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ABSTRACT
Francis Fukuyama’s The End of History and The Last Man provided a very
concise summation of what a Neoconservative view history meant and
consisted of; precisely, Fukuyama argued that History—the endless
procession of ideological strife among humanity—had ended with the
collapse of the Soviet Union. Georg Friedrich Hegel also saw an end of
history when Napoleon defeated the Prussians at Jena in 1806, portending a
gradual but inescapable advance of Republicanism. Yet neither Revolutionary
France nor the United States truly enjoyed the ideological dominance
predicted. This essay examines what attracts individuals to see the end of
history in their own time, why this predilection is inevitably a folly, and what
it means for the United States.
Friedrich Hegel’s declaration of the same
event in 1806.

THE SET UP
The American Hegemon Attempts to
Define Itself
The globalization of the international
economy has been criticized by some and
lauded as a new age by others. It is the legacy
of the institutions and practices set in place by
Bretton Woods and the Marshall Plan, but more
than that it is a sample of how our world might
appear in the absence of competing ideologies
when superhuman forces (the market) control
our movements and thoughts entirely. Such a
world could be possible, but not within the
ideological framework that we still apply to our
existence. Yet Francis Fukuyama sensed that
this moment was at hand as recently as the early

1990’s. His was merely the most recent
prophecy of an end of history, similar to
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Something had changed this time, though.
Hegel declared an end of history after the Battle
of Jena, when Napoleon’s Revolutionary/
Imperial army triumphed over the Prussian
traditional elites. The ideology that was the
harbinger for an end of history was already in
place in France. When Fukuyama made the
same assertion in 1992, he was inadvertently
providing an ideology for a nation desperately
searching for one. It is precisely this reason that
the United States will not be where an end of
history might take place.
Americans have always held a somewhat
privileged place for themselves when compared
to other nations, an attitude usually referred to
as American Exceptionalism both by supporters
and detractors. From Winthrop’s City on a Hill
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to Manifest Destiny, Americans seem to
be adept at finding ideas that boost their
prestige. Yet none of these ideas took on
the form of continental European
ideologies such as Fascism or Marxism in
their most basic character.
It was the phenomena of Neoconservatism
that misread precisely what an end of history
really meant.1 This concept has been used for
centuries, being suggested first, indirectly, by
Immanuel Kant. Hegel, Karl Marx, and
Fukuyama have all made important additions
to Kant’s initial incarnation, with Fukuyama’s
being the most influential on political theorists.2
Yet the End of History suggested by all of these
philosophers has nothing to do with the
nationalistic and ideologically contentious
lessons that many Americans came to believe
in. One can make the analogy to Germany not
being a home for Marxism. It will take another
culture or nation that possesses the prerequisites
Americans do not. An end of history cannot be
merely another politically populist rallying cry.
It is a fundamental upset of not only the political
order but also the basic psychology of how
individuals perceive their places in the world.
Ultimately I do not see any population on the
earth capable of making this jump.
THE HOOK

The Last Neoconservative
The concept of a world’s population guided
by nothing but market forces was anticipated
somewhat by Fukuyama in 1992 when he wrote
The End of History and The Last Man. This
landmark work sought to expand on his 1989
article of the same name, which claimed that
America’s version of global economics had
triumphed and that liberal democracy might be
seen as the “end point of mankind’s ideological
evolution” (Fukuyama xi). Yet many took the
claims in this work out of context to justify an
increased sense of nationalistic pride in America
rather than reinforcing a movement away from
such sentiments.

