods (of both Occident and Orient) should not be relegated to a residual category such as 'proto-capitalist' or, worse still, 'pre-capitalist' . It i s useful to re-examine the historical origins o f 'capital' and disen
 
 tangle this from historical 'capitalism' . What is capital? I begin the answer to this central question with the proposition that ' capital' originates in an
 
 urban context. Thus, the places and times of the origins of ' capital' tend to coincide with those of urbanism, i.e., within an economic situation al ready at a fairly high level of technological and organisational sophistica tion; a context · of social stratification and hierarchical class relations; and an authority structure in which 'the state' and a ruling class has emerged. The division of labour and specialisation must be at a well-developed level, and commodity production and exchange exist at both local and long-distance scales.
 
 A complex system of economic accounting and a for
 
 mal 'value complex' make capital and its accumulation possible, and this is facilitated by the emergence of money (though not necessarily on a metallic standard) . Thus, the origins of 'capital', 'the state> and ' civilisation' (defined as the culture ofliving in cities) are paranel developments. Moreover, the origins
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 of civilisation, the state and capital in urban centres shonld not be un derstood as having occurred 'first' in some pristine case, such as Sumeria, and then having spread, but rather to have developed more or less simultaneously (allowing for unevenness) across a much larger economic nexus in Eurasia from the late Neolithic onwards. That is, the embryonic world system (long-distance exchange and the gradual development of the division of labour, with settlement growth and differentiation) gave rise to the first fully developed 'cities', to ' capital' and possibly to 'the state' as well. Therefore, capital accumulation in world history is situated within a continuous
 
 ciry-centred nexus
 
 of trade and production, which
 
 has never existed independently of an 'international' or inter-state sys tem framework. They are truly ' co-constitutive'. Why 'capital accumulation'? While we should reject the urge to posit a fixed or essentialist theory of unchanging human nature in order to explain the psychological origins of capital accumnlation, certain charac teristics of human psychology, nevertheless, are implicated in the emer gence of 'capital' and its historical associations with wealth, power and social status. The 'accumulation complex' is a profound aspect of hu man social history, expressed in innumerable individual life histories, and deeply rooted in economic and political history. It deserves serious 2
 
 investigation .
 
 The underlying material basis of 'capital' is, simply put, the storing of a surplus. Surplus only becomes 'capital>, however, through a particular kind of conversion, one which requires a formal 'value complex', in which not only goods but also human labour become measurable quantities sub ject to purchase. Capital is therefore Janus-faced, being a means both of 'wealth creation' and of human exploitation . The conversion of the sur plus into values requires the careful measurement not only of quantities (and qualities) of goods, but of human labour also. Thus, the social con version of surplus into 'abstract wealth' and 'capital' depends in the first instance upon the development of sophisticated methods of accounting (Schmandt-Besserat,
 
 1992). Complex accounting systems facilitate the
 
 manipulation of the surplus to definable ends, including productive, consumptive and reproductive
 
 ones.
 
 Complex accounting systems
 
 (induding writing and numerical systems) are an indication of the emer gence of a formal value complex. Such
 
 a
 
 value complex is a
 
 sine qua non
 
 of 'capita]' and its accumulation. The control of economic surplus is a fundamental form of social power in all human societies. Marx rightly believed that all historical social 2 I undertake this investigation in my forthcoming work, Capital and Power:
 
 Hisrory.
 
