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pean Vision of the Indian Ocean
The basis of explanation is the Central-European researcher’s refusal to ac-
cept his own peripheral status. In systemic terms, I present the Indian Ocean 
as a world, assuming it was one of small-scale, market-oriented gardens with 
cooperative ties to other regions. It was a precapitalist and precolonial ne-
twork of relations of stationary systems that did not form a relationship of 
domination and subordination. In this littoral-oriented borderland space, 
two strangers may meet in an Encounter.
Keywords: social system – Encounter – pepper trade – littoral-oriented 
society

Let me begin by addressing three questions: (1) – Why am I bringing the Indian 
Ocean into the debate on balanced historical knowledge? – (2) What can the con-
cept of Encounter bring to considerations of multiethnic/multinational empires and 
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the origins of national states? – (3) How can the proposed approach serve a novel 
view of research paradigms, narratives, and explications?

My response will not be simple. I need to begin with clarification of the 
concepts employed, with defining my position vis-à-vis the issues of world systems, 
for this will indicate why my grasp allows us to discern a new research paradigm.1

Here the Indian Ocean will be framed systemically, as a world in which one’s 
own people have built a specific form of relationship with Others/Strangers. I call 
this the Encounter. The concept presented here is not new, though it differs from 
those developed in the last half century.2 This difference stems from the Central-
European perspective on the pursuit of global history, and it includes a refusal to 
recognize one’s own peripheralness.

Preliminary remarks

The starting point of my reflections is the experience of helplessness. In the second 
half of the twentieth century, we in Poland lived in the Soviet peace camp, but we 
imagined ourselves as Central Europeans. The power of imagination was so great 
that in Warsaw, Prague, Bratislava, and Budapest, we were so bold as to take up the 
history of Latin America, Africa, and Asia – as we said then, the Third World and 
its past. Why? Because we knew we would never go there. What’s more, we could 
only dream of working in Europe’s archives. Sometimes those dreams did in fact 
come true, but only briefly.

Helplessness and longing dominated. Longing for something that we con-
sidered our common European heritage. The response to helplessness was resource-
fulness. The response to longing was a stubbornness that did not heed reality. To-
gether they constituted a unique approach to the Third World.3

1	 Being future oriented I remain still in the old Eurocentric approach to the past, see Ewa 
DOMAŃSKA, Unbinding from Humanity: Nandipha Mntambo’s Europa and the Limits of His-
tory and Identity, Journal of the Philosophy of History 14, 2020, pp. 310–336. 

2	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Contact and Transformation. The European Precolonial Expansion in the In-
dian Ocean World-System in the 16th-17th Centuries, Itinerario VIII, 1984, nr. 2, pp. 45–58; Idem, 
Ocean Indyjski jako problem, Przegląd Historyczny LXXX, 1989, nr. 4, pp. 651–671; Idem, Świat 
Oceanu Indyjskiego, in: Antoni Mączak (ed.), Europa i świat w początkach epoki nowożytnej, I: 
Społeczeństwo, kultura, ekspansja, Wiedza Powszechna, Warszawa 1991, pp. 360–387.

3	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Aspekty historyczne rozwoju w krajach „Trzeciego Świata”, Przegląd Histo-
ryczny LXXI, 1980, nr. 4, pp. 727–752.
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Access to world literature was very limited then; however, it so happened 
that Soviet works on India were of a good standard. At the same time, they did not 
prove the superiority of Marxist science. Raised in sui generis colonial dependence, 
we Central-Europeans were ready to accept or reject concepts and theories deve
loped in the West. Our relations then with French science, in particular with the 
Annales School, are an excellent example. We took everything as it came, but we 
did not give recognition to our dependence.

