POLITICS AND SOCIETY

An Introduction to Political Sociology

by

MICHAEL RUSH

== JARVESTER
—E WIEATSHEAF

New York London Toronte Sydney Tokyo Singapore

i




Chapter 2

THE STATE AND SOCIETY

INTRODUCTION

For Weber the modern state was characterised by much more than
power and its legitimate use: it was also distinctive in having an
administrative organisation through which it maintained its day-to-
day existence, leading Weber (1947) to offer a somewhat more

~ state may therefore be less a matter of legitimacy an and more a matter

elaborate deﬁmtxon of the state: ‘A compulsory pohncal association

state is not a matter of choice but of accident; only those who move,
usually voluntarily, from one state to another are able to exercise any
real choice. It may well be that most individuals accept their mem-
bership of a particular state with little or no question, but this in no
way derogates the compulsory nature of the state, since it is in the
name of the state that individuals are taxed, laws passed and pohc1es
determined and implemented.

The emphasis that Weber (and others seeking to define the state)
laid on a mono OILQ}E_@@nmate use of phy31caMggly links
the concept of the state with the concept of legitimacy. How w far
individuals subjéct fo the domination (to use Weber’s term) of the
state actually accept that domination as legitimate is a matter for
empirical analysis, but for non-Marxists the state is inextricably
linked with legitimacy for its existence and its survival. Thus the
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collapse of the regimes in Eastern Europe in 1989 is inevitably inter-
preted as evidence of a loss of legitimacy, not merely for those hold-
ing office but for the communist states they represented. That these
regimes lacked legitimacy at the time of their collapse can hardly be
doubted, but it is pertinent to ask to what extent they enjoyed
legitimacy in the forty or so years of their existence. In the eyes of
some of their citizens, perhaps a significant number, they may have
been seen as legitimate, but it is a considerable assumption that
quiescence denotes legitimacy.

Thus the acceptance of the state may rest on factors other than
legft?fn—ac , and ultimately on the individual’s unwillingness to
accept the consequences of not obeying the law and of defying the
policies promulgated and implemented by the state. These conse-
quences may well be fear of imprisonment, even torture or death,
but also of less — a !gﬁT employment, a declme in living stanTr’HEf
some form of discrimination or socml stlgma - but acceptance may

other hand, the perceived material advamages of the state to the
individual may also form the basis for its acceptance, so that its
advantages appear to outweigh its disadvantages. Acceptance of the

of grudgmg acqulescence “or matenal advantage. Am major factor in

' tﬁe events in Eastern Europe in 1989 was, with the important excep-

- tion of Romania, the ultimate unwillingness of the regimes to use

“force to maintain themselves in power, backed crucially by the

- knowledge that the Soviet Union had made it clear it would not itself

~use force to maintain communist rule in its satellite states, as it had

* done in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968. The ability of
: he state to maintain its existence is a crucial question for EBhueaI:

S0ciOlORT, v, biit Whether it should be explained Wholly in terms of
egltlmacy is a different matter. It would seem more sensible to sug-
est that legitimacy is one expjanauon for_the. pers1stence & of the

tate, but not an exclusive one, a question which is explored fu {furiher
1 Chapter 3.
Bodies like the EC may appear to challenge the traditional defini-
n of the state in that they possess many of the attributes of the
tate — ‘a human community’ within clear territorial boundaries,
ith a political and bureaucratic apparatus which determines partic-
ular policies and sees 1o their implementation — but they lack a
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monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force. Indeed, the EC.
possesses no coercive forces of its own, relying on the political will
of its members and, occasionally, the judicial authority of the Euro- -
pean Court of Justice to enforce its policies within the Community. -
However, the EC and other similar organisations differ in another
crucial aspect from the state: it is a voluntary association, whereas
the state, as Web_en_p,omts out, is a compulsory association. Some
y states were in orlgm voluntary associations, resulting from a Wﬂhng
. and desired coming together of individuals and territories, or a
desire to break away from an existing state, or the consequence of
a struggle for independence from a dominant power. The United
States and Canada are clear examples of states which are the product
of a willing union of a number of smaller political entities;
the Republic of Ireland and Bangladesh are illustrations of successful
breakaways from existing states, from the United Kingdom
and Pakistan respectively; and the many former colonies of the
Eurcpean powers, especially Britain and France, are clear cases of
states resulting from demands and, more often than not, struggles
for mdepeudence Butpnce established such states become compul.

" The Marxzst wew w of the stat (’ﬁh”&*"herefore of power, authority
and legitimacy) differs significantly from that of Weber and other
non-Marxists. Marxists do not deny the territorial nature of the
modern state, but they view its role very differently. For some non-
Marxists the state is the necessary but polidcally neutral apparatus
through which a society maintains order, settles internal conflicts,
and achieves its economic and social goals. Marxist theory, however,
assigns to the state the crucial role of representing and operating in
the interests of the dominant class in a society In the words of
Engels (1990 {1884] vol. 26, p. 271) the state is the instrument by .
which ‘the most powerful, economically dominant cI ass becomes- ;
also the pohucally dominani class, and 1l acqulre§r &ew means of -
ing. dov ' 155, Similarly, and
with brural dlrectness, Tenin defined the statéas ‘a speczal force for
the suppression of a particular class’ (1960.[1917], p. 52). Thus, far
from being neutral, the state is the product of hlstoncal class strug-
gles; its legitimacy and” authonty are irrelevant and exist only in the
‘minds of the ruling class and the false consciousness of those
unaware of its true nature. Moreover, according to Marxist theory
the state will eventually “wither away® or cease to exist, since the
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classless society characteristic of communist society will,- by defini-
tion, not produce a state.

However, whether conceived of in Marxist or non-Marxist terms
the state is of central concern to political sociology. Its origins and
development need to be explored and the place of the state in the
modern world understood.