Our existence is dependent on ideology.
Without some form of a center to guide our
understanding of our own consciousness, it
seems that no individuals or groups can claim
to be guiding themselves towards a coherent
goal or future. An Ideology is our frame of
reference to the world, but ideologies must be
studied outside the context of their own sets of
rules.
In attempting to understand the progression
of the dialectical nature of thought and
knowledge, Claes G. Ryn’s Knowledge and
History is invaluable as a primer. Ryn’s essay
aims to establish that history cannot be taken
in a relative sense, but rather as a sort of
“general history.” He looks at the concept of
“historicism,” itself suggesting a relativistic
development of human interactions and events
that looks past the morals of a given age. Such
a qualitative question as the Natural Right—as
seen from a Historicist point of view—cannot
be adequately understood in its own context,
and must be analyzed relative to all other
contemporary systems or ideas (Ryn 394).
To paraphrase Michael Foucault in The
Archaeology of Knowledge, instead of a single
defining principle or worldview with which to
see history, “general history” aims at “deploying
the space of dispersion” and relating various
concepts to each other (Foucault 8). It is most
important to understand Neoconservatism as it
relates to relativistic ideology since much of
its focus is on bringing about an end to
ideological struggle. Based largely on the
political philosophy of Leo Strauss, it is ironic
that Neoconservatives came to see Knowledge
and History in an absolutist sense. As an
academic, Strauss focused much of his attention
on Contemporary Relativisism, the theory that
no single system of thought can completely
interpret all the answers for the world, and no
set of values is intrinsically superior to another
(Ryn 402).
On their own logic, the tenets of
Neoconservatism are set up to be contradictory.
If it is an ideology that developed in the United
States, it cannot presuppose to proclaim a single
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culture or state as superior since American
culture is so deeply ingrained with relativism
and isothymia.
Conceptually, one can make the
comparison to the philosophy of Pragmatism,
which contradicts itself by not accounting for
its own hypothesis. Pragmatism seeks to
categorize ideas based on their usefulness,
accepting that all will eventually be overtaken
by a new idea. Unfortunately, this
categorization leaves Pragmatism vulnerable to
being overtaken by another philosophy, which
would then negate the rules that were set out in
the first place (Ryn 401). Relativism itself is
vulnerable to being relative to competing world
views. A Relativistic ideology cannot ever claim
to be the end of ideology since it is by definition
not a contentious one.3 In other words, there is
no more reason for a relativist to support
cultural relativism than there is reason to
support authoritarianism or bigotry since there
is no justification for saying that those systems
are undesirable.
With Relativism being increasingly viewed
with suspicion by academics, its competitor,
Absolutism, is equally dubious and can fall prey
to the very same tautology. For an ideology to
claim itself as the victor over all others is to
also claim that the concept of ideology itself
has been defeated. There can be no final
solution in a scientific world (which we do live
in) if the known variables are always being
updated. Yet at the end of the twentieth century,
those leading the development of
Neoconservative thought altered their priority
from a decidedly academic approach to foreign
policy to a principles-based and arguably
moralistic one that claimed victory for the new
American empire. Thus, a Straussian literalist
approach to apply ideology was theorized and
applied by neo-conservatives once they came
into power.
Any sense of history, whether relativistic,
absolutist, or otherwise, must be approached
from a disinterested and neutral point of view.
The only qualitative aspects that can be declared
are ones of success and failure based on the
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perceived and stated goals of any series of
actions. Trying to apply the ideology and ethics
of one system or time period to another will
only bring about incoherence and
disillusionment at worst and some marginal
success at best. Though the morals and values
of past ages may serve as important parables
or allegories, they cannot account for what has
changed since then. Morals therefore are an
evolving concept. Since morals are based on
common human experience, however, they
cannot ever change too drastically as long as
that experience remains what it is.
The history of ideologies can then only be
studied as those ideologies relate to each other,
rather than being studied as being relative to
each other. The distinction here is important
because no ideology is final; no set of beliefs
can constitute an end of history. Any ideologies
that attempt to explain the same phenomena—
however disparate they may be at process or
conclusion—cannot be studied as separate
entities as well as part of the same world.
Certainly the dedicated capitalist or
Marxist (or more specifically the capitalist’s or
Marxist’s) views of the world are incomplete
in that they are overly partisan. Yet much as a
philosopher’s written work is but a snapshot in
time of a constantly evolving thought process,
the implemented policy based on a political
philosophy cannot possibly account for all
potential or realized changes in the world. So
labeling oneself by a macro-theory can be an
effective way of achieving definition. While the
world of the philosopher or theorist can see any
idea pitted against another in a purely isolated
setting, the world of reality demands that a
common ground be met between the theory and
policy.
The Neoconservative “End of History” was
perceived as more of an “End of Competition
to America.” If the globalized liberal capitalist
system truly was the harbinger of an End of
History, there would be little reason for patriotic
talk or the maintenance of a large military. All
systems or ideologies contain contradictions,
but this misreading of the theory dedicated to
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establishing the prerequisites of a PostHistorical existence led to an unsupportable
number of contradictions within the
Neoconservative worldview. With such a
perceivably unprecedented amount of power
concentrated in the hands of a single nation,
reckless American Triumphalism slowly
undermined a potentially sublime ideology.
This trend sped up rapidly in response to 9/11,
and was actively fostered by President George
W. Bush’s foreign policy.