The first impulse was imagination; only in the background was there dis-
trust of concepts dominant in the historiography of non-European countries from 
the 1960s to the 1980s. In the case of the Indian Ocean, this impulse led me to try 
to understand the local society. In so doing, I had to arrive at a determination of the 
form of society, rejecting both class and caste approaches. Unwilling to succumb to 
ideologized versions of Marxism, distrustful of dependentism and third-worldism 
together with all forms of historical materialism and/or deconstructionism, early 
on I turned to general systems theory.4 I walked the road from Bertalanffy5 to 
Morin6 on my own. And it was on my own responsibility that I developed a model 
of a social system. 

Modelling the social system7

Instructions:
Organization: set of features defining the social system. 
Structure: a constant, unchangeable part of the organization; a set of relations be-
tween the variables of the system.
Transformation: a set of rules defining how the occurrences in the neighbourhood 
influence the state of the system. 
Identity: an ability to exist, defined by a set of identifying variables, that is, of the 
elements necessary to recognize the system. 
Central control system: the factors determining  maintenance of the system in the 
state of functional balance. 

4	 Gerald J. KLIR (ed.), Trends in General Systems Theory, John Wiley and Sons, New York 1972. 
5	 Ludvig von BERTALANFFY, General System Theory: Foundations, Development, Applications, 

George Braziller, New York 1968.
6	 Edgar MORIN, Introduction à la pensée complexe, Editions du Seuil, Paris 2005.
7	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Borderlands and civilizational encounter, Memoria y Civilización 8, 2005, 

p.  24; Cf. Idem, Wprowadzenie do historii cywilizacji Wschodu i  Zachodu, Dialog, Warszawa 
2004, p. 39; and also Idem, Szukając trzeciego wyjścia, Wydawnictwa UW, Warszawa 2021, p. 31.
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Behaviour: a set of activities entailing the system’s character in outline.
Environment: the ecosystem in which the society lives.
Surroundings: other systems.
→ indicates the flow of matter, energy, and information: to the system, inside and 
outside the system; ↔ feedback. 

Fig 1. Model of the social system

My understanding of the world did not coincide with Wallerstein’s proposal, 
although it did not try to compete with it.8 One might say, given the importance of 
trade links, that it tried to fit in. Steensgaard9 and Chaudhuri10 did much the same. 
Nor did I try to shape my own universal concepts by adapting the proposals of 

8	 I was probably closer to FRANK indeed, as suggest Michael N. PEARSON, Before Colonialism. 
Theories on Asian-European Relations 1500–1750, Oxford University Press, Bombay – Calcutta 
– Madras 1988, p. 6 and passim.

9	 Niels STEENSGAARD, Carracs, Caravans and Companies: The structural crisis in the European-
Asian trade in the early 17th century, Studentlitteratur, Odense 1973.

10	 Kirti N. CHAUDHURI, Trade and Civilisation in the Indian Ocean. An Economic History from 
the Rise of Islam to 1750, Cambridge UP, Cambridge 1985. 
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Abu-Lughod11 and later those of Beaujard.12 In the 1980s, I tried several times to 
present my view. Always too timidly.13 When I presented my position in Madrid in 
1990, I did not expect to be understood.14 I realized that the difference in outlook 
derived not only from a land vs. sea approach but also from a belief in the noncapi-
talist character of precolonial India in the modern era. It seemed that the great 
disputes over global understanding, over probable convergences and divergences 
(not only in the Californian milieu, of course)15 did not deny the desirability of 
local understanding. Yet this attitude would prove impossible to maintain.

It is true that Braudel saw the creators of worlds among sailors, but I have the 
impression that he was simply concerned with highlighting the role of people rath-
er than geography. The basis of my vision of things was the conviction that the 
construction of a world should derive from the experience of settled people. The 
world was to express the needs of producing societies. Sailors and pilgrims, mer-
chants and agents, goods and money – these formed a connecting network regard-
less of who with whom, regardless of scale. Living organisms can be connected, but 
however important their connections, they are always the result of the activity of 
sedentary societies. Moreover, I knew that forms of cooperation and competition, 
violence and collaboration, resulted not only from economics and politics. I did 
not believe in the class struggle, especially in societies organized according to other, 
non-European value systems.