 A Global
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 systems could be studied and compared on the basis of how the sur plus was produced and distributed. In terms of class position, capital is an instance not only of the commodification of goods and labour, but also· of 'invidious comparison' between human b eings (Veblen, 1 9 94). - The social reproduction of a 'leisure class', i.e., a class elevated above manual labour, is a deeply embedded pattern of human history and an intrinsic aspect of capital accumulation (though ' c apital' is not the exclu sive means to this end) . In Smith's classical political economy, man was 'rich or poor depending on the amount of labour that he can command or afford to purchase' (Speigel, 1 9 9 1 : 248) . The emergence of capital is associated with the 'privatisation' of con trol over surplus and the command of labour power. Thus, the origins of capital occur in tandem with certain types of class formation, which must include a private propertied class. Capital is therefore always a class p osition and associated with a 'capitalist class' . In this regard, Max Weber ( 1 9 7 8) provides a useful catalogue of the 'positively privileged property classes' and their historical counterpart, the 'negatively privileged pro perty classes' (e.g., labourers and debtors) . However, whereas Marx ties c apital to wage-labour, capital is in fact not restricted to free wage-labour. Capital utilises many forms of value, including both free and unfree ones. There is no necessary incompatibility of capital or capitalism even with the most severe forms of slavery. The history of 'primitive accumulation' in early modern capitalism illustrates this point clearly. Once we accept the existence of capital, and \vith it of a capitalist class, from very early in world economic history, our understanding of the origins and development of historical capitalism(s) is changed as well. Looking for the historical origins of 'capitalism" a s opposed to 'capital', is usually done by trying to identify a point in national or world economic history when capitalist social relations become overwhelmingly dominant in the economic system. For some, such as Braudel, this point comes as early as the thirteenth century in Europe; for others, like Wallerstein, it occurs in the 'long sixteenth century'; still others reserve the transfor mation for the time of the great 'industrial revolution' of the late-eigh teenth and the nineteenth centuries. lVloreover, this threshold of 'histo rical capitalism' is understood
 
 in Wallersteinian world-system theory, as
 
 well as in many standard liberal and modernisation accounts of economic development, to be co-terminous with the origins of the world-system or world-economy itself, which radiated outwards from newly capitalist Europe. Conventionally, the first 'bourgeois revolution' occurred in England and the Netherlands in the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen turies, in which world commerce strengthened a bourgeoisie composed of
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 bankers, ship-owners, merchants and manufacturers, and where 'capital ist agriculture' first reigned. Certainly, these were states that were charac ; i
 
 terised by a new dedication to the almost unbridled pursuit of commercial profit on a world scale. However, to propose that these were the original 'bourgeois' economies is to ignore earlier manifestations (even in Europe, such as Italian capitalism) in an excessively Eurocentric view. I certainly do not suggest that all of world economic history is sim ply (unchanging) 'capitalism'. Following Web er, I argue for instances of 'ancient capitalism', 'medieval capitalism' and 'modern capitalism', in sisting that each instance has distinctive characteristics (Weber, 1 976) . It would be a serious methodological error to insist that the conditions of modern (industrial and finance) capitalism must first exist in order for us to acknowledge any form of 'historical capitalism' whatsoever in the pre modern eras. Moreover, I
 