The Sublime Object
Prominent Slovenian philosopher and
cultural critic Slavoj Zizek tackled the question
of how history and ideology should be
approached in his 1989 work The Sublime
Object of Ideology. Written at roughly the same
time as Fukuyama’s End of History (1989),
Zizek suggests that talk of a post-ideological
world is premature, and that such talk misses
the inherent qualities of ideology.
Zizek approaches the concept of a last man
by describing a Stalinist’s worldview. Ideology
here exists to reinforce a sort of fantasy logic
that supposes a “man of iron will” who manages
to exist between symbolic death and actual
death by rising above normal human emotions
and concerns. As an embodiment of the “Last
Man” that Fukuyama was invoking in his own
work, the Stalinist ideal is never a realistic
possibility. Yet that did not deter people in
Russia from truly believing in that ideology or
in Stalin himself as übermensch at times.
Ideology is, in a way, a false consciousness. We
know that our ideologies contain many
paradoxes and falsities, and yet we follow them
regardless. More than a false consciousness,
they represent our interpretation of reality, “an
‘illusion’ which structures our effective, real
social relations and thereby masks some
insupportable, real, impossible kernel” (Zizek
45). So then ideology is not a simple false
consciousness as it might be normally defined,
but rather a technique for paving over the

absurdities and inconsistencies of any system
that humans choose to construct. One can only
truly enjoy the benefits of the capitalist world
order (revel in the pursuit of wealth and see
money as an end) when remaining ignorant of
its deeper functions. Marx’s famous phrase is
of use here: “They do not know it, but they are
doing it” (qtd. in Zizek 28).
The sublime object of ideology that Zizek
identifies is the Lacanian notion of objet petit
a, or object of desire. It is both an unattainable
object and the source of desire all at once. Thus
ideology, as defined by Zizek, is destined to be
unable to satisfy the need that it creates (Zizek
65). This definition of ideology can explain
why, as a concept, we really can never come to
a final ideology; there is no “theory of
everything” that will fit within the confines of
ideology.
A more recent book by Zizek, Welcome to
the Desert of the Real (the title a reference to
the Matrix trilogy of movies), directly examines
the political situation after 9/11. He suggests
that this pivotal event did in fact end America’s
“holiday from history,” though he stipulatesthat
Americans had simply been fooling themselves
and such a “holiday” was largely imagined.
Additionally, Zizek analyzes how Samuel
Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations and
Fukuyama’s End of History are not so different
in their broad assertions by citing a pair of
articles that the two men wrote for Newsweek:
They both agree that militant
fundamentalist Islam is the main
threat today – so perhaps their
views are not really opposed, and
we find the truth when we read
them together: the ‘clash of
civilizations’ is ‘the end of history.’
Pseudo-naturalized ethnicoreligious conflicts are the form of
strug gle which fits global
capitalism: in our age of ‘postpolitics’, when politics proper is
progressively replaced by expert
social administration, the only
remaining legitimate source of
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conflicts is cultural (ethnic,
religious) tension. (Zizek 132)
Since the question of economic ideology
has largely been settled (practically speaking,
given the scarcity of Marxist or Fascist states
in the 21st century), our only remaining outlet
for ideological competition can be found in
religious and secular ideologies that themselves
exist within the framework of globalized
capitalism.