The Indian Ocean is usually a concept built according to our own criteria. 
Did it ever exist differently, earlier than its functioning as assured by steam naviga-
tion? In the European imagination of the modern era, the Arabian Sea was part of 
the Ocean. It was not until the appearance of Dutch sailors that the Cape of Africa 
was directly connected with Java. 

11	 Janet L. ABU-LUGHOD, Before European Hegemony. The World System A.D. 1250–1350, Ox-
ford UP, Oxford New York 1991.

12	 Philippe BEAUJARD, The Indian Ocean in Eurasian and African World-Systems before the Six-
teenth Century, Journal of World History 16, 2005, No. 4, pp. 411–465.

13	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Overwhelming and Exchange: Forms of Contact in the Portuguese Expansion 
in the Indian Ocean World-System during the Sixteenth Century, in: Second International Confer-
ence of Indian Ocean Studies Perth W.A., vol. G, Portuguese in the Indian Ocean Region, Perth 
1984, pp. 1–14.

14	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Feudal Systems in Asia. Stationary Societies of the Pre-colonial India: Feudal 
or Asiatic, in: 17e Congrès International des Sciences Historiques (1990), vol. I, Madrid 1992, 
pp. 70–77. 

15	 Cf. Ricardo DUCHESNE, Peer Vries, the Great Divergence, and the California School: Who’s in 
and Who’s out?, World History Connected 2, 2005, pars 2. 



430XXIII International Congress
of Historical Sciences

But I was interested in whether the people who settled on the shores of the 
Western Indian subcontinent created the world. Or is this our illusion? We asked 
ourselves similar questions in the days of my youth, also in relation to our own 
Central-European condition. I go on trying to reconstruct the world of the people 
living in gardens as not being a creation of external forces, a copy. 

Gardens

Where did they come from? What did they mean? Once piper nigrum was brought 
out of the forest, they remoulded the forest into a  garden. Plantations are quite 
a different story, and their world is distinct.

You must imagine a system where one of the world’s products, pepper, was 
produced. This took place in Kerala. We can imagine the feedback loop between 
demand and supply for this spice. But how did it come about that people wanted 
pepper? That’s how the concept of the garden arose. First, a vision based on reading 
European origin texts and maps, then a reconstruction whose correctness I would 
verify on the spot many years later. The garden as an environment in a country cut 
by waterways, in a tropical climate. 

It was then necessary to imagine a  way of commercializing this product 
along with a system of cooperation between regions supplying surplus food, handi-
crafts, excess goods, and, finally, financial resources.

Pepper differed from grain and sugar in that it was not a staple food. On the 
other hand, it was desirable enough to ensure food abundance for producers. It did 
not compete with food crops. Moreover, increasing cultivation had natural limits 
and was not the result of increased demand. As a  result, the essential process of 
commercialization began in the gardens and continued on the way to the ports – 
pepper was exported by sea. When transport was overland, it meant only that the 
supplies for the continent were more favourable. In the ports, what counted were 
profits in such destinations as Hormuz, Aden, and even further afield. As a big con-
sumer of pepper, India had to reckon with this. Exports directly from producers to 
the east had to be profitable.16 

16	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Pepper Gardens and Market in Precolonial Malabar, Moyen Orient & Océan 
Indien XVIe – XIXe s., 1986, 3, pp. 1–36. Idem, Asian Merchants and European Expansion: Mal-
abar Pepper Trade Routes in the Indian Ocean World-System in the Sixteenth Century, in: 
K. R. Haellquist (ed.), Asian Trade Routes. Continental and maritime, Routledge, London 1991, 
pp. 78–86, 262–264.
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The configuration of ownership, transport, and trade relations created 
a phenomenon that could be described as a  littoral-oriented economy (oriented 
towards the sea coasts).17 The world began in the gardens but took shape in the 
process leading to the market, where the principles of the far horizon were already 
in force. There, visitors from Morocco and China came together with neighbour 
Indian and Arab traders providing the pepper producers with the necessary assort-
ments: food, textiles, metals, and, above all, silver.