 am
 
 certainly not simply extrapolating present
 
 world economic conditions back through time. I am, however, rejecting the idea that ' capital' and 'capitalism' are uniquely modern. By smash ing this false dichotomy between c apitalist and pre-capitalist 'stages' of world economic history, we can shatter the conventional (and Waller steinian) Eurocentric interpretation of 'historical capitalism', which in sists that Europe alone created capitalism and thus the world-system also. The 'continuity thesis' suggests capital accumulation has played an im portant role in both Occidental and non-Occidental history from ancient times onwards, including during the presumably 'feudal' medieval cen turies. The prevalence of capitalist practices in the local, regional and world cqmmerce of medieval Islam, and in the Hindu and Confucian zones of Asia is an historical reality that should be vigorously reinves tigated, laying to rest the ghost of Marx's misformulated 'Asiatic mode of production' (Abu-Lughod, 1 989; Chaudhuri. 1 9 90; Frank and Gills, 1 996; Goody, 1 9 96; Frank, 1 9 98). Rather than being backward and stag nant, the medieval economies of Asia were often the 'engine room' of Eurasia's world economic system, to which much of Europe (outside Italy and Flanders) was a mere peripheral and 'backward' appendage. Such a perspective is crucial to an overdue rectification of our under standing of the relative contributions of 'East' and 'West' (or Asia and Europe) to the history of capitalism in particular, and to world history in general (Hodgson, 1 97 4, 1 993; Lombard, 1 9 75; Frank, 1 998) . But chasing the phantom of 'capitalism' in world history would prove to be an illusion. What i s more important is to try to understand the real role of 'capital' and capital accumulation in world economic history, though there may or may not be sufficient evidence to designate entire social formations as 'capitalism' . Understanding the social power of the
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 capitalist class is a more realistic goal. As I have suggested, where there is 'capital', there is also a c apitalist class, whether in the anciel1t, me dieval or modern periods of world history. Conventional understandings of economic history, whether liberal or Marxist:, have tended to consider so-called 'merchant classes' as being pre-capitalist and therefore quite dif ferent from a proper capitalist class. The ubiquitous 'merchants' of world history are rarely if ever referred to by scholars as 'capitalists', though in many, if not all, cases that is exactly what they were. This conventional, and in my opinion false, view relies on the assumption that the merchant classes were separated from the sphere ofproduction, i.e., operated exclu sively in the sphere of circulation. However, historical evidence exists to suggest that such a strict separation between production and circulation is not accurate. So-called 'merchants' typically operated in a network of interlocking spheres of capital, encompassing the production, commodity circulation and credit spheres. If this is the more common model of his torical capitalist practice, the ancient and medieval 'merchant classes', whether Oriental or Occidental, represent the capitalist class of those periods and places. As Weber suggests: 'All over the world, for several millennia, the characteristic forms of the capitalist employment of wealth have been state-provisioning, tax-farming, the financing of colonies, the establishment of great plantations, trade, and money lending' (Weber, 1 978: 6 1 4) . Mogens Larsen ( 1 967) has demonstrated that joint capi tal(ist) enterprises flourished in the second millennium BCE in Assyria and Anatolia. The noted Sumerologist Samuel Noah Kramer ( 1 959) in sisted that the third millennium BCE city of Lagash was a 'mixed' econ omy, 'partly socialistic and state-controlled, and partly capitalistic and free'. Capital is certainly old, if not ubiquitous. Oriental versus Occidental historical capitalisUl(S) Even when we trace the progress of the arts and sciences, notwithstanding the pains which the nations of the west have bestowed in cultivating such pursuits and conferring upon them, as it were, an impress of their own, we find ourselves uniformly recalled to the east as the place of their origin . . . Europe has no pro duction which Asia has not; and most of those which she possesses in common with the latter are inferior (Heeren, 1 833: 2-3).
 
 Conventional wisdom tells us that 'capitalism' as an economic system was entirely a modern invention of European origin, which was later diffused to non-Europeans by trade, investment, colonialism and con quest. However, as I have already argued, 'capital' itself was an ancient, Eastern invention rather than a modern Western and European innova tion. We can find support for this hypothesis in Weber, who argued, in
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 discussing late medieval European capitalist practices relating to credit, that 'the forms themselves have perhaps a common Oriental (probably Babylonian) origin, and their influence on the Occident was mediated through Hellenistic and Byzantine sources' (Weber,
 
 1 978: 6 1 3).
 
 Therefore, rather than interpreting world economic history a s a case of Western capitalism versus Asian non-capitalism, it would be more correct to start from the assumption that there have been capitalist practices in both regions for a very long time indeed. However, the level of 'capi talisation', 'commodification' and 'commercialisation' in the economy has fluctuated in both regions over time, and this has influenced their position relative to each other. These fluctuations need to be empirically compared, but in a way that understands the rhythms of both Europe and Asia within the same world systemic context, which includes the mutuality of infl.uence among the two major regions of Eurasia (McNeill,
 
 1 963; Curtin, 1 984; Abu-Lughod, 1 989; Hodgson, 1 993; Bentley, 1 993; 1 996; Goody, 1 996; Denemark et al., 2000).
 