Tracing the End of History
In many ways, Fukuyama’s End of History
is as misread as Hegel himself. The End of
History and the Last Man does all the work for
us of following where the “End of History”
concept originates. The initial idea for an end
of history originated with G.W.F. Hegel. The
concept of writing a “universal history” of
humanity had been around for some time before
Hegel, most notably perhaps suggested by
Immanuel Kant in his An Idea for a Universal
History from a Cosmopolitan Point of View. The
anthology suggested by Kant’s essay would
require that Nature spawn a Kepler or Newton,
a sort of Renaissance man who would be
capable of stringing together the disciplines of
philosophy and history into a coherent kernel
of understanding (Kant 120). Kant sets up the
idea of a Universal History, in which “what
appears to be complicated and accidental in
individuals, may yet be understood as a steady,
progressive, though slow, evolution of the
original predispositions of the entire species”
(Kant 119). So taken as an aggregate human
consciousness and history, all people are
naturally drawn towards some unknown goal.
Be it a religion or otherwise, there appears to
be some inherent aspect of the human mind that
demands believing in something outside our
own experience that goes beyond a mere
curiosity.
Kant’s take on ideology can also be found
in this work when he says, “Individual human
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beings, each pursuing his own ends according
to his inclination and often one against another
(and even one entire people against another)
rarely unintentionally promote, as if it were their
guide, and end of nature which is unknown to
them. They thus work to promote that which
they would care little for if they knew about it”
(Kant 119). Marx would seem to have taken
this idea to formulate his own concept of
ideology: “They know not what they are doing,
but they are doing it” (qtd. in Zizek 32). Thus
all those who suppose a Universal History are
consistent in suggesting that people cannot be
aware of such a concept until they reach the
end of that history. Such a revolutionary and
epochal event would not be of “the chicken or
the egg model” but rather would require various
pieces to fit neatly in place gradually over time.
Hegel would in a sense take up the
challenge put forth by Kant, or rather he would
explore the idea to a deeper extent. Hegel’s
dialectic—an often quoted and equally often
misunderstood attempt to discern truth—takes
another step in setting up the possibility for a
Universal History. Instead of attempting to
overcome the intrinsic contradictions that all
ideologies and systems will inevitably contain,
dialectics for Hegel is a process that accepts
that any contradiction is an “internal condition
of every identity” (Zizek 6).
Fukuyama makes many references to
Alexandre Kojeve, one of Hegel’s more prolific
interpreters (perhaps the “greatest” according
to Fukuyama) of the twentieth century. Kojeve
suggested that liberal democracy addressed the
basic symptom that caused all political discord
in any state, that of recognition. By replacing
the “lordship/ bondage” or “Master/ Slave”
paradigm with one of universal equality, liberal
democracy could presumably solve this issue
of recognition, at least given adequate time
(Fukuyama xxi).
Kojeve asserted that Hegel had been
essentially right when that philosopher called
1806 an end of History. Hegel was referencing
the success of the French Revolution, believing
that the principles of liberty and equality from
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that movement embodied the “universal and
homogenous state” (Fukuyama 66). Kojeve
supposedly means by this assertion that all the
horrific wars and important events since 1806—
such as the World Wars or the global Marxist/
Communist movement—were merely a part of
the gradual but inevitable march towards posthistory. This interpretation fails to address
everything that occurred before 1806. Were not
all the wars of feudalism, the Renaissance, the
Age of Imperialism also part of this same
progression towards post history since
presumably they gradually built the foundation
of the French Revolution itself? And if this is
the case, then why is it necessary to consider
any single date an end of history?
There seems to be a disconnect when
following the concept of a post-historical
scenario as it relates to a Universal History as
suggested by Kant. The latter does not
necessitate the former, and yet, since Hegel, all
those who attempt to find a pattern of Universal
History seem to also look for an end of history.

Post-Existence Philosophy
Francis Fukuyama has consistently been a
post-existence thinker, one who has always
suggested a sort of point of no return in various
fields. In addition to the philosophy of politics,
he offered a critique of the BioTech industry in
his 2002 work Our Posthuman Future. Most
chapters are prefaced with Nietzsche quotes,
setting up a very obvious tone for the overall
narrative.
Though the issues he addresses in this more
recent work do not necessarily relate to posthistorical study, the tendency to find a kind of
post-existence philosophy seems very
consistent with Fukuyama’s work and others.
It is, I believe, a natural progression of human
thought to seek a logical outcome that is
tangible and can be manipulated, discussed, and
parsed out rather than accepting—even for a
short time—that our knowledge or
consciousness is simply not developed enough
to grasp a concept.4