Regions

The concept presented here is based on a  construct that links export crops to 
a mode of production and a social system. It was an intensive, multipurpose, indi-
vidual, and export-oriented mode. Because of the predominant form of cultivation, 
I call it garden based. 

For a long time, it was sufficient to establish a connection between gardens 
and markets. This led to assumptions about the influence of such a way of life and 
production on the formation of supralocal relationships (settlement specifics) and 
forms of exercising power. In the vast majority of cases, one can speak of a  seg-
mented system in Kerala. On a larger scale in this mode of economy and distribu-
tion, such a social order took the form of regions in the political sphere. They were 
characterized by a coastal orientation, a separation of ownership and control of the 
means of production, a pyramid structure of dominion and subordination, and an 
openness to encounter the Other. These were regions in the sense of people living 
in a single space, one that was not so much shared as it was mutual, in the sense of 
relationships at the level of behaviour. It is difficult to talk about the sphere of im-
agination for lack of material giving access to their system of values. 

Relationships between people understood in this way were not subject to 
political, ethnic, or religious superiors and their constraints. A feature of regions is 
usually the connection with physical space, but in this case it is difficult to speak of. 
Virtually the entire west coast of India is cut off from the continent by mountain 
ranges and highlands. On the continental scale, the linguistic divide was the most 
significant factor in the perception of newcomers and observers. On the local scale, 

17	 The concept is of Michael N. PEARSON, Littoral Society. The Case for the Coast, The Great 
Circle 7, 1985; Idem, Littoral Society: The Concept and the Problems, Journal of World History 17, 
2006, No. 4, pp. 353–373.
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however, the gravitational pull was determined more by relations of domination 
reflected in political divisions that were not always clear. Simplistically, however, 
communities gravitated towards the coasts, which provided cooperation between 
regions.18 On the north-south axis, between Ceylon and Gujarat, over two thou-
sand kilometres of coastline formed a single economic structure. It was composed 
of regions with non-hierarchical relationships. The axis of communication and ex-
change provided for all their needs except bullion. One can treat this structure as 
an axis of concentration by emphasizing that it did not produce a dominant centre. 
Nor was the coast subordinate, at least not until the expansion of the Maratha 
Confederacy and Sultan of Mysore in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to 
the great state structures of the continent. Contrary to legend, neither the Portu-
guese nor the Dutch were able to create such dominance. In modern times, re-
gional cooperation allowed not only the existence of separateness but also oceanic 
openness. 

These relationships were so ancient that they explain the belief that it was 
the long-distance relationships with Malindi, Aden, and Hormuz (but also with 
Malacca) that gave rise to this coexistence of small territorial units called regions. 
That seems to be what is accepted in science. I allow myself to think things were the 
other way around.

I have two facts in mind. First, the dynamics of the development of garden 
crops did not line up with the consequences of world demand. In particular, the 
boom in world imports correlated with the benefits for intermediaries flowing 
from a  consistently inadequate supply. Secondly, in a  segmented social arrange-
ment, investment in crops did not render social advancement. The exception, of 
course, was the elevation of group status by obtaining higher property rights, as 
seems to have been the case for local Syrian Christians. 

This configuration in the sphere of spice crops (Kerala, Kannara) had, 
through local markets, an impact on northern communities (Konkan, Gujarat, 
Sind), who, in turn, lived on food and craft exports. The territorial ties occurring 
there took the form of regions, adaptations of the activities of village communities 
and port cities to continental cooperation. On this basis, a world was formed in 
which commercial centres such as Cambay, Surat, Goa, and Calicut stood out, but 

18	 Recently the subject was presented by Pius MALEKANDATHIL, Trading Networks and Region 
Formation. The Making of South India, 1500–1750, in: Idem, The Mughals, the Portuguese and 
the Indian Ocean. Changing Imaginaries of Maritime India, Primus Book, New Delhi 2014, 
pp. 85–106.
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a centre-periphery system was not formed. Rather, it was a cooperative arrange-
ment similar to the Lombard-Flanders axis, whose spin supported the growth of 
the bases without, however, resulting in their domination. In the Indian case, the 
vortex effect was perhaps not so spectacular, but it fostered the careers of Surat 
and Goa and even Bombay. In other words, in no sense was Gujarat a centre for 
Kerala.

