3 A theory of the modern state

Chapter 1 distinguishes clearly between military and political power.
Yet modern states seem to merge the two, since they formally mono-
polize the means of military violence. This did not end the autonomy
of military power organization, as Chapters 12 and 21 make clear, but
it redirected it through organizations that were formally the st%;te’s.
Hence this chapter treats military power within a broader discussion of
political power.

I review five current theories of the state, plus the political concepts
of Max Weber. I then proceed in three stages to my own theory. I
begin with an “institutional” definition of the state and seek to specify
the many institutional particularities of modern states. Then I seek to
simplify this complexity by moving to a “functional” analysis, offering
a polymorphous view of state functions. I assert that modern states
“crystallized” (over the area covered in this volume) in several prin-
cipal forms. Responding to the other three sources of social power,
they crystallized as capitalist, as moral-ideological, and as militarist.
Rqsponding to their own political struggles, they crystallized at variable
pomts on two continua, one “representative,” running in this period
from autocratic monarchy to party democracy; the other “national,”
from centralized nation-state to a loosely confederal regime. Most
diffusely, they also crystallized as patriarchal, regulating gender and
family relations. Finally, I discuss whether we can detect relations
of hierarchy among these, so that one or more crystallizations may
ultimately determine the overall character of the state.

Five theories of the state

It has become common to distinguish three theories of the state: class
pluralist, and elitist (sometimes called statism or managerialism) (Alford’
and Eriedland, 1985). Because elitism is similar to realist international
'relatlons theory, I discuss the two together. But I divide elite theories
Into two, each with a distinct view of state autonomy. I call these two
f‘true elitism” and “‘institutional statism.” T also add a fifth theory,
implied by many empirical studies, which I label cock-up or foul-up
theory. I borrow from all five, especially from institutional statism.
Most class theories have been Marxist. Marx tended to reduce states
to economic power relations. States are functional for modes of
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economic production and for classes. Modern states have been deter-
mined by two phases of politicized class struggle, between feudal
lords and capitalist bourgeoisie and then between bourgeoisie and
proletariat. Applied to modern Western states, class theory has one
tremendous virtue: It recognizes that they are in some fundamental
sense capitalist. All five of my principal states during the long nine-
teenth century were already or rapidly becoming capitalist. But the
vice of class theory is to regard this as their only fundamental property.
True, Marx sometimes wrote as if other powers might be lodged in
the state. I discuss the rather limited autonomies he allowed to the
“Bonapartist state”” in Chapter 9. Marxists see modern states as having
only relative autonomy: Ultimately states service capital accumulation
and class regulation. Marxists add ‘historical contingencies” and
“conjunctures,” but these are rarely theorized — they are added on
empirically (as in Wolfe’s 1977 history of modern states). Although
class-plus-contingency indicates more empirical sensitivity than class
alone, it does not transform the theory.

Most Marxists deny allegation of economic reductionism, but when
they define the state they give the game away. Poulantzas (1978:
18-22), Jessop (1982), and Offe and Ronge (1982: 1-2) claim that
states can be defined only in relation to specific modes of production —
the “capitalist state”” and the “feudal state™ are possible concepts, they
all say, but not the “‘state” in general. Those who do define the “‘state”
do so only in terms of class relations: “The ‘state’ is a concept for the
concentrated and organized means of legitimate class domination,”
says Zeitlin (1980: 15). In recent years some Marxists have become
more hesitant. Jessop (1990) now emphasizes ‘“‘contingency” in politics,
arguing that the Marxian notion of state “relative autonomy” still
offers too rigid an economic determinism. The capitalist class essentially
pursues the “value form” but may have alternative accumulation pro-
jects (as I also emphasize in this volume). Dominant classes have
“hegemonic projects” for which they may organize cross-class alliances,
even sometimes for noneconomic purposes such as enhancing military
power or morality. But he still only theorizes, and then qualifies,
classes. Despite relative autonomy, conjunctures, or contingencies,
Marxists have offered theoretically reductionist views of the state. This
volume attempts to do better.

Most Marxists have become pessimistic about the chances for a
proletarian revolution and advance ‘“‘instrumental” or “structural”
views of the capitalist state. Either modern state personnel are the
direct instrument of the capitalist class (Miliband 1969), or they
function structurally to reproduce capitalist relations of production
(Poulantzas 1973). It is extraordinary that sociologists ever regarded
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the “Miliband-Poulantzas debate” as being a significant controversy in
state theory, as their debate was over such a narrow area when viewed
from the perspectives of all other theories. Either way the state helps
accumulate capital and regulate class struggle, sometimes even repress-
ing capitalists whose sectional interests frustrate the interests of capital
in general (there are many disputations on such points; for reviews, see
Jessop 1977, 1982). These functions “required” a vast expansion of
what Althusser (1971: 123-73) termed ‘“repressive and ideological
state apparatuses” — police, welfare agencies, education, mass media,
and the like. The state is not an actor, but a place where classes
and class “fractions” or “segments” (Zeitlin 1980, 1984) organize.
Actually, states are both place and actor.

Class theorists who retain more optimism emphasize that capitalism
still contains contradictions and class struggle, which is politicized and
displaced onto the state as the “fiscal crisis of the state” (O’Connor
1973), “legitimation crisis” (Habermas 1976), or “crisis management”
(Offe 1972, 1974; Offe and Ronge 1982). Offe distinctively accepts that
the state has also become an actor, leading to a contradiction between
its own institutional interests in compromising class struggle through
developing welfare programs and the dynamic of capitalist accumula-
tion, which continually seeks to subvert this and reduce state expendi-
ture. Class theory has also generated an empiricist radical school,
associated especially with C. Wright Mills (1956) and Domhoff (1978,
1990), who see states as less unified, composed of diverse institutions
and branches colonized by power elites and class fractions. Apart
from these radicals, most class theorists treat the state as passive and
unitary: It is largely the central politicized place of capitalist society.
State-society relations form a single system: The state, at the center of
a “social formation” defined by its modes of economic production,
reproduces their cohesion and their systemic contradictions. The
modern Western state, thus, has, in the last instance, been defined by
a single crystallization, as capitalist.

Unlike class theory, which seeks to explain all states, pluralist
theory claims to explain only modern democratic ones. Pluralism is
liberal democracy’s (especially American democracy’s) view of itself.
Modernization shifted political power “from kings to people” (as
Bendix’s 1978 title suggests). Dahl noted that this consisted of two
processes: (1) the emergence of institutionalized “contestation” be-
tween parties and pressure groups representing a plurality of interest
groups in society and (2) the widening scope of “participation” by the
people in this contestation. Combined, contestation and participation
generate genuine democracy (which Dahl calls “polyarchy”). Since, as
Dahl observes, contestation appeared early in the West, while par-
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ticipation remained very limited, its history is more critical 1,1,1 my
present period. I term Dahl’s contestation ‘“party dgmocracy. For
pluralists, a broadening party democracy is the ultimately defining
crystallization of most modern Western states. '

Through party democracy, states ultimately represent the_ interests
of individual citizens. Classes may be seen as the most important
interest groups behind parties (as for Lipset 1959) or as merely one
among many types of countervailing interest groups whose composi-
tion varies among states (others being economic sectors, religious,
linguistic, and ethnic communities, regions, gender, age cohorts, etc.).
Few pluralists claim that all interest groups have .equal powers or that
party democracy confers perfect political equality on all. But most
assert that Western liberal democracy generates enough competition
and participation to produce government by compe?ing and responsive
elites, not government by a single elite or dominant class. Power
inequalities are not cumulative but dispersed, says Dahl (1956: 333;
1961: 85-6; 1977).

Pluralism correctly recognizes the importance of party den_locracy
in Western history (though perhaps it exaggerates how ult}mately
“democratic” modern states are). It also recognizes that there is more
to society than classes. But it makes two mistgke_:s. First, though it
suggests a more complex state, like class theory it is ultimately reduc-
tionist and functionalist. It credits the state with no autonomous
power — the state is still a place, not an actor; party and pressure group
politics radiate inward to control the state. Second, it sees clagse_s,
sectors, religions, regions, and so forth, as analogous and systemic in
their competition with one another. Again, like class theory, the state
is unitary and systemic. Relations between government and_ plural
interest groups form a democratic functional system..Plural interest
groups have powers in proportion to the muscle of thelr_ constituency.
These sum up to a single totality, “society.” Democratic government
reflects “society” and its “needs” as a whole. . .