 Frank and Gills,
 
 Even if 'historical capitalism' may have an Asiatic origin, there are important historical variations of capitalist practices between (teacher?) Orient and (pupil?) Occident. A key issue here is the nature of 'the firm', i.e., variations of type among joint capital ventures, partnerships and family enterprises, and their different institutional characters. Weber
 
 ( 1 978: 379) held that the separation of the household from the work shop was known in both Occident and Orient, and was the typical system in Islamic cities. Likewise, the development of the ' firm' from a family name existed in China, and joint liability of the family stood behind the debts of the individual. Weber traced the roots of private commercial capitalistic enterprise (initially as
 
 ad hoc
 
 arrangements for long-distance
 
 trade) to Babylonian partnerships. For Weber the crucial distinction between Occidental and Oriental en terprise rests in 'the separation of household and business for accounting and legal purposes, and the development of a suitable body of laws, such
 
 as the commercial register, elimination of dependence of the association and the firm upon the family, separate property of the private firm or limited partnership, and appropriate laws on bankruptcy' (Weber,
 
 1 978: 379). This distinctive contractual character of Western firms relates to the
 
 separation of private from commercial accounting. Therefore, 'The capi talist enterprise, created by the household which eventually retreats from it, thus is related from the very beginning to the "bureau" and the now obvious bureaucratisation of the private economy' (Weber,
 
 1 978: 379).
 
 Needless to say, we are still debating the relative merits of variations of the capitalist firm, its social and legal underpinnings and regulation, espe cially between Oriental and Occidental 'models' of capitalism. To Weber,
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 and many who still follow him, i t i s these specific legal conventions that are the characteristic uniquely Occidental development (and source of superiority) . Rather than a false historical comparison between Western capitalist and Eastern non-capitalist economic practices, what emerges is a need for objective analysis of the distinctions between Eastern and Western institutional variants ofcapitalist practices. It follows from this premise that a serious enquiry into the history of capital must include a consideration of the extent to which these variants are culturally influenced and to what extent this matters. The question therefore arises of the relationship between religious systems, social institutions and ideology and historical capitalism (s) - a question ofthe utmost centrality and purpose, and which is, to some degree, another way of enquiring into the spiritual or moral aspects of political economy and their bearing on what we like to call 'civilisation' or 'culture' and even human progress. Clearly, non-Western social systems and ideational forms are not nece ssarily incompatible with capitalist practices. On the contrary, capitalist relations have existed and even flourished within Islamic, Hindu and Con fucian frameworks, to name but a few. Both Weber and Tawney, in their famous studies of this general problem, were concerned to investigate the idea that certain types of religious attitudes, particularly Northern European Protestantism, might be more conducive to capitalist practices than others. Chaudhuri's (1 985) work certainly attests to the vitality of capitalist practices in the Indian Ocean during the medieval and early modem periods ,vithin both Muslim and Hindu religious frameworks. Rodinson's ( 1974) analysis of Islam and capitalism rejects the idea that Islam was incompatible with capitalism or was responsible for the relative backwardness of the Muslim world in the modern era. Rodinson's inter pretation stands in sharp contrast to the usual (mis?)reading of Weber on Islam, which views Islam as being on the whole an impediment to mo dern capitalist development (Turner, 1 974) . To be fair, however, Weber was more concerned about the institutional impediments to the emer gence of a Western-style bourgeoisie in Islamic social systems, such as patrimonialism, than he was about intrinsic religious obstacles to any form of capitalism. Jack Goody ( 1996) has argued that there were no deep impediments that were structural, such as differences in rationa lity, that prevented the oscillation of power between East and West, but rather only more immediate contingent ones. David Landes ( 1 998) has recently tried to revive 'orientalist' prejudices within this debate, by ar guing that botb Islamic and Chinese thought-systems were inhospitable to modern development, in contrast to the superiority of the Judaeo Christian tradition. Jim Blaut (1 992: 366) considers tbe presumption of
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 rationality as the cause of Western superiority to be the supreme example of Eurocentrism in historical thinking. Recently, revisionist authors have rejected the inherent incompatibility of Confucian values with capita lism, rediscovering ' Confu.cian capitalism' as a dynamic and competitive historical variant in the contemporary world. Interestingly, they note its familistic and network-oriented organisational approach to enterprise and credit.
 