Continental India was turned towards the eastern coast and with it formed 
a whole reaching to Malaya and Sumatra. Here, too, it is difficult to speak of centre 
and periphery, but I leave this question aside. As I mentioned, it was not my inten-
tion to create a world model.

The world

The supply and demand for pepper (or spices, more broadly) was not enough to 
create a world structure. The Persian-Arab economic sphere had to be joined by the 
African. It can be said with certainty that the essence of the world structure (and 
thus of the network) was cooperation attested by the circulation of bullion. It was 
based on a division of labour, which makes the Afro-Indian modern reality similar 
to the Mediterranean or European one. But it does not equate the two, because… 
Well, that’s another story.

The world of the Western Indian Ocean in the precolonial era can be called 
the Little Circle, formed by the west coast of India, Hormuz, and the Hadramauth 
coast up to Aden and Socotra. The Persian Gulf, Arabia, the Red Sea, and Ethiopia 
belonged to neighbouring but separate worlds. Also the coasts of East Africa up to 
the mouth of the Zambezi formed a separate world. Here I will not speak of about 
the African hinterland of Mombasa, Malindi, and Sofala.

This World of Western Indian Ocean existed in precolonial, premodern, 
precapitalist times. In fact, it remained in a close relationship with the Mediterra-
nean worlds to the west and the East Indian world (the Koromandel-Bengal axis) 
as well. 

Sailors and merchants left us a picture of these worlds, which between the 
eighth and twelfth centuries became the foundation of the first world system. They 
also formed diasporas scattered along the coasts, thereby creating the impression of 
world unity from Marrakesh and Cordoba to Malacca and Canton. Perhaps no one 
doubts this unity. In my opinion, however, the genesis and character of the Indian 
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Ocean world was unique and only partly similar to the Mediterranean world. Anal-
ogies and influences are, I think, the result of historians’ efforts.

Fig. 2 Axes of concentration and areas of economic activity19

The world created and perceived by the inhabitants of Kerala (I deliberately 
avoid the ethnic term) was composed of permanent segments ordered by an effort 
to maintain balance. It would be fair to say that the Malayalam world provided 
them with a comfort of existence in a kind of indifference to the stimuli of the en-
vironment.

Conclusions

The Indian Ocean world was made up of segmented societies living in a commodity 
economy (intensive rather than extensive) and in close cooperation. These societies 
sought to maintain a functional balance. This resulted in a very special set of relation-
ships. Closed societies allowed for the acceptance of the existence of civilizationally 
different communities existing side by side without the possibility of crossing the di-

19	 This model of premodern Worlds of Jan KIENIEWICZ, Wprowadzenie… o. c., p.123 develop 
concepts of eight circuits of ABU-LUGHOD, Before… o. c., p. 34 and of ten circuits of David 
RINGROSE, Expansion and Global Interaction, 1200–1700, Longman, New York 2001, p. 27. 
Cf. Map of African and Euroasian commercial connections Idem, El poder europeo en el mundo, 
1450–1750, Pasado & Presente, Barcelona 2019, p. 167.
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vide. The impassability and permanence of structures, along with resistance to con-
sumer stimuli, resulted in a separate self-conception of one’s own identity. A world 
was coalescing that was composed of segments, ones that, while changing their posi-
tion in the whole, remained unchanged. For this reason, it was a multicivilizational 
world, or rather a world capable of intercivilizational associations.

The world of the Indian Ocean existed locally, regionally, and globally, on its 
own terms, not those imposed by the historian. And this is how my world was too, 
the Rzeczpospolita (Republic of Nobles), part of the Intermarium, a world not un-
like the Mediterranean. In the Indian Ocean world, gardens were the primary form 
of production, professional cooperation the foundation of social relations.