For Easton (1965: 56), “the political system” is. thc? “most 1n<_:lu51ve
system of behavior in a society for the authoritative allocatlop 0,1,c
values.” Coherence is attributed to the “political system,” the “polity,
the “political community,” or the “government.” Pluralists §schew the
word “state,” probably because it conveys a more Germanic sense of
“power.” Nothing whatever flows from choosing one of these words
rather than any other; I use the shortest one, state. Whateve'r wo'rd
pluralists use they agree with the substance of Poulantzas’s functionalist
statement: The state is the “factor of cohesion” in society. Only the
pluralist view of society differs from his. As we shall see, neither state
nor society is usually that cohesive.
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By contrast, writers in the third school, “elitists” or “statists,” focus
on autonomous powers possessed by the state. Yet they contain two
quite different views of autonomy that need distinguishing. There
would be no point in my distinguishing political power as the fourth
source of social power unless one or both of these possessed consider-
able truth. Although both contain some truth, one contains much.

Elite theory first flourished at the beginning of the twentieth century.
Oppenheimer (1975) emphasized the increasing powers through his-
tory of the “political class.” Mosca (1939) located political power
in centralized organization. A centralized, organized, and cohesive
minority will always defeat and control the disorganized masses, he
correctly argued. Yet Mosca and Pareto emphasized that the power of
political elites originated elsewhere, in civil society, and is eventually
vulnerable to new counterelites arising therefrom. Control over other
resources (economic, ideological, or military) enabled rising elites to
overthrow the fading political elite and organize their own power in
state institutions. Thus classical elitists saw political power as a dynamic
relation between the state and civil society — and this is indeed correct.

Yet, about 1980, sociological attention concentrated on centralized
state powers. Theda Skocpol (1979: 27, 29-30; cf. 1985) defined the
state as “a set of administrative, policing, and military organizations
headed and more or less well co-ordinated by an executive authority . . .
an autonomous structure — a structure with a logic and interests of its
own.” She wished to correct “‘society-centered” pluralist and Marxist
theories with a “state-centered” approach. Although neither Skocpol
nor her critics seem to have realized it, these remarks actually contain
two quite different versions of state autonomy, which I term “true
elitism” and “institutional statism.”

True elitists emphasize the distributive power of state elites over
society. Thus states are seen as actors. Krasner (1984: 224) states this
flatly: ““The state can be treated as an actor in its own right.” Levi
(1988: 2-9) also insists that “rulers rule.” She sees states as rational
actors, maximizing their own private interests, becoming “predators”
despoiling civil society — a very American viewpoint. Kiser and Hechter
(1991) have advanced a “rational choice” model of states that assumes
states are single, unitary, rational actors. Poggi (1990: 97-9, 120-7),
while recognizing that states are also “‘serviceable” (i.e., serving plural
interests) and “partisan” (benefiting classes), argues that states are
ultimately “invasive,” preoccupied with “their own” interests. True
elitists invert class and pluralist theory: Distributive power now pri-
marily radiates outward from, not inward to, the state.

True elite theorists have one tremendous virtue. They emphasize
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A theory of the modern state 49

one aspect of states on which almost all class and pluralist writers have
been inexcusably silent: that states inhabit a world of states and that
states “act” geopolitically (Shaw 1984, 1988 is an honorable exception
to Marxian silence, as are the radicals Mills and Domhoff). The few
class theorists who discuss international relations tend to reduce them
to modes of production and classes extended into the globe — the most
recent such analysis being world systems theory. By contrast, theorists
influenced by true elitism have emphasized geopolitics, war, and war
finances (Giddens 1985; Levi 1988; Tilly 1990).

Elitists are reinforced by “realist” international relations theorists.
Though little interested in the internal structure of states, realists
see states as unitary power actors enjoying ‘“‘sovereignty”” over their
territories. “Statesmen” are empowered to represent internationally an
overall “national” interest. But among sovereign states there is no
higher rationality or normative solidarity, only the exercise of distribu-
tive power, normlessness, and anarchy (Poggi 1990: 23-5). Thus foreign
policy is made by states and statesmen systematically, “realistically”
pursuing “their own” geopolitical interests against those of other states.
The primary interest is security — vigilant defense coupled with inter-
mittent aggression. Morgenthau (1978: 42) declared: “All history
shows that nations active in international politics are continuously
preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering from organized
violence in the form of war.” Realism thus emphasizes cohesion of
states within, zero-sum games, normlessness, and war without. Most
international relations theorists, realists or not, stress the difficulties of
establishing international norms. Where norms exist, they tend to
attribute them to “hegemony” or coercion (e.g., Lipson 1985) or to
“realistic” calculations of national interest such as develops in balance
of power systems. Ideological solidarity among Powers can be only
transient and interest-determined.

Realism has been criticized by a countertrend in international rela-
tions theory, emphasizing interdependence among states. Realists are
blamed for neglecting transnational and transgovernmental power
networks around the globe. These crosscut state sovereignty, reducing
their cohesion and providing an alternative source of norms and hence
of world order (Keohane and Nye 1977: 23-37). Because inter-
dependence theorists focus on modern global capitalism, they rarely
apply their arguments to previous centuries. They seem to agree with
realists that balance of power or hegemonic powers usually ruled then.
Rosecrance (1986) is an exception. He regards trading and imperial
states as present in varying degrees throughout history, both embody-
ing distinct normative systems. I develop similar arguments in Chapters 8
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and 21. In multi-power-actor civilizations, like Europe or the modern
West, geopolitical relations exist within a broader civilization embody-
ing transnational and transgovernmental power networks and norms.

Realist and interdependence theorists also share a curious blind
spot: They concentrate on how benign pacific international norms
appear. Interdependence theorists see contemporary norms of co-
operation as reflecting shared plural, material interests; realists see
norms as generalized calculations of state interest. Yet many transna-
tional or transgovernmental norms and ideologies might not be benign
or reflect material interests expressed peacefully on markets. They
might embody repressive class and other power-actor interests, they
might encourage war in the name of higher ideals, they might even
idealize war itself. Normative solidarities might lead to disorder. Dis-
order might not result from the absence of an international regime but
from the presence of one. Realists prefer to avoid this problem. For
example, in Morgenthau’s realist historical narrative, periods of
calm, rationalistic balance of power or hegemonic power are abruptly
shattered by more violent interregna, as during 1772—1815 or 1914—45,
But Morgenthau makes no attempt to explain these interregna. Since
he has earlier described ideologies as mere legitimations or “disguises”
of interests, he has no theoretical concepts with which to interpret
periods in which diplomacy and war were themselves deeply infused
with violent revolutionary and reactionary ideologies (1978: 92-103,
226-8). Indeed, I show that calculations of interest were always in-
fluenced by all of the entwined sources of social power, and always
involved norms — sometimes peaceful, sometimes violent — emanating
frorp complex attachments to the “imagined communities” of class and

_hation.
g Realism and true elitism also tend to share with pluralism and
iMarxism an emphasis on a cohesive, systemic state — this time in the
{form of a singular elite actor. Krasner has argued that the autonomy
of the state elite is greater in foreign than in domestic policy; it is
relatively “insulated” from domestic class and interest group pressures.
The state is a “set of roles and institutions having peculiar drives,
compulsions and aims of their own that are separate and distinct from
the interests of any particular group” (1978: 10-11). I use Krasner’s
“insulation” metaphor later in this volume, while qualifying his con-
clusion. Statesmen also embody social identities emanating from beyond
the state itself; and statesmen are not cohesive.

On the first point, as Jessop (1990) has argued, central state resources
are rarely adequate for ambitious statist projects. State elites need
alliances with powerful groups “out there” in society. These are not
usually alliances between two quite distinct groups. Laumann and
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Knoke (1987) show that in contemporary America networks constituted
by multiple organizations typically penetrate the formal division be-
tween state and society. State actors normally are also “civilians,” with
social identities. Domhoff (1990: 107-52) shows that most modern
American “statesmen” are recruited from big business and corporate
law firms. They form a “party” “representing” an international capi-
talist class fraction more than America.