 Samir Amin ( 1 988: 84) has argued that many religious or social
 
 ideational frameworks, including Christianity, Islam and Confuci anism, may function as ideologies of capitalism. Indeed, the spirit of acquisitiveness that animates capitalist practices was to be found widely dispersed in both the ancient and medieval world, across both Occident and Orient. Weber sums up the point best: ' . . . the ancient and medieval business temper . . . typical of all genuine traders, whether small businessmen or large-scale moneylenders, in Antiquity, the Far East, India, the Mediterranean littoral area, and the Occident of the Middle Ages : [is] the will and the wit to employ mercilessly every chance of profit, "for the sake of profit to ride through Hell even if it singes the sails'" (Weber,
 
 1 978: 6 1 4) .
 
 In conclusion, therefore, recognising the common existence of capi talist practices in East and West for much of world history allows us to reassess completely the overarching dynamic of the world system and the capital accumulation process on a world scale. This i s the intention of world system theory: to reveal the common rhythms, the competition and rivalry, and the mutual influence among all the zones of the world economy over a period of several millennia, without prejudice as to cul tural or religious orientation, but with an objective structural emphasis on the process of capital accumulation on the world scale and the real patterns of this process, both in terms of the 'long cycles' of world eco nomic expansion and contraction, and the 'centre shifts' between rival economic and political power centres.
 
 Capital versus oikos I identify the historical tension between ' capital' and ' oikos' (two perennial ' forms' of economic organisation) as a key theme of world history. Th e pairing of these two 'forms' (i.e., abstract types o r categories into which many specific or concrete historical examples may be fitted or organised analytically) implies an antagonism and not just a mere juxtaposition for purposes of comparison. Their antagonism is deep-rooted. Capital has an innate antagonism to communal property, and to its social ethos. C apital by its very nature does not easily co-exist with communal forms of property nor with 'reciprocity' as a norm governing exchange
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 relations in society. Capital is fundamentally based on private property and commodified exchange relations, and on the acquisitive spirit (or the appetitus divitiarum injinitus the unbridled indulgence of the acquisitive spirit), which generates a specific species of asymmetrical relationships between both individuals and classes. The opposition between capital and oikos is, therefore, based on their different uses ofproperty and labour in pursuit of the production and ex traction of surplus. This antagonism has existed from the earliest emer gence of these two forms in world history and has persisted until the present era. It is even possible that capital's first emergence was associ ated with the dissolution of original oikos forms, such as the redistributive temple and palace economies, or the self-sufficient or manorial house hold economy. Their antagonism generates not only conflict or tension between the forms themselves, but also a class conflict. The inter-elite class conflict between the capitalist class and the landed or 'feudal' classes is a constant feature throughout world history. The state is a terrain of this contest and is pulled in both directions. Moreover, these conflicts spill over into, and involve, class conflict between the elite, propertied classes and the common or labouring classes. The tension between these contending forms is also implicated in another great conflict of human history, that between 'civilisation' and 'barbarism' and the unrelenting expansionist tendency of the former. The 'free' tribal areas of the world have, for the past several millennia, been inexorably 'incorporated' into the ever-expanding purview of civilisation and the world system, with its hierarchical class relations. Trade, colonisation and conquest have ever been key levers in this long and bloody encounter between cultures based on radically different social ecologies and organising principles (Wolf, 1 982; Josephy, 1 995; Wilson, 1 998) Karl Rodbertus first developed the concept of the 'oikos economy', and, more importantly, the idea of its dominance throughout ancient economic history, which has been widely accepted. Thus, the conven tional (and Eurocentric) view of world history teaches u s that in the medieval era there was a ubiquity of the manor (and the guild) and a paucity of capital. Karl Bucher regarded the oikos as one of the 'stages' in his grand historical developmental scheme. Gordon Childe ( I 942) ana lysed the role of the royal (or palace) and manorial (household) estates in Bronze Age Near Eastern economic history, which he regarded (from an underconsumptionist perspective) as a constraint upon economic de velopment because of the concentration of the surplus among a narrow elite. For Weber ( 1 978: 379, 3 8 1 ) , the oikos is a variant oftbe development of the undifferentiated or unified household, which c ombines 'household', -
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 'workshop' and 'office' .
 