THE ORIGINS OF THE STATE

geograg?xcaj

g

poncai and’

Modern states are characterised by clearly defin

Eq’n%u’itr;@maratus operates exclusively and is ultimately able
o enforce its authority thiG "Eﬁ’fﬁme:‘ﬁﬁ .physical coercion. The

e S S, L

" incommon acknowledges the principle of clearly defined boun-
-ilaries. Furthermore, modern states are largely characterised by con-

tiguity of territory, including offshore islands. Cases such as Alaska
ing part of the United States are exceptions to the general rule, but
historically the relationshlp between territory and political and
"dm.lmstranve € apparatus is less clear in pre-modern states. InEI_T
many primitive societics are described as ‘stateless i that they have
ill-defined territory and lack a clearly defined political and
administraiive apparatus, The empires of the ancient world had ~
uch of their territory clearly defined, although its extent varied
nsiderably and at the peripheries of imperial rule the boundaries
e anything but clearly defined. However, with their elaborate
litical and administrative structures the Mesopotamian, Egyptian,
eek, and Roman Empires had much in common with modern
3. The same was true of the ancient civilisations of the Chinese,
Hindus, the Maya, the Aztecs, and the Incas. These were all
gnisably states in the Weberian sense.

Fendal societies present a more complex picture, however: they
mm' defined territories, but these were often scat-
d over a wide area in plecemeal fashion and lacked clearly
itutions apMe toall t

_ - Thus a feudal lord might control various terri-
ies, but owe allegiance to different feudal overlords for each.
an and later kings of England, for instance, were vassals in
pect of Normandy of the king of France and therefore owed
jance to and had feudal obligaiions to the latier as far as
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Normandy was concerned. In fact, maps showing the territorial
divisions of early medieval Europe are a complex and seemingly
haphazard patchwork reflecting the resuits of
inter-marriage and conquest characteristic of the time.

The great colonial empires that developed out of feudal Europe
and the two great European empires of Austria-Hungary and Russia
were all recognisably states, even though their boundaries were
sometimes uncertain (especially beyond Europe) and their authority
not always recognised or enforced. The relationship between the
component parts of these empires differed, with varying degrees of
autonomy and varying political and administrative structures. They
lacked the extensive bureaucracies which Weber associated with the
modern state, but appropriate if limited political and administrative
structures existed.

Of the existence of these early states there is no doubt — apart from
the broader historical record, many of them maintained elaborate
records of their procedures and activities. What is less clear is how
~.they. came into existence and_ how, eventually, the modern state
emerged. A good deal of research has addressed the first of these two

“giiestions and even more the second. _

* The concept of politics used by political anthropologists has a re-
markably modern ring to it. Radcliffe- Brown (1940, pp. xiv and xxiii)
argued that politics was concerned with ‘the maintenance or estab-
lishment of social order’ and “the control and regulation of the use
of force’. The real question is not whether primitive or early societies
have politics, but whether they have government in the sense of
having political and administrative structures. Lucy Mair, in her

book Primitive Government (1977, p. 33), summarises the situation
succinctly: ‘People argue whether primitive societies have govern-

ment. They also argue whether they have laws. But nobody ques

tions that they have rules of some kind which everyone thinks it

right to obey.’ Also,_there-is.no doubt_that-primitive-societies ha
E@&oﬂs&tﬁh&l&dmputes.nr condlicts, as studies of the Nuer, wit
their ‘leopard—skm chiefs’, and the D Dinka, with their ‘masters of th
ﬁshmg spear’ illustrate. These were individuals who acted as medi
ators in and settlers of dlspgtes In addition, these¢ and otHer €ar)
soc1et1es_alsohd&veloped rules-ahoutﬁ;l_;g gLn:umstgrLHSInw_,_mm.
‘could legitimately be used. All these are examples, however, of wha
Mair calls minimal politics — the existence of a recognised means o

settling disputes, but no more.
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The next stage is that of Wﬂt, in which leadership
positions emerge, whether individual or collective, sometimes for
particular purposes, such as hunting, fighting, or seeking water,
when different leaders emerged for different purposes, but_culmin-
afing in the emergence of a single leader or group of leaders with
more general authority. Territory was generally ill-defined, but

+-extensive and supporting small groups at or about subsistence level.

“This did not mean that groups were constantly on the brink of star-
“vation S0 much as existing in a situation which combined survival
with sufficiency. To proceed beyond survival and sufficiency, other
'r'elatecl developments were necessary.

= The first was the production of a l,y:plus to enable such societies

to turn their attention to_matters other than survwal Scme societies

'ved in relative abundance, but continued to lead a nomadic or semi-
madic life, moving as often as necessity dictated or, commonly in
1e.case of pastoral societies, seasonally to meet the needs of their

erds. The production of a surplus facilitated the second develop-

f labour, in which different individuals or groups of
ividuals performed different tasks for the society more or less
lusively. ‘This process was helped by dnd helped the development
the transition from small family groups to much larger, extended
ies and to tribes, but the crucial impact of the production of a
lus depended on the development of agricultural societies and
lement. Even before settlement societal organisation in some
became more complex, with the emergence of lineages and age-
roviding a basis for leadership dependent on factors such as
th, status, inheritance, and privileges. The division of labour in
’ular not only produced a greater surplus, mm
t-means of | production, but créated opportunities for more -
usive political actwny, mcludxgg,the—estabhsm
part:cular terr_m)ry and, in many cases, fm
pansion. . Thus pohtlcs and terntory, never far ap
ticably linked. .-

bécame

Theories of state formation

> of the elaborate and detailed records they developed and
ained. Of their specific origins less is known, partly because in

25

At = what Herbert Spencer called ‘specialisation’ and Durkheim

e




Polirics and Soctery

many instances this preceded any form of written records, but more
particularly because each developed their own mythical and mystical

account of their beginnings. The transformation from thmMci— L

ety through pastoralism and agncultura] settlement to nascent staf&s
is not easllyﬂl;t:aced, -nor-can-it-necessarily be explained by a single

tgeory of state formatign. However, two basic theories of state for-
mation have emerged conflict theories and integrative theories (see
Service 1975; Claessen and Skalnik 1978; and Cohen and Service
1978).