All class theorists stress the dominant class identity and interests of
statesmen. As a sociologist believing that social identities cannot be
reduced to class, I broaden their line of argument in this volume.
Though I support Krasner by demonstrating that nineteenth-century
statesmen were indeed somewhat insulated from both popular and
dominant classes, they could not be wholly insulated because they
themselves possessed social identities. They were all white males,
overwhelmingly drawn from the old regime and from dominant religious
and linguistic communities. All these social identities mattered in their
conduct of foreign policy, shaping the norms uniting them with, or
dividing them from, other domestic and foreign power actors, some-
times reducing, sometimes increasing, international violence.

On the second point, few states turn out to be unitary actors.
Keohane and Nye (1977: 34) pointedly ask of arguments asserting that
“states act in their own interest’: “which self and which interest?”
State elites are plural, not singular. Some moderately statist writers
acknowledge this. Tilly (1990: 33—4) accepts that reification of the
state is ultimately illegitimate, as also, he acknowledges, is his neglect
of social classes. These are just pragmatic and heuristic simplifications,
he says. Skocpol recognizes that elite powers and cohesion vary. Con-
stitutions matter. Democratic constitutions prohibit elite autonomies
allowed to authoritarian ones. Her analysis (1979) of early modern
revolutions centered state autonomy, reasonably enough, on the powers
of absolute monarchs. In the period discussed here, monarchical powers
usually approximate most closely true elitist notions of state autonomy,
although autonomy is never absolute. But Skocpol’s more recent col-
laborative work (Weir and Skocpol 1985), on twentieth-century welfare
programs, locates elite autonomy among specialized bureaucrats, a
more surreptitious, lesser form of autonomy. In Trimberger’s analysis
(1978) of “revolutions from above” in developing countries, the state
elite differs yet again: It is a revolutionary alliance of bureaucrats
and military officers. Thus state elites are diverse and they may be
incoherent — especially in the period under discussion, when monarchies,
the military, bureaucrats, and political parties cohabit states.

But Skocpol has also moved, seemingly somewhat unconsciously,
toward a more fundamental revision of state autonomy. Let me again
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quote her statement that the state “is a structure with a logic and
interests of its own.” “Interests” are obviously properties of actors —
an expression of true elitist theory — yet “logic” need imply no actor or
elite. State autonomy might reside less in elite autonomy at all than
in the autonomous logic of definite political institutions, arisen in
the course of previous power struggles, then institutionalized and
constraining present struggles. Skocpol and her collaborators (Weir
et al. 1988: 1-121) emphasize how American federalism and the party
patronage system, institutionalized in the nineteenth century, then
held back the development of U.S. state powers, especially in the area
of welfare policies. Though they still intermittently assert that state
elites (bureaucrats, technocrats, and party leaders) possess some
autonomy as actors, Skocpol and her associates focus more on the
autonomous effects exerted by state institutions on all political actors.
Federalism, parties, the presence or absence of cabinet government,
and many other features of what we call the “constitutions” of states
structure power relations in quite distinctive ways. Laumann and Knoke
(1987) offer a more empiricist institutional approach. They look for
formal patterning of the interactions between state departments and
pressure groups, concluding that the contemporary American state
consists of complex “organizational” networks.

This is “state power” though rarely “elite power,” as it relates more
to collective than to distributive power. It affects more the forms in
which politicized actors collaborate than who has power over whom.
This theory would predict less that state elites dominate civil society
actors and more that all actors are constrained by existing political
institutions. Because states are essentially ways in which dynamic
social relations become authoritatively institutionalized, they readily
lend themselves to a kind of “political lag” theory. States institu-
tionalize present social conflicts, but institutionalized historic conflicts
then exert considerable power over new conflicts — from state as
passive place (as in Marxian or pluralist theory) to state not quite as
actor (as in true elitism) but as active place. Chapter 20 endorses such
a view of the Western state.

I call this approach to state power “institutional statism,” and
I embrace it as part of my overall ‘“‘organizational materialism.”
Because this period saw the emergence of a truly massive set of
political institutions — the nation-state — the theory will prove to have
considerable explanatory power in our discussion. True elitism may be
usefully applied to the most authoritarian and dictatorial states — for
example, to the Nazi or Stalinist state (though even there its assump-
tion of elite coherence must be relaxed). Even in some of the states of
my present period true elitism has useful things to say about absolutist
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and authoritarian monarchs. But overall I shall rely far more on institu-
tional statism to identify the predominant forms of state autonomy.

Naturally enough, many writers do not fit neatly into any of these
schools of theory. Some draw from more than one. Rueschemeyer
and Evans (1985) argue that capitalism imposes limits on states, yet
elites possess some autonomy. Laumann and Knoke (1987) draw on all
four of the theories I have so far identified. Dahl has qualified his
earlier pluralism by acknowledging that the concentrated power of
corporate capitalism now jeopardizes democracy. And anyone with
empirical sensitivity — like Dahl, Domhoff, Offe, or Skocpol — sees that
all three schools have something valid to say about states: that states
are both actors and places, that these places have many mansions
and varying degrees of autonomy and cohesion, yet also respond to
pressures from capitalists, other major power actors, and more general
expressed social needs.

But much of the empirical work on state administrations does not
stress any of the actors privileged by these theories — a state elite,
the interests of capital, or the interests of society as a whole. Rather
states are portrayed as chaotic, irrational, with multiple departmen-
tal autonomies, pressured erratically and intermittently by capi-
talists but also by other interest groups. Under the microscope, states
“Balkanize,” dissolving into competing departments and factions
(Alford and Friedland 1985: 202-22; Rueschemeyer and Evans 1985).
For example, Padgett’s (1981) dissection of the budgets of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development does not find that
singular cohesive actor, the state, but multiple, sprawling, fragmented
administrations. Adding foreign policy often worsens the confusion.
In Albertini’s (1952-7) painstaking reconstruction of the diplomacy
leading to World War I, states are riven by multiple disputes, some
geopolitical, others domestic, entwining in unanticipated ways far from
the cohesion portrayed by realist-elite theory and as implied by class
and pluralist theory. Thus, said Abrams (1988: 79), the very idea
of the state mystifies: “The state is the unified symbol of an actual
disumity. . . . Political institutions . .. conspicuously fail to display a
unity of practice — just as they constantly discover their inability to
function as a more general factor of cohesion.”

Therefore, we might advance a fifth theory, which I describe with a
traditional English expression: The state is not conspiracy but “cock-
up.” As this metaphor conveys quite the wrong meaning in American
English, I translate it as: The state is not functional but “foul-up.”

Most sociologists would regard cock-up or foul-up theory with dis-
dain. They believe social life is patterned and ordered. Obviously,
some states are more orderly than others, but is there not a certain




54 The rise of classes and nation-states

consistency to state blunders as well as state strategies? Surely, modern
Western states are in some fundamental sense “capitalist” and “‘party
democratic” (as Marxists and pluralists assert). They have contained
monarchal and bureaucratic elites (as elitists observe). They are
major or minor Powers, secular or religious, centralized or federal,
patriarchical or gender-neutral. Such states are patterned. Granted the
excesses of systemic theories, can we pattern states while not reifying
them? Do we have to abandon substantive theory and construct
our theory merely from the formal properties of maps of the dense
organizational networks of modern political influence, as Laumann and
Knoke (1987) do? Despite the considerable virtues of their organiza-
tional theory, and the parallels between their enterprise and my own,
does it not sometimes miss the wood for the trees? The American state
surely is at some ‘“‘higher,” macro level capitalist; it is also essentially
federal and it possesses the most powerful militarism in the world. 1
would not have guessed this from their maps of complex organizational
power networks. Indeed, by dismissing the notion that this might
essentially be a capitalist state because organizational networks are
rarely configured for the defense of capitalism (and so may sometimes
react belatedly to a threat to their property rights), Laumann and
Knoke (1987: 383-6) are in danger of repeating the old pluralist error
of mistaking the terrain of open political debate and organization for
the entire terrain of politics.