 It
 
 is 'the authoritarian household of a prince,
 
 manorial lord, or patrician. Its dominant motive is not capitalistic acqui sition but the lord's organised want satisfaction in kind.' Weber compli cates the definition, however, by allowing that the lord of the
 
 Gikas may
 
 use 'any means, including large-scale trade', and 'market-oriented enter prises' may even be 'attached to it' (Weber, 1 978: less, the 'utilisation of property' is decisive for the
 
 379, 3 8 1 ) . Neverthe oikas lord, 'not capital
 
 investment'. Above a fairly low level of technological development, it is worth noting that the
 
 Gikas is 'rarely a purely collective natural economy,
 
 for it can exist purely only jf it permanently eliminates all exchange' and aims at autarky or self-sufficiency (Weber, 1 9 7 8 : 38 1 ) . Overall, a key characteristic o f the
 
 oikas is its tendency t o make use of
 
 dependent, household-tied or unfree labour, rather than 'free' or c()m modified wage labour. Weber refers to the tendency of the
 
 Gikas to use
 
 'an apparatus of house-dependent labor' and 'personally unfree labor', which can be highly specialised, but which produces all of the goods and services which the lord requires, often using raw materials from the l ord's land, with his own workshops producing aU other materials. Other ser vices are provided by attached servants, officials, priests and warriors. The
 
 Gikas form is therefore associated with family, kinship, household
 
 and the state (or royal household), emphasising inter-personal mutual obligations and tied labour. Therefore, normally, transfers of value in the
 
 aikos sphere are analytically outside the category of capital. Certain types of the transfer of value, however, can and should be treated under the category of the
 
 oikas form. These include, for example, taxation paid to
 
 the state (whether in kind, cash or labour), tithes paid to the church (in kind, cash or labour), rents or dues paid to the lord of a manorial house hold estate (via cash, kind or labour services) and 'gifts' given under a variety of obligations in inter-personal relations, both public and private in nature. These associations of capital and aikos with contrasting types of labour and value transfer bring us to the theme of 'free' versus 'unfree' labour in world economic history (discussed further below) . It would be mis leading, however, to assume a strict or absolute opposition in which
 
 oikas always equals unfree labour and capital always equals free labour. The real situation is far more complex. Historically, although oikos units (e.g., of the paradigmatic 'high feudalism' of medieval Norman-Frankish Europe) did maintain servants and workers wholly dependent on the lord's household, implying that 'autarkic utilization of labor' existed, the normal case was one in which only a part of the unfree workforce was com pletely tied to their household (Weber, 1 978: 382) . Capital, on the other
 
 World system analysis
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 hand, given its proclivity to production of commodities for exchange, does indeed utilise free labour; however, it also utilises unfree labour, including slavery, for the same purpose, and perhaps more profitably. Weber calls this practice 'capitalist utilization of unfree labor' and cites examples of the use of unfree workers for production for the market, ranging from an cient Carthaginian estates to Russian landlords' use of serfs in their fac tories. According to Weber, given the oikos unit's use of market-oriented production, 'there is a scale of imperceptible transitions between the two modes of economic orientation, and often also a more or less rapid trans formation from one into the other' (Weber,
 
 1 978: 3 8 1 ) .
 