Leo Strauss and the Natural Right
If men like Irving Kristol and Francis
Fukuyama are the harbingers of modern
Neoconservatism, Leo Strauss’s political
philosophy is the base upon which their ideas
are built. As Fukuyama explains in his 2006
book America at the Crossroads, Straussian
Philosophy was dedicated to recovering
premodern philosophical modes of thought by
focusing on the classics such as Plato,
Thucydides, Alfarabi, Maimonides,
Machiavelli, and Hobbes. Strauss’ philosophy
was also decidedly non-political, developing no
real system or doctrine. Rather, he stuck to a
strictly academic approach. In fact, he went to
great lengths to ensure that his philosophy
would not become political. Some of his
students, however, were seemingly determined
to take his teachings as a “catechism”
(Fukuyama 22-23). Citing work on the subject
by Mark Lilla, Fukuyama explains:
They began to politicize Strauss’s
ideas and associate them with
particular contemporary public
policy- prescriptions. Two of
Strauss’s students played key roles
in this transition, Harry Jaffa of
Claremont and the late Allan
Bloom…Jaffa,drawing heavily on
Jefferson’s reference to natural
right in the Declaration of
Independence, associated the
American regime with the classical
tradition of natural law. His
students tended to see the United
States as the apotheosis of the
philosophical tradition stemming
from Plato and Aristotle, thus
merging Strauss’s philosophical
concerns with American
nationalism. (Fukuyama 22)
A key concept of Straussian philosophy
involves the concept of Natural Right and the
disastrous implications that its apparent waning
influence has for society. By his definition, the
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Natural Right is what comes before science can
qualify its version of understanding. Fitting into
the realm of philosophy, Natural consequences
are the basics of knowledge even if they have
to be “discovered” by man along the way. Thus
philosophers, as “lovers of wisdom” (and
wisdom itself being the love of knowledge) are
the bearers of the Natural Right, for they ideally
eschew any attachment to the mythical or
supernatural (Strauss 84).
Strauss explains in his reading of Socrates
and Plato that a Natural Right or Naturalist
understanding of the world could not exist
where authority is taken for granted. Thus a
divinely inspired or revealed code of ethics and
morality is beyond human reason since it is
unalterable. If not perfected from the beginning,
this code is not divine. A Natural Right must be
derived from discussion of our own condition
without a supernatural influence (Strauss 85).
An additional example of this position
would be Paul Wolfowitz’s opinion that the US
is “a country that is dedicated to certain
universalistic principles” (qtd. in Mann 76).
This quote was recalled by Francis Fukuyama
himself, who, as a graduate student in 1976,
worked under Wolfowitz and worked with him
again during the Reagan administration:5
Wolfowitz placed a higher value on
political freedom than on
preserving the existing balance of
power. He would have happily
embraced the Reaganites’
‘Morality in Foreign Policy’ plank.
Many years later, in the second
Bush administration, Wolfowitz
applied the same preference for
moral values over political stability
to the issue of American policy
toward Iraq. (Mann 76)
This tendency was a departure from
political realism and a shift towards a true
idealism: a belief that should the US have the
capability to do so, it must act as an agent for
change rather than simply manipulate and
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preserve the status quo. While the veritable
crusade of democracy that Wolfowitz would
support under the younger Bush’s
administration may have been a relatively new
concept, the contrast with the strategic and
pragmatic political ideology of, say, Henry
Kissinger, was a vital component for America’s
post-Cold War foreign policy (Mann 368).