My more substantive version of organizational materialism comes in
two stages. First, I identify the particular characteristics of political
institutions. Marxism and pluralism, being reductionist, tend to neglect
political particularities. True elitism-realism regards them as singular,
exaggerating the power and cohesion of state actors; cock-up—foul-up
theory overproliferates particularities. In beginning to identify general
patterns of political particularities, we cannot do better than start with
Max Weber. Weber has been sometimes identified as a true elitist, yet
this characterization is wrong. Weber did not produce a coherent state
theory, but he left us concepts with which to fashion one. An institu-
tional approach tends to proliferate organizational complexity, as do
Laumann and Knoke (using much more sophisticated data than I can
aspire to for historical states). So in the second stage I look to simplify
institutional proliferation, using my polymorphous theory of “higher-
level state crystallizations.”

Weber’s political concepts: an institutional analysis

Above all, Weber was a theorist of the historical development of social
institutions. He began his discussion of the state by distinguishing three
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stages in its institutional development, characterized by the terms
“political power,” the ‘“‘state,” and the “modern state.” In his first
stage, political power existed though a state did not:

A “ruling organization” will be called “political” insofar as its existence and
order is continuously safeguarded within a given territorial area by the threat
and application of physical force on the part of the administrative staff. [This
and the next two quotations are from Weber 1978: I, 54—6; his emphases.]

Thus political power is essentially territorial, and it is physically imposed
by a specialized (implicitly centralized) staff. The “state” then emerged
in the second stage:

A compulsory political organization with continuous operations will b.e called a
“state” insofar as its administrative staff successfully upholds the claim to the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force in the enforcement of its
order.

This institutional definition of the state has been widely endorsed
(Maclver 1926: 22; Eisenstadt 1969: 5; Tilly 1975: 27; Rueschemeyer
and Evans 1985: 47; Poggi 1990, Chapters 1 and 2). Along with
Giddens (1985: 18), I differ on one point: Many historic states did not
“monopolize” the means of physical force, and even in the modern
state the means of physical force have been substantially autonomous
from (the rest of) the state.

Thus I loosen the ties between military and political power to
generate my own definition, much influenced by Weber:

. The state is a differentiated set of institutions and personnel
. embodying centrality, in the sense that political relations radiate to
and from a center, to cover a
6\ . territorially demarcated area over which it exercises
. some degree of authoritative, binding rule making, backed up by
some organized physical force.

N =

This is an institutional, not a functional, definition of the state. It does
not mention what the state does. True, the state uses force, but only as
means to back up its rules, which are given no particular content. Of
the theories considered here, only Marxist class theory and some
realists specify state functions: to reproduce the social relations required
by dominant modes of production (Marxists), or to pursue territorial
security needs (realism). Yet states have undertaken multiple func-
tions. Though states have indeed class and security functions, they also
adjudicate disputes, redistribute resources among regions, age groups,
and other interest groups, sacralize some institutions and secularize
others, and do many other things. As different states pursue different
functions with differing degrees of commitment, it is not easy to define
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the state in terms of functions. Later I move to a functional analysis to
identify different functional crystallizations of states.

From my definition of the state we can derive four particularities,
shared by all states, of political institutions:

1. The state is territorially centralized. It does not wield an anal-
ogous resource to ideological, economic, and military power. Indeed,
it must draw on these very resources, which are located outside itself.
But the state nonetheless possesses another distinct power resource: It
alone is inherently centralized over a delimited territory over which it
has binding powers. .

2. The state contains two dualities: It is place and persons and
center and territory. Polifical power is simultaneously “statist,” vested
in elite persons and institutions at the center, and it is composed of
“party” relations between persons and institutions in the center and
across state territories. Thus it will crystallize in forms essentially
generated by the outside society and in forms that are intrinsic to its
own political processes.

3. State_institutions are differentiated, undertaking different func-
tions for different interest groups located within its territories. What-
ever centrality, whatever private rationality, the state possesses, it is
also impure, different parts of its body politic open to penetration by
diverse power networks. Thus the state need have no final unity or even
consistency. It might do so if societies possessed such final unity or
Consistency, but my model of societies as overlapping, intersecting
power networks suggests that they do not.

4. The very definition of the state as a delimited territory suggests a
further set of “political” relations between this state and other states —
that is, geopolitics. Throughout his work, and especially when dealing
mal German state, Weber emphasizes that geopolitics
help shape domestic politics. Collins (1986: 145) suggests that, for
Weber, “politics works from the outside in,” though Weber also some-
times emphasizes the reverse causation. Politics and geopolitics are
entwined; the one should not be studied without the other.

I shall expand on these points after explaining Weber’s third stage,
the “modern state.” It additionally

possesses an administrative and legal order subject to change by legislation, to
which the organized activities of the administrative staff, which are also con-
trolled by regulations, are oriented. This system of orders claims binding
authority, not only over the members of the state, the citizens . . . but also to a
very large extent over all action taking place in the area of its jurisdiction. It is
thus a compulsory organization with a territorial basis.

Thus the modern state added routine, formalized, rationalized
institutions of wider scope over citizens and territories. It penetrates its
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territories with both law and administration (embodying what Weber
calls “rational-legal domination™), as earlier states did not. Til!y (1990:
103-16) aptly describes this as “direct” rule and contrasts it to the
indirect rule embodied in earlier states. But this is not merely a matter
of the state increasing rule over society. Conversely, “citizens” and
“parties” also penetrate the modern state. The state has becople a
nation-state, also representing citizens’ internal sense of community as
well as emphasizing the distinctness of their external interests in rela-
tion to the citizens of other states. Whereas the “legitimacy” problem
in most historic states is, for Weber, primarily a problem of the
cohesion between a ruler and his staff, he argues that in the modern
state it principally concerns relations among rulers, parties, and the
nation.

Weber sometimes selects one institution of the modern state for
extraordinary emphasis: “‘monocratic bureaucracy,” that is, bureaucracy
centralized under one head. He famously wrote:

The monocratic variety of bureaucracy is, from a }_)urely technipal point of
view, capable of attaining the highest degree of efﬁc1.ency and is in th1§ sense
formally the most rational means of exercising authority over human beings. It
is superior to any other form in precision, in stability, in the stringency of its
discipline, and in its reliability. It thus makes possible a particularly high
degree of calculability of results for the heads of the organization. . . . The
development of modern forms of organization in all fields is nothing less
than identical with the development of and continual spread of bureaucratic
administration. . . . Its development is, to take the most striking case, at Fhe
root of the modern Western state. ... [T]he needs of mass administration
make it today completely indispensable. The choice is only that between
bureaucracy and dilettantism in the field of administration. [1978: I, 223]

Weber saw bureaucratization dominating the entire West. Although
he viewed the German state as a bureaucratic pioneer, he took pains to
demonstrate that two states that might seem decidedly unbureaucratic
— tsarist Russia and the confederal party—ridden United States — were
also falling under its sway. Everywhere competing political authorities
were subordinated to bureaucracy. A democratic regime, by centraliz-
ing responsibility, only furthered monocratic bureaucracy. He anguished
over this “irresistible advance,” asking rhetorically, “How can one
possibly save any remnants of ‘individualist’ freedom in any sense?”
and again, “What can we oppose to this machinery, in order to keep a
portion of humanity free from this parcelling out of the soul, from this
total domination of the bureaucratic ideal of life?”” (1978: II, 1403;
Beetham 1985: 81).

At one point Weber seems to have sensed that his argument was
weak. He mused whether modernization increased the power of
bureaucracy — without explaining what this sudden italicization means.
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But then he concluded plainly that it did: “The power position of a
fully-fledged bureaucracy is always great, under normal conditions
overtowering. The political ‘master’ almost always finds himself vis-a-
vis the trained official, in the position of a dilettante facing the expert”
(1978: 11, 969-1003, quoted from p. 991; for an excellent commentary,
see Beetham 1985: 67-72).

Weber went badly wrong in suddenly endorsing a true elitist theory
of bureaucracy. Bureaucrats have rarely dominated modern states, and
state administrations have rarely been monocratic (see Chapter 13).
There are both conceptual and empirical objections.