Conflict theory, as the term suggests, argues that states developed
as a consequence of clashes between individuals or groups of indi-
viduals or between societies. Cutting across the various conflict the-
cries is the argument that the conflicts that gave rise to states were
about the exercise of power. For example, drawing on anthropologi-
cal studies somne observers have argued that the transformation from
stateless societies to states was Initially the result of power struggles
between kinship groups in settled societies, leading to a concentra-
tion of power in the hands of a particular group who then consoli-
dated their position by setting up -political and administrative
structures. Not far removed is the Marxist explanation that the state

is the product of an historical class struggle arising out of the prevail--

ing means of production. Both focus on power and on intra-societal

conflicts, but the anthropological argument sees power as the objec-

tive of the struggle, whereas the Marxist argument sees power as the

means of the struggle. That conflicts between kinship groups have .
occurred, leading to the domination of one over others, is not

difficult to establish. Similarly, control of the means of production
is a credible basis for the possession and the exercise of power. In
neither case, however, is it readily apparent that one or the other is
the sole explanation of or the principal factor in explaining th
development of the state.
A second type of intra-societal conilict focuses on individual con
flicts. One-of the ldest is Confract theory: the state, it is asserted
\tﬁe product of the individual’s need for protection from the inevi
table conflicts found in society, a view held by both Hobbes an
Locke and historically manifested most clearly in the developmen
of feudalism, which regularised into an elaborate contractual relz
tionship the rights and obligations between lord and vassal, restin
ultimately on protection in return for agreed services. Magna Carta
for example, is essentially a feudal decument reasserting i
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considerable detail mutual rights and obligations, in spite of iis
justifiably greater historical fame as a foundation of English liberties.
Another major type of individual conflict theory focuses on social
Dairwinism, in which the strongest individuals in society would
eventually prevail and form a state to strengthen and maintain their
dominance. The problem with both types of individual conflict
theory is that they are plausible, but not easily tested. Except for
feudalism, for which there is a good deal of supporting evidence,
imuch is assumed and little direct evidence can be brought to bear.
Even in the case of feudalism, where much is known about the con-
“fractual relationships invalved, the evidence is causally extrapolated
into the past. No one doubts that individual conflicts existed, as they
* continue to exist, nor that the ‘fittest” or more powerful emerged as
e dominant group, but the links with state formation are far more
difficult to establish.
ater-societal conflicts appear to offer more sustainabie explana-
L conticis g
n 6n. of State formation. Slmple conquest is the most obvious, but
winian selection again emerges as an alternative and oﬁ'ers a
> flexible approach by encompassing conquest, but adding to it
ossibility of other strengths or weaknesses — economic, leader-
deological and geographical. However, the same sort of prob-
arise: one state may have replaced or subjugated another by one
means or 2 combination of them, but pushing back causal
tors to origins is a difficult process.
rhaps the most cbvious limitation of conflict theory is the appar-
willingness to acknowledge any cause other than conflict, so
hat however much co-operation and agreement may be involved in
elopment of the state, its origin rests solely on conflict.
ative theories of state formation offer a different perspective,
t necessarily excluding conflict as a factor. They tend to fall
o types: integration resulting from the circumscription of
ty.and integration bringing organisational benefits. Circum-
.theory argues that a society which cannot shed its surplus
| through emigration because of geographical barriers such
tains, seas and deserts, will seek to organise itself more effec-
.the form of a state. Conflict may well play a part, either
ally because of the pressures that the inability to expand have
or externally from rival societies or nomadic marauders.
;. the benefits that may accrue from greater organisation

50, it is argued, lead to the establishment of a state, For
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instance, the expansion of trade, both internally and externally, is. i
likely to be of benefit not only to those directly involved but much
more widely in a society, increasing the overall wealth available and- -
extending the benefits of that wealth. Alternatively, benefits may. -
accrue to particular strata or groups in society, giving them an incen-
tive to organise more complex political and administrative struc- :
tures. The building of public works, such as irrigation systems or 7
great monuments, requires considerable organisation and mobilisa-
tion of resources normally beyond the scope of a single leader or 3
a small, but loosely organised group, but becomes feasible with -
more formal and elaborate organisation. The same may be said of -
developing a society’s military capability. '

All state formation theories that seek to explain the origin of the
state itself as a social and political phenomenon tend to suffer from
the same problem when it comes to testing their accuracy — a reli-
ance on largely circumstantial evidence and hindsight. Ancient
civilisations, such as those of Egypt and Mesopotamia, which deve-
loped sophisticated irrigation systems and built great monuments,
clearly developed complex political and administrative structures,
but what was the causal relationship between such public works and
the development of the state? Was the state created to facilitate
public works, or did the building of public works lead to the forma-
tion of the state? The latter explanation seems more likely, so that,
as irrigation schemes became more elaborate and buildings larger -
and more complex, the development of appropriate organisational
structures became desirable, even necessary. Indeed, it is possible to
suggest a degree of parallel development involving an interspersin:
of cause and effect, in which, for instance, developing an irrigatio
system demands greater organisation and greater organisatio
facilitates a more sophisticated irrigation systern.

Theories of state formation are difficult to prove or disprove, éspe
cially in respect of societies with no written records or of state
formed before the development of such records. Evidence ofte
depends on oral history, which is invariably shrouded by mythical
beliefs, often of a supernatural type obscuring rather than illumin.
ating such oral history as may exist. Darwinian theories may help to
explain the survival of states more than their formation, since the
do not explain why a state was established at a particular time.
Marxist theory of the class struggle offers a credible explanation o
the development of the capitalist state, but in seeking to explain ilié

iiiza!
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origins of the state itself it is no less reliant than other theories on
little hard evidence and much speculation.