THE TALE
Legacy of City College
The most direct forebears of
Neoconservatism, and the first to call
themselves such, were men such as Irving
Kristol, Daniel Bell, and Nathan Glazer. This
ideology evolved during the Cold War as a
means of qualifying America’s supremacy.
Adherents are consistent—from Kristol to
George W. Bush—in always seeing an
existential enemy that the United States must
defeat. This consistency is largely due to the
fact that Neoconservatism was conceived in a
time of perceived moral certainty and
dichotomy. The Cold War provided a unique
environment for dichotomous ideology to be
developed.
The American people found it necessary
to define the opposing Soviet Union in very
basic moral terms. President Ronald Reagan’s
“Evil Empire” label for the Soviets was perhaps
accurate, but was more so a compilation of
popular ideas regarding America’s enemies
developed over a few decades. Kristol, Bell,
and Glazer found their ideological roots in the
City College of New York, and all were
members of the anti-Stalinist left during the
1930’s.
Irving Kristol, in writing Reflections of a
Neoconservative in 1983 provided a very
concise summary of the prevailing intellectual
mindset behind the Neoconservatives. In a list
of eight overarching characteristics, Kristol
explained the historical, philosophical,
sociological, moral, ethical and economical
stances of a Neoconservative. Though there are
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certainly some differences between individuals’
understanding of these same ideas, the
following quote best exemplifies what
Neoconservatism would become in the postSoviet years: “The philosophical roots of
neoconservatism are to be found mainly in
classical- that is, pre-modern, pre-ideologicalpolitical philosophy” (Kristol 76).
If there is to be a Jacobin Neoconservative
philosopher, it would be Fukuyama. It was his
landmark work The End of History and the Last
Man that declared an existential victory for the
liberal economic order led by the United States.
Though certain elements of his work were
clearly over-reaching in their claims (as
admitted by Fukuyama himself in America at
the Crossroads), his analysis of the potential
threat posed by a resurgent Islam has proven to
be remarkably prophetic. Many, including
secular humanists, may have dismissed some
of this fear due to both the resounding victory
against Iraq in 1991 as well as the general
assumption by Western intelligentsia that
religious faith had moved into a permanent
decline.

Neo-conservatism’s Formative
Years
Those supporting a Neoconservative view
of the world were largely content during the
Reagan Administration. His policies of
reinvigorating both the US military and
nationalistic spirit fit well into what the Neocons
wanted to see in American leadership.
Even more evidence of this contented
position can be seen in The New American
Century’s founding charter, calling for a
“Reaganite policy of military strength and moral
clarity” (New American Century, Statement).
As mentioned previously, Reagan’s
conceptualization of the Soviets as “evil” was
nothing new per se, but it was necessary for
conservatives after the perceivably weak
foreign policy of Jimmy Carter.
Though prominent Neoconservatives such
as Fukuyama may have purported to see an “end

of history” (in terms of competing ideology) in
the immediate post-Soviet years, their
paradigms for global leadership evolved into a
contentious ideology of American primacy
during the Clinton Administration. Much as an
atheist may find himself adhering to the idea of
the absence of a god, the Neoconservatives
grew to believe in their paradigm in a way that
would seem to violate many of their earlier
precepts. Because they were the outsiders
during much of the 1990’s, their ideas reflected
more and more the belief that it was their duty
to put America back on what they perceived as
the “right track” towards global hegemony.
That Neoconservative ideology took this
form should hardly be surprising in hindsight,
as early proponents clearly show an almost
blindly nationalistic bent. A quote from Irving
Kristol perhaps exemplifies this blind
nationalism best: “Neoconservatism is not
merely patriotic- that goes without saying-but
also nationalist. Patriotism springs from the love
of the nation’s past; nationalism arises out of
hope for the nation’s future, distinctive
greatness” (Kristol xiii).

“Bill Kristol with a Fax Machine”
In an address to the Long Now Foundation
in June 2007, Fukuyama continued to face
questions about his controversial statement
regarding the End of History. He responded,
“I think actually the European Union today
really represents the end state of the End of
History much more than the United States.
Americans… we’re actually quite militaristic,
we love Fourth of July Parades, we like our
army, we launch wars and do all sorts of things
that Last Men really don’t do” (Fukuyama,
Revisited). And yet Fukuyama was one of many
academics and policy makers who became
associated with The New American Century.
When addressing the implications of being a
signatory of this group’s charter at the same
presentation, he claimed that this think tank was
really just “Bill Kristol with a fax machine”
(Fukuyama, Revisited).
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This Washington think tank was devoted
to generating American primacy in the coming
century. With signatories such as Dick Cheney
and Donald Rumsfeld, the potential influence
of this group was great from the beginning. This
think tank also was a vocal proponent of using
military power to assert this primacy (New
American Century, Statement).