The way of receiving stimuli from the surroundings/other systems, includ-
ing participation in the world market, produced self-reliance. Processes binding 
societies to the environment, including limits on exploitation, result in ecological 
equilibrium. Such was the basis of the stationarity of the system.20 

In such a  borderland space, two Others/Strangers may meet in a  specific 
form of relation I call Encounter.21

As Kipling put it:
“Oh, East is East, and West is West, and never the twain shall meet,
Till Earth and Sky stand presently at God’s great Judgment Seat;
But there is neither East nor West, Border, nor Breed, nor Birth,
When two strong men stand face to face, though they come from the ends of the 

earth!“22

Kipling was, of course, a colonialist, and even more so a white hetero male, 
a none-too-religious misogynist, and a glorifier of the empire. This does not change 
the fact that, like few others among his contemporaries, he sensed the meaning of 
contact with the Other.23

20	 Jan KIENIEWICZ, Indie jako społeczeństwo stacjonarne (okres przedkolonialny), Przegląd Orien-
talistyczny 115, 1980, nr. 3, pp. 221–232. Idem, The Stationary System in Kerala, Hemispheres. 
Studies on Cultures and Societies, Contributions 1984, Wrocław 1985, pp. 7–40. Idem, Feudal 
Systems in Asia. Stationary Societies of the Pre-colonial India: Feudal or Asiatic, in: 17e Congrès 
International des Sciences Historiques (1990), t. I, Madrid 1992, pp. 70–77.

21	 Cf. Jan KIENIEWICZ, Borderlands as Spaces for the Encounter of Worlds, in: Terra Marique. The 
Cultural Intercourse between the European Center and Periphery in Modern Time, OBTA, 
Warszawa 2001, pp. 146–158. Idem, Borderlands and Civilizational Encounter, Memoria y Civi-
lización, t. VIII, Pamplona 2005, pp. 21–49.

22	 Rudyard KIPLING, Ballade of East and West, 1889. 
23	 Cf. David GILMOUR, The Long Recessional, John Murray, London 2002.



436XXIII International Congress
of Historical Sciences

In answering the initial question, I must admit that I was not and will not be 
fully convincing. In my view, the Indian Ocean as a world in the precolonial era was 
and remains something more than a mere tessera in the global mosaic, for by virtue 
of its exceptional frontier character, it creates an opportunity to revise our thinking 
about Gestae and History. This opportunity arises especially when we find a way to 
grasp it to the same time-space-conceptual extent as we do history’s Black to Baltic 
Sea Intermarium, that of Central-Eastern Europe as well.24

The questions raised by the organizers arise from the experience of our 
world, which participated in that premodern and precolonial order. In this form, 
one can speak of sustainable historical knowledge, that is, liberated knowledge. It 
involves questioning the paradigm of progress as the sole line of evolution of social 
relationships.

And thus I arrive at a basic question, that of the role played by Encounter in 
the transformations of Central-Eastern Europe’s modern states, or perhaps rather 
in an attempt at a modern interpretation of that process. An interpretation liber-
ated from the ideological and/or methodological dependence that is part and par-
cel of the intellectual position of scholarly peripherals.

My conclusions arising from this form of the world: 
*	 In the precapitalist and precolonial eras, it was possible to link the worlds 

with a network of relations, ones that were cooperative rather than an-
tagonistic.

*	 Such a network as a global structure of stationary systems did not form 
a relationship of domination and subordination.

This form of the world was passed on to us in foreign, primarily European, 
relations, and it resulted in a deformed perspective.25 Very similar effects can be 
observed in the loosely centred world of the South Atlantic26 and the uncentred 

24	 See inspiring opinions of Tomasz ZARYCKI, The Polish Elite and Language Sciences. A Perspec-
tive of Global Historical Sociology, Palgrave Macmillan, Cham 2022.

25	 Sanjay SUBRAHMANYAM, On Indian Views of the Portuguese in Asia, 1500–1700, in: Idem, 
Explorations in Connected History. From the Tagus to the Ganges, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford 2011, pp. 17–44.