" There is, however, far less difficulty in tracing and explaining the
formation of later states, from those that developed in medieval
Furope, through modern, capitalist states, to those of the Third
World. Records are widely available and hypotheses more easily
tested. Thus the development of most European states is not difficult
to rrace and, though specific explanations vary, they are not lacking.
Two major factors were conguest and inter-marriage. The English
state was expanded into the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland by the conquest of Wales and Ireland and the incorporation

*of Scotland through the inter-marriage of the English and Scottish
.royél families, which evenrudlly resulted in a common monarch —
- James VI of Scotland and the I of England. The latter, however, was
‘riot by intent, but was the consequence of the marriage of the Scot-

h king, James TV and Margaret, daughter of England’s Henry
1, and the extinction of the Tudor line with the death of Elizabeth
n: 1603 Indeed, James IV died at the Battle of Flodden in 1513,
ﬂowmg a Scottish invasion of England, and even after the uniting
the crowns Scottish incorporation was by no means inevitable and
.the subject of periodic military conflict. The ability of various
ers to impose their rule by force within their territories or to
nd their territory was extremely common in medieval Europe,
80 also were territorial consolidation and expansion by inter-
arriage, as the well-known Latin couplet makes claim in the case
(ustria:

[la gerant alii, tu, felix Austria, nube
am quae Mars aliis, dat tibi regna Venus

.et others war, thou, happy Austria, wed;
1at some owe Mars, from Venus take instead.

ver, the development of European states and subsequently of
ddivided into states is dominated by the twin developments
He' modern capitalist state and the nation-state.

HE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MODERN STATE

__'are'three key strands in the development of the modern
the development of capitalism, the coming of the industrial
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revolution, and the development of the nation-state. Together’ they

are responsible for the world of states which characterises modern
society. Whether the modern state is the inevitable product of inex- :
orable forces in society, as Marxist theory asserts, is a matter of opin-. :

ion, but there can be little doubt that the modern state is thﬂl@@)

of the twin forces of economics and nationalism.
e e e T e T b et e ™

The development of the capitalist state

2 Fermand Braudel, in his monumental and comprehensive study ;
Vi %@m&gﬂ%ﬁm (1981/1985 [1979]), argues that the 2 Capi- -
talist economy was preceded by the development of two other econo-
mies, the @grk,ﬂmggggg_my and the monetary economy. A market |
economy is one based on the widespread and regular exchange, cir-
culation and distribution of goods and a monetary economy is eco--
nomic activity based on convertible wealth rather than exchange or
barter. The development of a monetary economy facilitated the :
accumulation of wealth from profit, in short the creation of capital
However, Braudel does not argue that the development of marke
and ‘monetary economies led inevitably to the development o
capitalism wherever they developed. In fact, he points out tha
Juarket and monetary economies. developed in various parts of th
world, but _rirat capitalism developed ultimately only in Europe
not howaver, in states but in towns and cities, described by Braude
as ‘outposts of mocl_;:ml:y (1979, vol. I, p. 512). Capitalism could
have developed in other world civilisations, but did not; thes
included the Chinese, Islamic and Indian c1v1.hsatlons which were
developed significantly earlier than European civilisation and Wh.lCh
were highly sophisticated.

3 ) In his study Powers and Liberties (1985) John Hall concluded that
each of these civilisations developed what he called “blocking power!
(1985, pp. 22-3), in which different types of power - political, eco:
nomic and ideological — conflict with each other and militate against
or block societal change. China had developed a number of impo
tant innovations, especially in agriculture, but never develop
market autonomy and therefore 2 substantial degree of social and
political dynamism. No serious external challenges had confront
China before significant European penetration occurred in t
nineteenth century. Its political system was feeble snd lack:
impetus. Hall described China as a ‘capstone state’ (1985, p. 51)
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which, in Braudel’s words, ‘the bureaucracy lay across the top of
Chinese society as a single, virtually unbreakable stratum; any
damage was spontaneously repaired’ (1979, voi. II, p. 595).

- Islamic and_Indian societies presented z similar picture. Islam
prm“rith the powerful unifying force of religion and

“universal law, but with the important exception of the Ottoman
" Empire, only weak states developed. Even the Ottoman Empire was

only a partial exception, since its economic growth was based on ter-
ritorial expansion and when that expansion ceased so did economic
growth. Moreover, cities in Islamic societies did not develop the eco-
nomic autenomy characteristic of many of those in Europe and there
was a lack of continuity amongst the upper strata in society, which
‘lso hindered economic development, Hinduism in India created

“:rigid social stratification. In contrast to Islam, however, the Hindu
“religion organised social but not political life, which lacked organisa-
tion and direction, and was further undermined by the failure to

evelop a ruling dynasty.

“By comparison, in Western Europe autonomous political units
ich competed with each other developed, notably but not exclu-
ely in towns and cities. The political strength of these units rested
their development of market autonomy and, crucially, they were
er. fully under the control of the state.

rowth of of capitalism: first, the s survzval o_f _qln_ggtles and families i@ 10
W, urnu]anon of Wealth through inheritance and martiage;
or;cb stratlﬁed socreiw‘ﬂzfifent social mobility to allow for
generation-of the existing T_strata and the encouragement
he:lower strata in society; @ the development of world
le'to raise profit levels. However, as Braudel points out {1979,
I; p. 533), ‘until the nineteenth century the rest of the world
eighed Europe both in population and, while the econemic
regime lasted, in wealth . . . itis virtually beyond question that
pe—waa_l,ess_ngll_},llat_ world it was exploiting.” What t made
~rence was_that capital accumulation was the key to_,
i g&gt the industrial revolution.