Goliath or Atlas?
Michael Mandelbaum made an excellent
argument in his 2005 book A Case for Goliath
that the United States is a sort of de facto world
government whether the country intended the
role or not. Mandelbaum, professor at the Johns
Hopkins University School of Advanced
International Studies, is widely credited as an
authority on foreign affairs, and followed up
Goliath with Democracy’s Good Name in 2007.
The difference between the Goliath that
Mandelbaum posits and the Atlas that
Neoconservatives saw is primarily that the
former allows for and encourages inputs from
other systems. The latter suggests a titan that is
tasked with supporting the world solely upon
its own shoulders, while other inputs will only
distract from this purpose.
Mandelbaum establishes the United States
as Goliath by virtue of its markets. By allowing
more or less access to its markets, the largest in
the world, the United States can create or slow
down demand in other nations. This control of
markets is a central function of governments
defined by Keynesian economics, and so the
US fills this role on a global level (Mandelbaum
135).
Viewing the United States as Atlas has
many inherent dangers, not least of which is a
crippling hubris that disconnects American
policy makers from the foreign dignitaries they
must interact with.

THE STING
Fukuyama was not necessarily wrong when
he predicted an end of history. The almost
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unchallenged American supremacy did not
materialize, and yet the basis for such a state of
reality was there. The mistake that Fukuyama
made lay in what he identified as the harbinger
of the End of History; a single hegemonic power
could never bring about this end regardless of
its influence. Such an end would be brought
about only by international institutions that
transcended ideas of national identity or power,
and even then history, by definition, would be
difficult to end unless globalism brought about
meta-ideological shifts in human consciousness
and practical political applications.
If history can indeed be seen from the point
of view of historicism, if a pattern can be traced
and explained, why should such a pattern be
repeated endlessly? It would seem to be in our
best interest to break free of problematic
patterns of historical development If we as a
species possess the capability to analyze our
past, then why should we be shackled by what
we discern? The very ability to see our own
history in such a concise and directed sense
should mean that we can choose to alter the
cycle, or break out of it. Considering that the
low parts of this cycle include horrendous wars
and atrocities, it would seem to be in our best
interest to break free.
The supposedly inevitable departure from
such a cycle would be an end of history. All
thinkers, systems, and ideologies that take on a
prescriptive idealism must take for granted that
some sort of rapture is forthcoming. They differ
only in how and when this revolutionary event
will occur.
It is certain, however, that seeing such
rapture as a source of pride for any one tribe of
humanity is a fundamental betrayal of the
concept. There is no room for ideological or
nationalistic pride in a post-ideological world.
This, of course, suggests that perhaps we may
never want to experience what this end will
mean. Kant’s Noumenon (thing in itself) is
similar in that the closer we come to it, the more
we lose of ourselves. To actually be a Last Man
living in a post-historical world means more
than a mere end of ideology; it is an end of the
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human species that has developed until that
point. Who would be so brave as to accept this
burden?
The original challenge for an end of history
came from Immanuel Kant, and there seems to
have been no shortage of those who seek to
answer that challenge. So we must address how
far we have come with respect to an end of
history or a world history, or whether we should
be aspiring to such a state in the first place.
Clearly history has not in fact ended.
Millennial, revolutionary, and ideologically
charged movements come and go. Hegel was
right that something had changed, but rather
than an end of anything, the French Revolution
set in motion over two centuries of ideological
strife.
Three programs of western modernization,
Fascism, Marxism, and Capitalism, made the
20 th century their stage for a grand
confrontation. Fukuyama was correct in his
observation that Globalized Capitalism had
outlasted or triumphed over the other two, but
Capitalism is not far removed enough from
ideology to declare an end of history—the
events of Fall 2008 with global economic
turmoil serve to challenge capitalism’s triumph.
I do not mean to suggest that ideology will
ever truly end; it is our consciousness’s way of
handling abstract political ideals, and so forth.
Yet there is a clear possibility that the character
of human knowledge and understanding may
indeed undergo a radical change separating
what we have traditionally understood as
history from contemporary life. That possibility
lies beyond the atmospheric boundaries of the
Earth, and likely lies beyond the boundaries of
mind, time, and space.
It may seem surprising to find Carl Sagan
discussing Hegel’s end of history. He posited
in Pale Blue Dot that a campaign to colonize
our own solar system would—in addition to
many other benefits—provide the very impetus
necessary for an end of ideological strife. “In
more than one respect, exploring the Solar
System and homesteading other worlds
constitutes the beginning, much more than the