Curiously, empirical objections are found in Weber’s dissections of
his own Imperial German state. There he identified not just a powerful
bureaucracy but three distinct political institutions: bureaucracy, a dual
political executive (kaiser and chancellor), and parties (especially the
Junker party). Weber did not confine the term “party” to formal
political parties fighting elections. He meant any group collectively
organized for the acquisition of power, including factions at court or in

Jninistries or high commands, As Chapter 9 shows, at different times
he stated that each of these three actors dominated the Kaiserreich.
Note, however, that parties differ from the other two actors. The
bureaucracy and the executive are compatible with true elitism, but
party power derived from a two-way relation between center and
territory: The Junkers were a class “out there” in civil society, yet
were also entrenched in the military and other key state institutions. In
his work Weber gave greatest weight to parties; they, not bureaucracies
or executives, comprised the third actor in his tripartite model of social

b;stratiﬁcation, along with classes and status groups.

Although Weber did not have a final theory of the modern state, his

v g ideas differed from the state theories identified earlier. He was not a
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reductionist: Unlike proponents of Marxism and pluralism, he saw that
(States had powers of their own} And unlike those of true elitism and
“realism, he did not lodge those powers merely in a central elite;
nor were they necessarily cohesive. Like many other modern writers,
Laumann and Knoke (1987: 380) identify Weber as a realist elitist and
criticize his supposed neglect of the blurring of boundaries between the
public and the private. But this was precisely his point when analyzing
parties. Political power was simultaneously a centralized resource, a
two-way relationship between center and territories, and a relationship
among states. Weber did not mold these institutional elements into a
coherent state theory. Yet, by remedying his key conceptual con-
fusion, we are able to do so.

Weber’s remarks confuse two conceptions of state strength, expressed
in his cited quote as “penetration” and “power.” Weber is right in
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saying that bureaucracy increased penetration but wrong in saying that

it simply increased power. He was confusing collective infrastructural

and distributive despotic power. The former is emphasized by institu-
i ies; by true elitism.

onal‘state theories; the latter, / true el '
’ Despotic power refers to the distributive power of state elites over

civil society. It derives from the range of 'actiops. that state ehtesscaIr'lt
undertake without routine negotiation w1tl'{ 01‘v1l society gro.}[lp - |
derives from the fact that only the state is mherently terl? 011':‘13 y
centralized, fulfilling useful sociql functions Fhat requ1.r1§ this org;
of organization and that ideological, economic, and mfl 1lt§lrly XZ::])I-S
actors, organized on different bases, cannot t‘hemselves 3 ‘ ctors
located primarily within states ha\{e a certain space anb'ﬁnvaf zivﬂ
which to operate — the degree varying according to the ability otative
society actors to organize themselves centrally through re%resin Ay
assemblies, formal political parties, court fact10n53 _and so fort d.l t })f
can alternatively withhold powers from cent.ral politics (Q1scusse 1 ? er
or undercut state powers by strengthening trgnsnatlonal relations
abroad. A state with despotic power becomes either an autonoxfnou;
actor, as emphasized by true elitism,‘ or multiple but pgrhaps confuse
autonomous actors, according to it‘s 1gternal hompgenelty. | state
Infrastructural power is the instltu'Flon.al capac1ty‘of‘ a cegtral s aen;
despotic or not, to penetrate its territories and lo,g,lstlc_ally mp Zm ot
decisions. This is collective power, “power thro_ugh society, coOr 1nSet
ing social life through state infrastructure?s. I.t 1dent}ﬁe§-a sglte as athe
of central and radial institutions penetrating its territories. ecapser y
infrastructural powers of modern states have 1ncre§sed, Webehr. imp 1(; t
this also increased their despotic power over society. .But 1t is 1s ;}es
necessarily so. Infrastructural power is a two-way street: It z:i SO lenz:llists
civil society parties to control the state, as Marxists and plur
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emphasize. Increasing infrastructural power does not necessarily 1nj 4

reduce distributive, despotic power. ‘ _
cr?fsf?cccgve infrastructural powers, h(?weyer, do increase coﬂectlvlei
state power. Because more of social life is now coordlinateci1 t ro.ugh )
state institutions, these will structure more of it, mc:easmg w gt 11},1g '
be called the “territorial centralization” or the ‘‘naturalization '01
social life. Infrastructurally more powel:ful states cage more ls;)‘ma
relations within their “national” boundaries and .along the ra.dla | 1ne§
of control between center and territories. They increase nat.lonal aEd
geopolitical collective powers at the expense gf lgcal—reglona} aof
transnational ones while leaving open the dlstrlbl'ltlo}lal.questlon_
who controls them. Thus the explanatory power _Of institutional statism
increases in the modern state as its collective, infrastructural powers

massively expand.
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Table 3.1. Two dimensions of state power

Infrastructural power

Despotic power Low High
Low Feudal

' _ Bureaucratic-democrati
High Imperial/absolutist Authoritarian eratie

Despotic and infrastructural po ine i i
25 shown n eepyniras powers combine into four ideal types,
The feudal state combined feebl i
: ] € despotic and infrastruct
powers. It had little capacity to intervene in social life. It had consi(lilfr:zril-l

proximate to the second ideal type, with pronounced despotic but litt]
1nfrastructural' power. They could roar “off with his head,” an(li1 'flt;le
person was within range, off came his head - but few ’were l'th'e
range. The?lr armies were formidable but tended to fragment as eW] 1ln
ll;ecame rlyal imperial pretenders. The modern Western gh'ggzlf
Stureaucratlc state approximates to the third type, with massive infra-
rr(;lcture; largely contfolled by either capitalists or the democratic
fh csess _( shal.l not yet Judge whif:h). The modern authoritarian state —
e Soviet Umon when at its height — had both despotic powers and
substantial infrastructures (though their cohesion was 1 : .
often assumed). ‘ s fhan we
deFron‘l the sixteenth century on, a monarchical surge toward greater
Spotism provoked a representative backlash and massive political
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American and British states can both tax my own income and wealth
“at source” — they know my approximate worth — and extract their cut
without my even laying hands on it. Whoever controls these states
has infinitely more control over me than agrarian states had over
my ancestors. As Huntington (1968: 1) observed, the British, U.S.,
and Soviet (before 1991) states were more similar to one another
than either were to historic states or to many states in developing
countries — “‘the government governs,” actually implementing cabinet,
presidential, or Politburo decisions, capable of far more power mobiliza-
tion at home and abroad than were their historic predecessors.

But not only state infrastructures expanded. A revolution in collec-
tive power logistics increased the infrastructural penetration of all
power organizations. Civil society’s capacity to control the state also
increased. Modern societies contain both authoritarian states, effec-
tively dominating everyday life in their territories (as no historic states
did), and democratic-party states, routinely controlled by civil society
(as only small city-states had been previously). This spelled the end for
states in the upper left portion of Table 3.1 — autonomous and fairly
cohesive, yet feeble, enjoying privacy from civil society but little effec-
tive power over it. Modern states and civil societies interpenetrate too
tightly for autonomy without power.

This muddies our analysis. Given such interpenetration, where does
the state end and civil society begin? The state is no longer a small,
private central place and elite with its own rationality. “It” contains
multiple institutions and tentacles sprawling from the center through
its territories, even sometimes through transnational space. Conversely,
civil society also becomes far more politicized than in the past, sending
out diverse raiding parties — pressure groups and political parties — into
the various places of the state, as well as outflanking it transnationally.
Modern political power as place and actor, infrastructure and despot,

elite and parties is dual, concerning both a center, with its multiple
power particularities, and center-territory relations, with their power
particularities. “Its” cohesion is always problematic. Only in one
respect is “the state” singular: As infrastructural interpenetration in-
creased, “it” tended to “naturalize” social life. The “power” of the
modern state principally concerns not “state elites” exercising power
over society but a tightening state-society relation, caging social rela-
tions over the national rather than the local-regional or transnational
terrain, thus politicizing and geopoliticizing far more of social life than
had earlier states.
Starting from Weber, in this section I identified the institutional
particularities shared by all states. I then added the particularities of
modern nation-states. Beyond these broad similarities states will differ



Multiple interest groups

Dominant classes

Par'ticularistic state—civil
society alliance

Tlelogyns Colgprvieg !