26	 See interesting data of Agata BLOCH, Wolni i zniewoleni. Głosy grup podporządkowanych w hi-
storii imperium portugalskiego, Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu Mikołaja Kopernika, To-
ruń 2022.
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world of the intra-Mediterranean.27 Our resistance, expressed in the rejection of 
Orientalism and resistance to Orientalizing Westernization, has also found expres-
sion in a specific approach to the history of precolonial non-European continents. 
In this approach, I see an exposition of the role of the borderland experience and 
heritage against centre-periphery concepts and an indication of the role of Encoun-
ter with the Other/Stranger.

27	 Peregrine HORDEN – Nicholas PURCELL, What is Mediterranean, in: Idem (ed.), The Medi-
terranean in History, Thames and Hudson, London 2021, pp. 12–33.
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Zahrady, regiony, světy. 
Středoevropská vize Indického oceánu

JAN KIENIEWICZ

Záměrem autora je reagovat na problémy předložené k diskusi před účastníky jed-
noho z hlavních témat XXIII. mezinárodního kongresu historických věd v Pozna-
ni. Za prvé chce do debaty o vyváženém historickém poznání (Balanced Historical 
Knowledge) vnést problematiku světa Indického oceánu. Důvodem této myšlenky 
je poukázat na okolnosti, které ve 20. století, zejména za komunistického režimu 
a pod sovětskou nadvládou, vedly vědce k tomu, aby se zabývali problematikou tře-
tího světa a při té příležitosti i dějinami evropské expanze. Mnohotvárnost těchto 
okolností je vedla k hledání vlastních řešení. Za druhé autor předkládá tezi, že kon-
cept setkávání (Encounter), rozvinutý v podmínkách politické závislosti, prokazuje 
svou užitečnost při studiu multietnických říší a vzniku národních států ve střední 
a východní Evropě. Posléze autor naznačuje, že navržené systémové řešení proble-
matiky „světů” se jeví jako užitečné při hledání nových narativů. V závěrečné úvaze 
k předloženému tématu autor vyjadřuje názor, že je možné zformulovat nové para-
digma výzkumu v souladu s komplexním myšlením.

Tyto teze jsou prezentovány prostřednictvím sekvence odstupňované složi-
tosti sociálních systémů ve shodě s předpoklady obecné teorie systémů. Podstatou 
systému Svět Indického oceánu je podle autora síť regionálních vazeb, v níž jsou 
exportně orientované zahrady podporovány výměnou s  potravinářskými regiony 
a centry řemeslné výroby. Vzájemná závislost regionů umožňuje hovořit o ekono-
mikách orientovaných na pobřeží (Littoral Oriented). Povaha exportně orientova-
né produkce je v zahradách spojena se segmentovanou organizací komunit, zatím-
co výměna mezi regiony umožňuje udržovat stacionární stav sociálních systémů.

Z toho autor vyvozuje, že Indický oceán jako „svět” neodpovídá eurocent-
rickému modelu „ekonomika-svět”. V této podobě je Indický oceán v raném novo-
věku spojován s jinými „světy”, které nejsou orientovány na vztah centrum a perife-
rie, především se Středomořím. Autor vyslovuje domněnku, že podobný vztah 
spojuje Indický oceán se „světem” Baltsko-černomořským Mezimoří (Świat Międ-
zymorza Bałtycko-Czarnomorskiego).

Autor dospívá k závěru: V tržních, avšak předkapitalistických a předkoloni-
álních podmínkách mohly být „světy” propojovány spíše vztahy spolupráce než 
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konkurence. Takové globální sítě spojovaly stacionární společenství do systémů, 
které nebyly založeny na principu nadvlády a podřízenosti. V důsledku toho vidí 
vhodnost využití předloženého schématu v práci na utváření nového přístupu k dě-
jinám mezi „námi” a „těmi druhými” (między Swoimi a Obcymi).