end, of history” (Sagan 318).
It is a strange quality of humans that we
can contemplate what might bring about an end
of history, and yet we cannot provide it
ourselves. What I refer to here is something like
a near-Earth asteroid or perhaps the discovery
of life elsewhere in the universe. Such an event
or discovery would inevitably lead humanity
towards a greater species consciousness.6 This
consciousness would be dependent on shifting
the status of the Other from human tribes to
truly foreign (extraterrestrial) entities. Another
way to put this theory is that having inhabited
the entirety of the land on Earth, the only
direction to turn our antagonism is to the
heavens if we hope to move beyond the current
level of human intellectual development.
No ideology can claim to “win” an end or
beginning of history. The radical departure from
our traditional approach to ideology, if it comes,
will be in the form of some event not
accomplishable by humans. This distinction is
important since I believe Fukuyama was correct
in the sense that it is within our nature as a
species to achieve something along the lines of
an end of history, but humans need more than a
rhetorical reason to begin that movement.
Humanity can prepare for such an
eventuality, however, should it prove desirable.
The United States is in an ideal position to
organize such preparedness, but only if it
accepts its place as a de facto world
government, as Mandelbaum suggests.
America’s responsibility to the rest of the world
is such that if it is to maintain its position of
primacy, increased globalization in all aspects
of society must be the goal rather than
nationalistic pride or fervor. Neoconservatism
is rather clear on where it stands on this issue,
and while the policy initiatives under the Bush
administration may have crippled that ideology,
I suggest that it is only so under that particular
name. The neo-conservative movement may
have been rooted in part in Fukuyama’s
philosophy; but, the teleology of the “End of
History” does not connect well with the realities
of the neoconservative ideology when applied
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to foreign policy. Although its goals of global
democratization and US power are clear, and
were applied by President George W. Bush and
his foreign policy planners, it did not yield a
full spectrum of outcomes that would be
consonant with Fukuyama’s grand theory. A
strong America, and by extension a prosperous
global community, can only be secured if the
American voters reject the lingering aspects of
the ideology of a premature end of history.
NOLI TURBARE CIRULOS MEOS

NOTES
1

Neoconservative in this paper is not intended to imply
any intrinsic criticism. I use it not as a pejorative, but
merely as a descriptor of an ideology that found its
roots with Leo Strauss, and reached its zenith during
the 1990’s in America. More than an ideology though, I
also contend that this concept described a broader
sense of identity among Americans after the end of the
Cold War.
2
I make this claim based on the fact that Fukuyama
had the benefit of increased Species Consciousness to
build his frame of reference upon, in the sense that
humanity is able to reflect on its place within the
universe to a greater degree than in the past.
Secularization and science have made possible a
globalized comprehension of humanity that can avoid
any presupposition of nationalistic superiority. Though
Fukuyama neither claims to be or is representative of
this globalized consciousness, he nonetheless makes
strides in that direction that Kant, Hegel, and Marx
were incapable of simply by virtue of the time they
lived in.
3
I realize that many other philosophies or worldviews
could have been used as example here. I chose
Relativism and Pragmatism because these were the
examples used by Strauss and Ryn.
4
I didn’t want to jump into discussing ideology from
too much of a cognitive psychological perspective, but
I would recommend readers who are interested in this
direction of the issue read The Mysterious Flame¸
Colin McGinn’s work explaining “Mysterianism” with
regards to our consciousness.
5
Wolfowitz had served in numerous administrations,
and was George Bush’s Deputy Secretary of Defense
under Donald Rumsfeld.
6
Unless of course humanity as a species proved to be
unable to handle the radical shift in our understanding
of the universe. There is no reason necessarily to
suppose great success or stunning failure on the part of
humanity, yet as a species we have managed to witness
some fairly remarkable events in the past century
without also bringing about calamity (space travel and
nuclear technology in all its forms, for instance). While
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some humans would eagerly await the Rapture if a
comet seemed destined to collide with the earth, I
believe that the majority would be overjoyed to survive
and would draw other lessons from the event.
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