The industrial revolution

] epended on the coming together of a
f requisites in addition te capital — resources, manpower,
in adaition f¢ capi EIAIILE i e
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food, entrepreneurs, markets, and ideological support. Capital alone
was not enough, but it was 1 the key factor. It was needed in particular
to exploit the resources — the raw materials and energy — without
which industrial development could not take place And 1t was

R e

develop and maintain an infrastructure of transport and com- &

munications, and of educational and, more gradually, welfare sys-
tems.-Entrepreneurs.also played a vital role: the ability to recognise
the possibilities of industrial development, to organise the resources
and manpower, and, perhaps above all, to risk the necessary capital,
was crucial. Similarly, the prevailing ideology and the political struc-
tures needed to be supportive by being open to innovation and
change, at best encouraging, at worst not obstructive. Last and by

no means least, markets needed to be developed and expanded, both i

at. home and overseas.
All these requisites were present in Europe, most markedly and

effectively in-Britain. The shift from a subsistence and barter econ-

omy. to a cash: economy, opening up the way to a market economy
occurred: more extensively in Europe than elsewhere, especially in
the wealthy cities of Traly, such as Venice and Florence, in the towns
of the Hanseatic League, and various cities and ports in England.

Capitalist economies could have and did develop in various parts of

Europe, but England (later Britain) advanced more rapidly towards
such an economy because it held a number of advantages.
‘The breakdown of feudalism, particularly as a form of land tenure,

occurred earlier, bringing in its train enclosure — the break-up of the.

old open-field system and the consolidation of much larger agricul-
tural units, new methods of cultivation and crop rotation, and the
use of fertilisers; in short, what became known as the agricultural

revolution. Increased crop yields facilitated population growth, bur.
new agricultural methods were less labour intensive, creating a sur-
plus population to provide manpower for labour-intensive industry.’
England and Scotland were well endowed with appropriate natural'{
resources, such as iron ore, wool, and clay, whilst cotton was rezu:hly=
available from overseas. Coal and water provided the energy and:

were also in abundant and easily exploited supply. The develop—
ment of a market economy in the towns and of England as a majo

trading nation provided both capital and markets, domestle and:

overseas,
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. The break-up of feudal society in England did not isolate the
aristocracy, as in a number of other European countries, especially
France, but led to its partial integration with the rest of society
under the impact of primogeniture, its depletion through civil war
during the Wars of the Roses, and a willingness on the part of mon-
archs to regenerate its ranks from lower strata in society. The result
‘was a marked degree of social mobility, downwards as well as
4 upwards. Merchants and traders were not exclusively drawn from
% the lower ranks of society and an innovative and enterprising middle
class or bourgeoisie emerged, providing the entreprenenrial imper-
tus necessary for the industrial revolution. The early stages of that
revolution were accompanied by the building of canals, roads and
railways, the telegraph, and, in due course, the development of edu-
“cation - the underpinning infrastructure of economic development.
_ #"England also possessed the considerable advantage of early unifica-
. tion and the establishment of effective political structures, while
~many of its rivals struggled to achieve this or were more seriously
.,_-.darnagecl by conflicts in Europe and elsewhere. England was not
- infrequently embroiled in Europe but, earlier than its rivals, shed its
; emtonal commitments on the European mainland, confining itself
overseas conﬂmts, which were often ultimately profitable, and
military activity in Europe itself.
‘In England the conflict between church and state was basicaily
esolved in favour of the latter by the Reformation and, aithough
eligious conflict continued for more than a century, the state was
er subordinated to religion and the established church was the
hurch of the state. Though the English state in turn struggled for
vival against the absolutist ambitions of Charles I and James II,
urvived to provide a political framework within which indivi-
sm and enterprise could flourish, thus giving ideological under-
ming to industrialisation.
and was undoubtedly well placed to nurture the.industrial
oluuon, both materially and ideologically, not least as a naval and
ﬂmower hased on a unified state, and well served by the acci-
ts of history and, perhaps even more, of geography. However,
was true for England was only to a lesser extent true for many
parts of Eurcpe and for the newly established United States,
ich-at various intervals and. varying pace followed suit. Those
~which did not, most obviously the earliest beneficiaries
uropean coionialism — Spain and Portugal — languished
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economically, while the development of others, such as Italy and
Germany, was delayed. For England, the industrial revolutipn on was
a relatively prolonged red process, beginning with the age of dlscovery
in the fifteenth century and the Reformation; for other Eu European
states it was somewhat sfiorter, buf neveriheless spread over a
number of generations. Furthermore, not all the changes occurred
simultaneously and, without necessarily suggesting a causal chain of

events, there was time for societal adjustment and adaptation. Even _

so, much of that adjustment and adaptation was socially painful and -
achieved at considerable human cost.

What was possible in Europe over several hundred years could not .
automatically be transferred to other societies at other times, for the
simple reason that the industrial revolution in Europe and the
United States transformed the world politically and, above all, eco-
nomically. Europe, and more particularly the major European
powers, came to dominate much of the world, initially through col-
onialism, while the western hemisphere came largely to be domin-
ated by the United States. It remains a matter of argument whether,
if left to themselves, the societies of what is commonly now called :
the Third World would have developed on capitalist lines; what is
undisputed is that they have not done so. Marx paid orily limite
attention to the Third World, but later Marxists developed theories .
of imperialism and dependency to explain the relationship between
it and capitalist societies. These theories will be discussed at greate
length in Chapter 12. For the moment it is sufficient to argue tha
it is 2 considerable assumption that the European model of indus
trialisation is available, let alone applicable, to other societies
whether I'uatorlcally or contemporaneously. The development o
capitalism in Europe eventually transformed the world, burt it also
led to the development of other models of industrialisation. These
oo will be discussed in Chapter 12. But European capitalism was
accompanied by another force, natiohalism, which led to the

-emergence of the nation-state.

The rise of the natlon state

If one of Eu:ope s major lepa m@g_&g@m iits othei
is the nation-state, ij&m as

‘is not, of course, pecuhar to Europe, but lustoncally its onglns
in Europe. Certainly, in the later medieval pericd England and
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France could be described as nations in the sense that the over-

helmmg majority of their populations s belonged to common ethnic,
lmgg_lst_lc ngtistic and cultural groups. How far it is accurate to translate this
“commoenality into 2 sense se of community or national identity is a dif-
ferent matter, but appeals to patrictism were not unknown. Even so,

m states in post-medieval Europe were not nations, even

- in the sense of commonality, let alone in the sense of sharing a

“national identity. The great conglomerate empires of the Spamsh
and Austrian Habsburgs, Russia and Turkey occupied vast terri-

" -tories, while Germany and Italy consisted of a multiplicity of states.