 A t n o point i s either form, capital o r oikos, entirely eliminated from economic history. A complete reversion to the oikos form, if possible, would mean the end of capital and capital accumulation, an idea im plicit in Marx's 'eschatology'. The possibility of the historical elimination of capital accumulation was central to the idea of world revolution and communism in the twentieth century. The 'end of history' was actually the end of capitaL C ommunist society was to be achieved via expropria tion of all private property and the planned management of all resources (by the state) on behalf of the entire society. In previous eras of history also, the ideal society �f dissenting or 'anti-hegemonic' social movements often included a return or reversion to Gikos forms and either the com plete elimination or severe curtailing of capital. In contemporary liberal economic orthodoxy and particularly in the idea of 'globalisation', there is an implicit notion of a very different 'end of history', in which perhaps the oikos form is eliminated and all economic life is organised via the 'free market', private enterprise and capital accumulation. Finally, in terms of ' long cycles', the 'dialectic of forms' bet,veen capi tal and oikos (and by association between free and unfree labour) takes the form of an oscillation, fluctuation or historical tension between the tendency towards greater commercialisation, commodification and capi talisation of the economy and its opposite tendency towards greater de commercialisation, de-commOdification, and de-capitalisation. In this opposition, greater 'capitalisation', or the rising prevalence of capital, is associated with elaboration of the division of labour, specialisation, com merce and monetisation, and usually with greater urbanisation. These economic forces bear a direct relation to changes in state formation and the emergence of sophisticated, centralised and hureaucratised forms of state power. Oikos predominance, by contrast, is associated with rever sion to 'natural economy' and thus with de-monetisation, de-commer cialisation, de-commodification and de-capitalisation. These economic processes are associated with concomitant political processes, involving
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 Barry K Gills
 
 different modes of organisation, such as less centralised and bureau cratic state organisation, and de-centralised or fragmented politic al authority. Free versus unfree labour
 
 'Free versus unfree labour' should not be understood as a clear linear progression in world history, but rather as a perennial dialectical tension . Moreover, this historical dialectic of 'free versus unfree labour' is a central aspect of world economic history. Its patterns should, therefore, be sys tematically investigated in relation to changing configurations of power, and in particular to the historical dialectic offorms of 'capital versus oikos' and to the 'long cycles' of expansion and contraction, capitalisation and de-capitalisation, and equilibrium and crisis. The definitions of the categories 'free' and 'unfree' labour depend on the juridical, social relational and institutional aspects governing the re lations of transfer oflabour value. The key element in distinguishing the forms and understanding their nuances is the socio-Iegal relations sur rounding each concrete historical instance. Such socio-Iegal conditions of labour delineate the conditions of servitude, or obligation, on the one hand, and the legal provisions for protection of the person from (ex treme) exploitation, on the other. The free labour category requires a definition whereby the person is separated legally, and in practice, from hislher labour power, which is why it can be associated with the 'free wage'. In the case of unfree labour, the person is not completely sepa rated from hislher own labour power. Henry Brooks Adams ( I 895) dis cussed Roman civilisation in terms of the great importance of law that was deliberately crafted by the Roman upper classes to favour the in terests of (money) capital it was explicitly designed to convert (free) debtors into (unfree) slaves. Mary Frances Cusack (1 995: 1 44) con trasted this 'cruel severity of the law of the insolvent debtors', character istic of Roman praL,dd Politics 1 1 (3): 346-77. Holli�., Martin and Smith, Steve ( 1990), Explaining and Understanding Imerna limlal Relations, New York: Oxford University Press. HQlst; . Kalevi J. ( 1 967), International Politics, Englewood Cliffs, N.}.: Prentice J-b.il. ( 1 9»')}, The Dividing Discipline: Hegemony and Diversity in International Theory, l . ndon: Allen & Unwin. Hopi, led ( 1 998), 'The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Th(:ory', International Security 23 ( 1) : 1 7 1-200. Human Rights Watch ( 1 999), Leave None to Tell the Story, New York: HRW Press. Inoguchi, Takashi ( 1988), 'Four Japanese Scenarios for the Future', International Affairs 65 (1): 1 5-28. International Security ( 1 997), ' Symposium on "History and Theory''', Interna tional Security 22 ( 1 ) . Jackson, Robert H . (1 990), Quasi-Slates, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. '·Jacob:, Norman ( 1 958), The Origins oflW.odern Capitalism and Eastern Asia, Hong Kong� Hong Kong University Press. Janis, �1. W. ( 1 984), 'Individuals as Subjects of lnternational Law>, Cornell Inter national Law Journal 1 7 (1): 6 1-78. Jarvis, Anthony ( l 91i�) � 'Societies, States a.nd Geopolitics: Challenges from Historical Socioiogy\ Revief',(/ of International Studies 1 5 (3): 28193.
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