Despotic state

Table 3.2. Power networks in nineteenth-century states

Political
institutions

considerably, according to time and place. In the next section I go into
more detail, to list the main political institutions of Western societies

during the long nineteenth century, beginning with those involved in

domestic policy.
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le to parliaments

Nineteenth-century political institutions

In estates, parliaments,
corporate privileges

Civil citizenshi
eritocratic bureaucra
answerable to

parliaments
Political citizenship

(individual and
collective)

Functional for capitalism M

Domestic policy
Table 3.2 gives the major institutions of central government (I deal

later with central-local government relations). The first column lists the
institutions, and the remaining columns analyze who controls them —
with the aid of a distinction between “insulated” and “embedded”
power. For a state to be despotic (as in true elitism), its networks must
be insulated from civil society (as Krasner argued occurred in foreign
policy). Column 2 lists forms of insulation that might free the state
elite from civil society pressures and interests. But if state institutions
are ‘“‘embedded” in civil society, they will be controlled, as class and
pluralist theories argue (columns 4 and 5).
But full despotism and complete insulation are unlikely. Because
the state is both center and relations between center and territory,
autonomy would require its territorial reach as well as its center to be
insulated. Most fundamental of all, the state’s resource base — its fiscal
and manpower networks penetrating throughout civil society — must be
insulated from civil society control. Yet such insulation has been rare
historically. Raising revenue and troops normally required the help of
local-regional notables. Insulation became even rarer in this period as
political representation developed — aimed precisely at controlling such
fiscal and manpower exactions. Full state autonomy or insulation, as
specified in the second column of Table 3.2 and by the true elitist-
realist theories, is unlikely. It presupposes insulation of all column 1
institutions. It is more likely that some are relatively insulated, others
embedded in dominant classes, and still others in plural power net-
works (cf. Domhoff 1990: 26—8). Thus the state would be less coherent
than any of the first three theoretical schools suggests. Insulation and
autonomy might be possessed by parts, rather than by all, of the state.
More plausible is a “medium” level of despotic power, specified in
the third column. State institutions may be embedded in more par-
ticularistic civil society power actors, as in Weber’s account of the
Junker party. According to him, the German monarchy had much
autonomy from capitalists and from the citizenry in general because it
had formed a particularistic alliance with the Junkers, a class formerly
dominant in society, now greatly declined in economic power though
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the old landed, rentier class plus the hierarchy of established churches
and the officer corps.

The old regime dominates most of column 3’s semiinsulations.
This “party-cum-elite” survived well into the twentieth century (as
Mayer 1981 has forcefully argued). It remained more important in
authoritarian monarchies. Yet even constitutional monarchies re-
tained old regime tinges, and republics exhibited “old” elements —
“Republican notables,” “the 100 (or 200 or 400) families,” “the
Establishment,” and the like. In all countries some political power was
or is wielded by an “upper class” centered on ‘“‘old money,” usually
landed or banking, coupled with traditional status — the term “Establish-
ment” conveys its role in Britain, and in relation to foreign policy
making in America. Old regimes retained considerable powers over
diplomacy, as Chapter 12 explicates.

Class theorists argue that old regimes became incorporated as a
fraction into the increasingly dominant capitalist class. Though pluralists
have rarely applied their theory to nondemocratic regimes, plural
power networks may also have pervaded even absolute monarchies.
Absolutists were pressured by multiple interest groups and so granted
political rights and privileges beyond landed aristocracy and capital-
ists, to churches and to lesser estates — municipalities, professional
bodies, merchant corporations and guilds, even to peasant farmers.
Like courtiers, their privileges were particularistic, and their politics
tended to factional, segmental intrigue. Subsequent chapters in this
volume evaluate these class and pluralist views of the old regime.

The second row of Table 3.2 concerns judicial-police institutions —
law courts and law-enforcement agencies. In this period police forces
emerged distinct from armies but were not major power players. (See
Chapter 12.) Law courts mattered more. Law had a dual role: express-
ing the monarch’s will, yet also embodying customary and divine law.
The monarch- might prevail in his or her highest court, but lower
justice was dispensed by or in cooperation with local-regional notables,
often church notables. Europe was a law-governed community; even
absolute rulers did not like to be seen infringing law and custom
(Beales 1987: 7). Its hybrid character made law a central site of
ideological struggle and gave lawyers a corporate identity reducible to
neither state nor civil society. Monarchs granted lawyers corporate
privileges, seeking to reduce their social embeddedness. The French
monarchy went the farthest, granting patents of nobility carrying mate-
rial privileges (noblesse de la robe) and rights to corporate assemblies

(parlements). The collapse of their particularistic alliance in the 1780s
was a necessary precondition of the French Revolution. (See Chapter
6.) The success of this despotic semiinsulation strategy varied. In some



66 The rise of classes and nation-states

states, lawyers and courts allied with despotism (as in Austria and
Prussia); in some, with its enemies (as during the American and French
revolutions). If judicial institutions acquired a little autonomy, it might
on occasion be their own, not the state’s.

Rising eighteenth-century classes and interest groups aimed much
of their energy at the law, to secure the first of T. H. Marshall’s
triumvirate of citizen rights: civil citizenship. They demanded judicial
rights for individuals, not for collectivities. Old regimes proved co-
operative because they were becoming capitalist themselves, readier
for that equation of personal and property rights labeled by C. B.
MacPherson as “possessive individualism.” Monarchs were also seek-
ing to develop more universal contractual relations with their subjects.
Modern states began to embody Weber’s “rational-legal domination”
(Poggi 1990: 28-30). There was little head-on class collision over
individual civil rights in this period (unlike earlier centuries). Old
regimes became factionalized as rising classes pressured. Civil-law
codes were sometimes promulgated by absolute monarchs themselves.
But the language of law codes was universal even if designed to protect
male property holders (and sometimes the dominant ethnic or religious
community). Law had emergent power, useful for extending the rights
of lower classes, religious communities, and women. For a time legal
organizations — half inside, half outside the state — exerted radical
pressures. After about 1850, however, they became conservative,
wedded to whatever combination of old regimes and capitalist classes
had been institutionalized. Individual civil citizenship proved a barrier
to the development of further collective civil and political citizen
rights.

The third row in Table 3.2 concerns civil administration. Apart from
judicial and military activities, previous states had not administered
much; then nineteenth-century states greatly increased their infra-
structural scope. But all states need fiscal and manpower resources (as
Levi 1988 emphasizes). Despotism requires that revenue and expendi-
ture allocation be insulated from civil society. Royal domains and
regalian rights (e.g., state ownership of mining rights and the right to
sell economic monopolies) had conferred some revenue insulation, as
did ancient, institutionalized forms of taxation. War making was a
state prerogative, and successful war might increase revenue through
booty and using the army to coerce at home (though unsuccessful war
might diminish powers). Few eighteenth-century monarchs had to sub-
mit budgets to parliaments. Yet for the increased scale of modern
warfare, traditional insulated revenues proved insufficient. New forms
of taxation and borrowing embedded administrations among taxpayers
and creditors, though particularistic alliances with tax farmers and
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merchants could stave off dominant cla§s control: Thus fiscal balance
sheets were complex and varied. I examine them in Chapter 11.

State officials were formally responsible to the ‘monarch, yet they
actually needed to administer through .local-reglonal notables.‘ In
1760, administrations were embedded in local property ‘relat¥ons
through office-holding practices we today call corrupt. Administrations
then became substantially ‘“bureaucratized,” as Chapte.r 13 shows.
Bureaucratization involved conflicts among monarchs., dominant cl_asses,
and plural pressure groups. The monarf:h sought to 1_nsulate officials as
a dependent corps, although even this 1nvolv.ed partial erpbe.ddedness,
in the legal profession and higher educational organizations, and
through them in classes and other power networks.‘ Dominant classes
tried to ensure that bureaucracy was run by people like themselveg gnd
was answerable to parliaments they controlled. More pop.ula‘r political
movements sought to embed bureaucracy in umyersal criteria of per-
formance, answerable to democratic assemblies. Tl}ere .erpergeq
moderate state autonomy through semiinsulated, particularistic alli-
ances between the executive and highly educated sons of the old
regime, then broadened by admitting highly educated sons of the
professional middle class. Control over secondary‘and tertiary educa-
tion became crucial to these semiinsulation strateg}es.. o o

So developed a distinct “technocratic-bureaucratic” 1nst1tut19n within
the state, in principle accountable at the top but actually ‘w1th some
bureaucratic insulation. Even where states represented tl}e interests qf
society or its ruling class, states are nonetheless ce‘ntre_lhz.ed‘ and civil
societies and classes are not. Their ability to supervise is limited. Two
technocratic monopolies identified by Weber (1978: 11, 1417—‘ 18). - of
technical know-how and administrative channels of communication —
permit the surreptitious and limited form of insulatiop emphasized by
Skocpol and her collaborators. Classes and other major power actors
are not routinely organized to supervise all state funct%ons. They may
stir themselves to legislate a desired policy. Having achieved that, they
disband or turn to another issue, leaving civil servants in peace. The§e
may act with quiet autonomy. If power actors do not once again
stir themselves, then departmental autonomies may emerge. These
are probably greater in authoritarian than in parliamentary regimes.
Without centralized cabinet government with ultimate responsible to
parliament, authoritarian monarchs proved to have lgss cont.rol over
“their” technocratic-bureaucratic organizations than did constltu.tlone'll
supreme executives. Constitutional regimes proved more cohesive, if
less autonomous, than authoritarian ones. .