The four Scandinavian states of Denmark, Norway, Sweden and

“+Finland have for most of their history been united with one or other
‘of their neighbours and, after securing independence from Spain,

odern Belgium and Holland were united until the earlier part of

e mneteemh century. _
s a social and political force nationalism became increasingly

rmed into nationalisim when revolutionary France sought to export
s radical ideas, but it was the hundred years from 1815 to 1919 that
a5 to be the century of European nationalism. In that period the
of Eumpe was redrawn.by the break-up of the old empires, cul-
minating in the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia in October 1917, the
at of Germany and Austna-Hungary in the First World War in
, and the Treaty of Versailles in 1919. Long before Versailles,
er, various parts of the Turkish Empire in Europe had suc-

fania, Serbia; Montenegro, and Bulgaria somewhat later, while
im separated from Holland in 1830 and soon after the turn of
ntury, in 19053, Norway separated from Sweden.

eanwhile, abortive nationalistic revolutions had occurred in
d@Mﬂl_rgggllqm_Enmpe%—I&&;mthegean of revolu-
Che serting up_of the Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary in
was an open acknowledgement of Austrian and Hungarian
onalism, particularly the latter, but was accompanied by a con-
1g. refusal of Austria and Hungary to recognise the aspirations
»many other nationalities under their control. However, the
ignificant examples of European nationalism in the nineteenth
-wese-the-unifications of Italy and Germany, powerhilly
gsting the idea that the most appropriate basis for the state is
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the nation as defined ethnically, linguistically, culturally, and histor-
ically. This idea achieved its apotheosis in the Treaty of Versailles,
with its enormous emphasis on the principle of national
self-determination.

It was as a consequence of the chaos in Europe following the end
of the First World War and the Versailles settlement that many of
the states now a familiar part of Europe were created or, in cases like
Poland and Finland, recreated. Drawing boundaries was a night-
mare, since some ethnic minorities were invariably Ieft the ‘wrong’
side of any border and the compromise states of Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia were set up. A Yugoslav historian, Matja Duric, has
described Yugoslavia as ‘an ungovernable stew of two alphabets,
three religions, four languages, five nationalities, and six constituent
republics’. There is ample evidence that a strong sense of national
identity played an important, even crucial part in the establishment
of many of the states of modern Europe, in that resentment against
alien rule was very strong and the political rhetoric used by those
who led movemients for self-determination and independence in vari-
ous parts of Europe was frequently couched in nationalistic terms;
but the extent to which nationalism was the ideology of the clite, on

the one hand, and a grass-roots ideology, on the otheér, is less clear. -

As ir’is;, nationalism ¢an be seen as a unifying force in the face of a
state’s neighbours, providing an external identity without necessar-
ily providing a majority of the population with an identity within the
state.

Nat;igpalism-was;amfereeywhieh%rx'ﬁﬁdaﬁlng owledged
but largely underestimated. Engels, however, did argue that in ¢ases
like Poland freedom from alien rule must precede a proletarian revo-
lution. Other Marxists acknowledged the claims of different nation-
alities to cultural self-determination or expression and, in a pamphlet
published in 1913, Stalin defined a nation in recognisably nineteenth-
century terms, in that while denying that nationality was a racial
phenomenon, he argued that a nation was characterised by ‘a stable;
continuing comtnunity, a common language, distinct territory, eco-

nomic cohesion, and a collective character’ (Bottomore et al. 1983, .

p- 344}. Ultimately, Marx and his successors expected that working-
class consciousness would be a more powerful force than national:
ism, so that on the outbreak of the First World War many socialists;’
Marxists and non-Marxists alike, expected the working classes o
the belligerent states to reject bourgeois patriotisi in favour of
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proletarian solidarity; but for the most part socialist leaders were as

solid in their support of the war as non-soctalists. In this respect arti-

tudes towards the First World War could be seen as strong evidence
of widespread nationalism in Europe.

The essentially European concept of the nation-state thus became

the model for the modern, state and where a national identity did ot

" existit hecame.necessary tq create one. This was done nowhere more

2 guccessfully than in the United States, which became what §eymour
% Martin Lipset. (1964) called ‘the_first_new nation’. Although the
populations of the colonies which formed the first thirteen members
of the United States of America were of largely common eﬂlmh_;cg_gyipck
and had English as a common langnage, they were by no means
vinited in other respects, not least in terms_of religion. Historians
& - have suggested that during the American War of Independence one-
. thitd of the colonists supported the break with Britain, one-third
;-_:ﬂé'pposed it and the remaining third waited to see what happened.
uch bitterness resulted, not a little persecution of those who had
chosen the ‘wrong’ side ensued, and a substantial number of
lonists resettled in Canada, which remained under British rule.
he task of creating and sustaining a new identity was helped by the
ct that independence had been won by force of arms and that the
orious colonists had brought about a ‘revolution’, but there fol-
lowed nearly a decade of a looser, confederal association before the
ent federal system was adopted in 1789. Continued recognition
e states as separate entities was an importarit part of the Ameri-
identity, and that identity was firmly established before the great
es of European immigration occurred in the nineteenth and early
atieth centuries.
hie immigrants were therefore confronted with an established
nal identity and, ccoming as many of them did from cir-
stances of economic deprivation and, not infrequently, persecu-
they tended to be receptive to adopting a new.national identity
ericans. Culturally, and to a degree linguistically, the immi-
ts were allowed to retain their previous identities, but the
ed States was aptly described as a melting pot in which the new-
rs-were expected to become first and foremost Americans.
¢ pattern set by the United States was, in essence, that which
ew nations’ of the post-colonial era sought to follow. The
st between the ‘old_nationalism’ of Europe and the ‘new
malism’ of what is now known as the Third World was aptly
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summarised when ‘old nationalism’ was defined as ‘nations secking
boundaries’ and ‘new nationalism’ as ‘boundaries seeking nations’.
The boundaries of many newly independent states after 1945 were ;
arbitrary, reflecting the ability of the colenial powers to impose their
will on indigenous peoples and on each other, since the fate of partic-
ular peoples and territories often depended on events far from their
location. Consequently, many of the new states lacked a common
culture, language and history and were divided rather than united by i
ethnicity. They therefore embarked on what has been called the
nation-building process, seeking to establish 2 sense of national iden-
tity where it was previously weak or non-existent (see Deutsch and
Foltz 1963; Bendix 1964; and Eisenstadt and Rokkan 1973).
Wherever possible a.common language was adopted, a common