Thus elite autonomies may be plural, reducing state cohesion.
Though the growth of bureaucracy may seem centralized, it actually
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sprawled. Thousands, then millions, of civil servants implemented
policy. Technocracy and bureaucracy is inherently specialized and
multiple, increasing state complexity, as stressed by cock-up—foul-up
theory. Nothing has more misled analysis of actual states than Weber’s
notion of monocratic bureaucracy. State administration almost never
forms a single, bureaucratic whole.

The fourth row in Table 3.2 concerns legislative assemblies and
parties. I extend the term here, as Weber did, to indicate not just
political parties but any pressure groups. Absolutism did not formally
acknowledge parties, and (unlike in the twentieth century) there were
no attempts to rule despotically through single-party regimes. But
executive attempts to build up particularistic embedded alliances pro-
liferated segmental factions composed of court and parliamentary
cliques, embodying intriguing, behind-stairs clientelism. More formal
and often less segmental were the formal political parties emerging in
the nineteenth century, enabling diffuse civil society actors to control
state executives (and each other) through Marshall’s “political citizen-
ship.” This established sovereign legislative assemblies, elected secretly
by widening franchises, usually enshrined in constitutions. These
ensure that modern Western states are democratic, pluralists assert.

Yet political citizenship did not advance as smoothly as Marshall
implied. Authoritarian executives could divide and rule between fac-
tions and parties, allying particularistically and segmentally with party
oligarchies of notables. Constitutions also had emergent properties
that could prevent further citizen development. Property and gender
restrictions on franchises remained to the end of the period, as did
restrictions on the sovereignty of assemblies. If “entrenched” to pro-
tect the rights of the contracting parties, constitutions proved resistant
to social change. The U.S. Constitution preserved a federal capitalist-
liberal state across two centuries into very different social conditions,
resisting movements demanding collective and social citizen rights. The
(unwritten) British constitution entrenched parliamentary sovereignty,
which preserved a relatively centralized, two-party state.

Marxists also argue that parties and assemblies are limited in a more
fundamental sense by their dependence on capitalism. Most political
power actors in this period believed property rights and commodity
production were “natural.” They rarely considered encroaching on
them. But even had they tried, their powers might have been limited,
as capitalist accumulation provided their own resources (as Offe and
Ronge 1982 emphasize). This is a key Marxian argument against both
true elitist and pluralist positions. Neither state elites nor anticapitalist
parties can abrogate the “limits” set by the need for capitalist accumula-
tion, they argue (short of mounting a revolution). I have already
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suggested that states had only limited chances of generating their own
independent fiscal resources. This supports the Marxian argumen_t. The
modern state did crystallize as capitalist, though not only as capitalist.

Foreign policy ‘ 3
The fifth and sixth rows in Table 3.2 concern diplomatic and mll_ltary
institutions. As I have previously polemicized (in essays reprinted
in Mann 1988; cf. Giddens 1985), most state theory has neglected
diplomacy and military power. Yet states inhabit a wor‘ld of states,
oscillating between war and peace. Agrarian states .ralse‘d_ at least
three-quarters of their revenues to make war; and thglr military per-
sonnel dwarfed their civilian officials. States looked like war-making
machines. Yet the machines were started up and wounq down by
diplomacy, often oriented to conciliation and peace. This was the
essential duality of foreign policy. o

European diplomats inhabited a “multi-power-actor mylhzatlon,
not an anarchic black hole (as envisaged by some realists) but a
normative community of shared norms and perceptions, some very
general, others shared by specific transnational classes or.rehglons;
some peaceful, others violent. Many power networks operating across
international space did not go through states. Chapter 2 notes that this
was especially true of ideological and economic power networks. States
could not fully cage the exchange of messages, goods, and personnel,
nor interfere much with private property rights or with trade net-
works. Statesmen had social identities, especially of class and religious
community, whose norms helped define conceptions of interests and
morality.

Thus diplomacy and geopolitics were rule-governed. Some rules
defined what reasonable national interests were and were shared by
statesmen across the civilization. Others added normative under-
standings among kin-related aristocrats, among Catholics, among
“Europeans,” “Westerners,” even occasionally among “human
beings.” Even war was rule-governed, “limited”’ in relatlon_t(.).sorpe,
righteously savage in relation to others. The stability of the 01v111.zat10n
over many centuries aided what some realists assume to be universal
human abilities to calculate rationally “national interest.” In par-
ticular, European diplomacy had a millennium of experience of two
particular geopolitical situations: balances of power among two to six
near-equal Great Powers and attempts at hegemony by one of them,
countered by the others. These common understandings are sometimes
labeled the “Westphalian system,” after the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia
ending the wars of religion (Rosecrance 1986: 72—85). But they em-
bodied older European norms.
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Diplomacy was allignce diplomacy. Almost all wars were between
groups of allied Powers, unless one protagonist succeeded in diplo-
matically isolating its opponent. Diplomacy sought to make friends and
isolate enemies; in war a Power sought to use its friends, ideally to

reactionary monarchs or of the “Anglo-Saxon” community, and on the
Increasing reluctance of liberal regimes to g0 to war with one another

Ottoman lands, south into Africa, and by naval staging posts and
colonies of settlers throughout the globe. By 1760, war costs (financial
and mortal) were escalating, but so were the benefits. Colonial wars
were not usually zero-sum for the European Powers. They could all
gain: If Britain and France conflicted in North America, or Russia and
Austria in the Balkans, the winner took the choicest prizes, the loser
took lesser ones. Colonialism was unusually profitable, and Europeans

or decadent civilizations.

Aggression within Europe also rewarded the bigger states. There
were about two hundred independent states in Europe in 1500, only
about twenty by 1900 (Tilly 1990: 45 —6). The winners also appropriated

few conceived of themselves as ex-citizens of the thirty-eight German
states defeated since 1815 by the kingdom of Prussia. They were
German winners, not Saxon or Hessian losers. In a history written by
winners, warrior aggression looked better than ijt really was. War
has been ubiquitous among states. It looked entirely normal to most
Europeans during the long nineteenth century.

The ubiquity of war and aggressive diplomacy infused the very
notions of material interest and capitalist profit with territorial concep-
tions of identity, community, and morality — though these coexisted
with the more market-oriented conceptions of interest and profit
fostered by the multi-power-actor civilization. Thus flourished all

laissez-faire, protectionism, mercantilism, and economic, social, and
geopolitical imperialism. All were “normal” strategies-drifts.