‘history’ and ‘culture’ developed, and a unifying ideology embraced,
A common language often meant that of the ‘colonial oppressor’, but - %
in some cases alternatives were available, such as Arabic in North
Alfrica and the Middle East, while in the case of Indonesia the :
nationalist leadership deliberately rejected Dutch and adopted
Indonesian Bihasa, a Malay-based language. Many new states looked.
for roots in their pre-colonial past, claiming links with ancient cul-
tures and civilisations untainted by the colonial experience. This was
‘sometimes reflected in the choice of names for new states — Zim-
babwe for Rhodesia.and Ghana for the Gold Coast, for example.
Others later adopted new, indigenous names — Zaire for the Congo,
Burkina Faso for Upper Volta, Mynamar for Burma. Many also -
sought unity through ideology, such as Marxism or socialism, not
infrequently seeking to give it an indigenous or domestic flavour -
African socialism in Tanzania, Arab socialism in Nasser’s Egypt, fo
instance, or emphasising village democracy in India — the Hindu
panchyat, or ‘gnided democracy’ in Indonesia — drawing on the con
cepts of musyawarah (deliberation) and mufakat (consensus), The
most powerful ideology, however, was usually nationalism itself: the
claim to be a nation and to identify the interests of the state with
those of the nation.

Language, culture, history, and ideology were, and in many cases
remain, the symbols of national identity, along with a national flag
and national anthem. A key role in the nation-building process is
invariably played by political leaders who claim 1o represent the
‘nation’ and who, in many instances, led the ‘nation’ in its struggle
for independence from colonial rule. In some cases that siruggle
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involved prolonged and bitier conflict in which the ‘colop_.ial power
was defeated, or at least pressured into conceding mde.pem‘i-
ence. Thus the French were decisively defeated in Indo-China in
1954, the position of the Belgians in the Congo by 1960 a.n_d t_hc
Portuguese in Angola and Mozambique by 1974 rendered militarily

-untenable, while armed opposition and violence played a significant

yole in Pritish decisions to grant independence to, for _example, the
Gold Coast ( Ghana) in 1957, Cyprus in 1960, and to withdraw from

:Aden in 1965. In the event, often the reality was less important than

‘the ability of national leaders to develop and sustain a widespread

~belief that victory over the colonial power hacl. been achjes,‘fed:
s independence won — not granted, and the new nation "s ‘revolution
“iproclaimed. The myth and reality of achieving independence
" became powerful symbols in the ‘new nationalism’.

#Nation-building also involves other means: the socialisation of the
opulation through education and the media; the need to defend the
yation against exiernal threat, real or imagined; ttie use of war as a
fying force; membership of regional organisauops, such as the
ab League or the Organisation of African Unity (OAU),_ or
éneric associations, such as non-aligned states, and the Organisa-
n of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC); but above a%l in
icies of economic development. Few new states adopted policies
economic isolation in order to preserve traditional ways of’ life;
st embarked on programmes of industrialisation and agricultul;'al
dernisation, claiming that independence would bring. material
iefits denied by colonial rule. Success in these areas, particul‘arly
nomic development, has varied considerably, and some theorists,
ably neo-Marxist and dependency theorists, have argued that the
ird World has been incorporated into a world capitalist system.
ése views will be explored further in Chapter 12. What it is
yortant to acknowledge is that not only has the Third World been
rably drawn into the world of states, but also the model of
on-state has been universally adopted or imposed.

THE MARXIST CONCEPT OF THE STATE

noted earlier that the Marxist concept of the state is distinctive
t the state is defined as the product of the historicgl struggle
ween classes and as an institutionai superstructure resting on the

39




Politics and Seciety

economic base. It can therefore only operate in the interests of the
dominant class. Once the class struggle has been resolved, following
the proletarian revolution and the emergence of a classless society,
the state will wither away. Neo-Marxists such us Gramsci (1971
[1929-35]) and Althusser (1972 and 1977 [1965]) explained the per-
sistence of the state in capitalist societies through its ability to elicit
consent from members of society, as well as the incipient threat of
force. Gramsci argued that the bourgeoisie helps to maintain its
dominance by making concessions to the working class, by accepting
compromises which do not fundamentally undermine its position
and therefore that of the state. Althusser stresses the importance of
ideology and the ability of the bourgeois state to secure the accep-
tance of its values through what he terms ‘ideological state appara-
tuses’, such as the education system, the church, and trade unions,
as distinct from repressive state apparatuses, such as the armed
forces and the police,

Miliband (1969) draws a distinction between the government and
the state, arguing that the government is the most visible, but not
necessarily the most important, part of the state. The state also
inchades the bureaucracy, the police, the judiciary, regional and local
authorities, various economic institutions (such as banks and public-
corporations), and national, local and regional representative institu-
tions . — a view. with which many non-Marxists would concur. But
Miliband goes on to suggest that the state has a significant degree of
autonomy which helps it operate in the interests of the dominant.
class because it appears neutral and then, following Gramsci, argues
that it is able 1o make concessions to subordinate classes which help -
preserve the position of the dominant class. However, ultimately the -
persistence of the state rests not on its repressive capacities, nor on.
its institutional pervasiveness, but on the fact that the dominant class :
is drawn from those with similar socio-economic characteristics and -
therefore similar economic and social values. Poulantzas (1969 and
1973), on the other hand, regards the socio-economic characteristic
of the dominant class as irrelevant and, while agreeing with Miliband
that the state develops a degree of autonomy, argues that this is s0
because the structures of the system reflect the extent to which the
institutions of the state are embedded in society, ‘

Once in power, however, the state presents a problem to Marxists;
Lenin was quite clear in stating that the state would wither away
immediately after the proletarian revolution and be replaced by the

v 1L
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dictatorship of the proletariat. In practice, after the October. Revolu-
ticn the dictatorship of the proletariat, if it ever existed, rapidly gave
way to the dictatorship of the Party. Once the civil war h.ad been won
the Soviet Union certainly possessed all the characteristics of a state
defined in non-Marxist terms — a clearly defined terr.itory, a monop-
“oly of the legitimate use of force, and an admi‘nistratlve apparatus to
~ijinplement the policies of the state. Indeed, in '1921 Lenin hilms.?lf
“described the Soviet Union as ‘a worker state with bureaucratic dis-
16rtions’ (McLellan 1979, p. 101). This was taken much further by
- Stalin, who argued that the USSR was ‘a state of a new type’ ( Botto-
ore et al. 1983, p. 468) representing the whole people, a_nd
[though a later Soviet leader, Khrushchev, predicted the withering
way of the state, it patently did not occur.
What has happened is that the communist siates of Eastern
frope and the Soviet Union have not withered away but collapsed.
conemic pressures in the USSR initiated a process in which the role
the state changed, but did not disappear in the Marxist sense. In
‘Soviet Union Mikhail Gorbachev’s policy of perestroika resulied
“in the Communist Party losing its ‘leading role’ in society and
refore in the operation of the state, and then in its collapse follow-
unsuccessful coup. The outcome was not a “withering away’
the state, but the creation of a multiplicity of new states.
arxist critics of the Soviet Union have described Soviet-style
& as ‘deformed workers’ states’ and those like the Yugoslav dis-
t, Milovan Djilas, have asserted that communist states became
ated by a ‘new class’ of party apparatchiks and bureaucrats,
ave themselves privileged status and better material conditions
those they ostensibly served. None the less, the concept of the
leaves Marxists with a problem, not of explaining its role and
iire prior 10 a proletarian revolution, but after. It is not sufficient
plain away the state by terms like ‘dictatorship of the prole-
’, ‘dictatorship of the Party’, ‘state of the whole people’, or ‘the
istration of things’; complex modern societies require
strative structures and, whether or not these constitute a
“remains open to question whether they, any more than the
‘can be neutral. .
, perhaps, the argument that the state is not neutral that is the
portant contribution of Marxism to the debate on the role
ture of the state. Social and political institutions do not oper-
‘a vacuury; they themselves reflect particular values, but they
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.c;in;a!so be put to different purposes by different groups who from -

time to time control them. .

CONCLUSION

The state provides the basic linkage between politics and society in
virtually all polities in the modern world, The development of the
state in Europe provided the role model for the development of the
state throughout the world, not always, of course, in the capitalist
form, or in the pure form of the nation-state, but the concept of a
higher autherity than those currently exercising power and of the
exercise of that power within an established institutiona] framework
is almost universal, The fact that much controversy still surrounds
the state and its role, not merely between Marxists and non-Marxists
but more widely, is powerful evidence of its importance,

However, the role of the state is more than that of providing an
institutional framework; its role is much more extensive and perva-
sive in some societies than others. It is therefore important to
consider variations in and theories about power and its distribution
within particular societies, since it is invariably through the state
that power is ultimately exercised, and this is the subject of Chapters
3 and 4. Neither the state itself, nor the political and social institu-
tions that constitute a given state, are immutable, and how societies
change is dealt with in Part V.
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Chapter 3

POWER, AUTHORITY AND
LEGITIMACY

DEFINING AND ANALYSING POWER

:Q'Much kas been written about power as a concept, but ther? is no
‘generally agreed definition and it remains a sub;ect of _mu_ch dlsput?.
Media usage of the term is common: phrases llkf: ‘IW{n.r”ung. power’,
selzmg power”, and ‘power struggle” abound. Histotians f.r.?quently
éfer to the ‘great powers’ and the ‘balance of power’; political ana-
ts and others describe the United States (and former'ly the Sowf:-t
Union) as “superpowers’. All the usages fit a simple dictionary deﬁ.m—
ion of power as ‘an ability to do or act’ in t}me sense that possession
{'power enables individuals or groups of individuals to carry ou‘:
their will. “Winning power’, ‘seizing power’, and ‘power’ struggle
-le'arly relate to acquiring the ability to act; ‘great powers’ or states
ensibly have a greater ability to act than lesser powers or states;
balance of power’ implies that the ability of one state or group of
fates is matched by that of another state or group of states; and
sumably the ‘superpowers’ have a much superior abﬂny_ to act
mpared with other powers or states. Yet z.nerely to examine the
dia usage in relation to what seems a concise definition of power
illustrates the difficuity of conceptualising it.35) i et
Power’, argued Bertrand Russel} (1938, p. 35), ‘EL he production
£ atended f;ecmﬁ'fﬁcontcm of ‘balance of power’, ‘great
wersaid “siperpowers’ Russell’s definition is easily ill}lstratf:d
d understood. Not only has much modern history been viewed as

¢.of alliances between different states, often involving the notion

43




5.7vden

Globalizace, politika a post-narodni stat

Zakladni povinnd Cetba:.

Bauman, 7Z.1999 (Kap.Co dal po narodnim
staté? s.69-92)

Giddens,A.1998 ( Kap.IlL,s.55-73)