Five major organized actors participated in diplomatic decisions:

1. Classes. 1 return to the three types of class organization dis-
tinguished in Chapter 2. Most carly theorists expected that modern
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capitalist or industrial society would be dpminated by transnat{ona:
; d other interest groups, defined without referc?nce to nationa
Classeds a'r;s Aggressive transnational classes do sometimes exist — for
o zliél tl.le European warrior nobility of the Middle Age§, or the
;‘)EZIIE:% r’evolutionary bourgeoisie seeking to export revolutlon.l.:?»ut
over most of this period transnational classF:s were mainly cosmopolitan,
i tionalist in their expertise and mteregts, conmhaﬁory, even
mte';ina in their diplomacy. Liberals expected this of the capitalist class,
E:(filalis’ts of the working class. Classical Marxists and interdependence
i asize such pacific transnationalism. . ‘
the:ifilrésr;[,s :gloliﬁ 1900, whé)n the world see_med ‘m,(zre v1olent(i téleodrls_ts
began to emphasize the opposite: ‘“nationalist”’ classes bei. ned ;0
opposition to inhabitants of other‘states. These were also be 1evseSive
have expertise and interest in diplomacy, but this was agfgrem this,
expansionist, and even militarl'stl.‘ The central theory deriving fro
ive is economic imperialism. ' '
pe’rl“slgencstrll:ional and natioxll)alist diplomacy is supervised by orgamlz:ed
actors in civil society possessing diplomatic expertise and 1nterf(3§tst. e(;i
example, the end of a major war gfteg produces an upsurge g in e;tes
by dominant classes among the victorious Powers: Chapter n?rlr815
the attempt to restore the old regime by the victorious PO(;W}IIS t0 ne“.,
Dombhoff (1990: 107-52) and Maier (1'981) haye argue ; a t.a v
world order was implemented by American qapltahst class frac 1ont t
the end of World War II. But diplomacy will be .much less expert i
national classes dominate. If class‘es and other 1nter§stl g'rotups tagcl
largely caged by their state boundaries, they may have‘ litt el 1tn ere'lfhe
diplomacy. National classes are qbsesseq with d‘(‘).mestlc‘ po”l 1cfs.states)-l
may leave diplomacy to others, increasing the 1nsulat10r'1 10 ates-
men, or they may express foreign policies that merely 'dlsp acel‘t‘ "
domestic problems and so are rather shallow, unrooted in geopolitic
i volatile.
re?llgi};’vagigme narrates the entwined development of all three forms l(l)f
class organization. But amid this, nat.ional classes .emerged esI;ecu} y
powerfully, allowing four other organized actor§ with s.tron'gf':lr or'eltgn
policies more powers. One was rooted prf.:domlna.ntly in civi soc1et gr,
two in the state, and one embodied an active relationship between the
twg.. Particularistic pressure groups. Amid the natignal {n(%lfferen‘ce
of classes and other major power actors, more partlc.ularlsu.c parties
might form around foreign policy. Econ_omlcf sectors, 1ndusltlr1e§, ever:
individual corporations may have specific interests, usually in pairn
ticular regions or countries. The broad.est are cla.ss fractions — zils
Domboff’s identification of an international fraction among modern
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capitalists, located in large corporations and banks with global interests.
Eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century “gentlemanly capitalism”
was a comparably broad class fraction influencing British foreign policy
(see Chapter 8); while three alternative German foreign policies from
the 1890s (Weltpolitik, Mitteleuropa, and liberalism) partly derived
from class fractions (see Chapter 21). Similarly, Weber argued that
€conomic imperialism — what he called “booty capitalism” — was sup-
ported by capitalists with material interests in state power: “military-
industrial complexes” we call them today. Noneconomic pressure
groups also abound; notably ethnic, religious, or linguistic groups
linked to other countries.

Pressure groups may be more decisive than in domestic policy,
usually more closely supervised by classes and other broad power
actors. They may also be activated rather more erratically. In recent
U.S. foreign policy, for example, mining corporations have influenced
policy toward Chile; blacks, toward South Africa; Jews, toward the
Middle East; and so forth. But the attention span of pressure groups is
narrow: Jews and blacks are uninterested in U.S. policy toward Chile,
and most mining corporations have little interest in Middle East policy.
Foreign policy dominated by pressure groups may be a series of short,
sharp jabbing crystallizations with little overall pattern. As Durkheim
remarked: “There is nothing less constant than interest.”

3. Statesmen. Realism focuses on state actors concerned profession-
ally with diplomacy, speaking for, even (as their title suggests) personify-
ing, the state. Statesmen cluster round the chief executive. Monarchs
had long possessed the prerogative to make foreign policy, including
war. The growth of nationally caged classes allowed the prerogative to
survive even into the democratic era, even though insulation was
reduced by other power actors. Social pressures often came through
statesmen’s own identities. Almost all were drawn from the old regime
class. They expressed its values, norms and rationality, and some of
its transnational solidarities. Again, as with domestic policy, the
particularistic alliance, rather than the wholly controlled or wholly
insulated state, eémerges — and again it is between chief executive
and old regime. They conducted routine diplomacy, made and broke
alliances or threatened war, and even occasionally went to war, with-
out overmuch consultation with other power actors. Because they were
cosmopolitan and multilingual specialists, statesmen were “experts”
wielding technocratic-bureaucratic powers, possessing the broadest
attention span over the whole range of foreign policy. Different foreign

policies resulted when their insulation was at its peak than when it was
disrupted.

But even old regime statesmen were changed by the rise of the
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i er observed, statesmen came to represent the
nat{on-St:t\?elllA:s nllzbstate. Their own political power came to depend
nathI:l,_::l success in Great Power relations as perceived by the other
o tere 1actors distinguished here (cf. Rosecrance 1?86: 86_—8). nger
pOWh sized that statesmen had become more active as 1mper1al1st§,
ie(;relgti?ying their own political power with the bru‘te power of their
nation-state, aware that military victory would bej their greatest trlunllaph
but also that defeat might overthrow them (qulms 1986). Thl‘S,fW(‘% er
argued, was equally so for mona¥ch_s, for their apppu;tgd cl'ne n}u:}nls-
ters, and for elected leaders. This is a 'rather p6351m1§t1c view (f) . e
nation: Some nations generated a more llberz.ﬂ and pacific view o t. eir
world mission, and their statesmen cquld str‘lke poses, attain prestige,
and win elections as exemplars of pacific national virtues. Weber‘ was e;
German nationalist; his politics should not color our entire view o

i itical prestige.
na:ll.ogfzep;lilltiltfny.p Hereg I move on to the sixth row in Table 3.2, to thel
state monopolization of organized n.1i.11tary power — gone were feu(clla
levies and private armies. The military became cent.rallzed under
a high command under the formal control (?f the cl.uef executive.
Modern techniques of insulation through salaries, pensions, and statle
employment upon retirement were developed for military personnel.
Most eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century' officer corps r\ly}el:re
heavily recruited from old regimes. (See .the dat.a in Chapter 12:) ey
favored a strong military posture in foreign policy, but lacked 1n'Ferest
in routine diplomacy and were often rather sobe.r gl?ou,t’ t_he ‘reahty of
war, cautious about starting it and desirous of “limiting” it with rules.

Nineteenth-century high commands were close to statesmen, as both
were recruited overwhelmingly from old regimes. They also developed
closer links to industrial capitalists as they became rr‘l‘a](.)r. customers fpr
the products of the Second Industrial Revo!utlon. M111tar3./-1ndustr1a¥
complexes” were only named by U.S. Premdent. _Dvsqght Elsenhowerd,
they had existed long before him. Nonetheless, militaries also generate
quasi-caste insulation within the state. They possessed a technocra.tlc
self-confidence, and their skills became removed frqm. e\{eryday socu?ll
practices and controls. They developed segmental c_hsmplme over tl}f:lr
mass soldieries; their lower cadres became recruited from Ir.largma.ll
social backgrounds. As the kill ratios of weapons grew, s0 dld‘ th.elr
potential impact on society. Nineteenth-century strategic . thmkm.g
began quietly to prefer attack over defense'.'Ip deterloratl.n'g diplomatic
situations, high commands advised mob1hz}qg z.md striking first, as

happened in late July 1914. So, although mllltarles were clos.e to ‘the
executive and to old regimes and capitalism, their Rrofesspnahsm
encouraged caste autonomy within the state, normally inconspicuous,
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occasionally devastating. Military power autonomy survived the state
monopoly of organized violence. o

5. Nationalist parties.” In the absence of classes with strong material
diplomatic interests, a more politically rooted nationalism emerged,
first in the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, then in the later
nineteenth century. As classes and other actors attained civil and
political citizenship, the state became “their” nation-state, an “imagined
community” to which they developed loyalties. Its power, honor,
humiliations, and even material interests came to be sensed as their
own, and such feelings were mobilizable by the statesmen, pressure
groups, and militaries. Nationalist parties and pressure groups pressed
these feelings on statesmen. Yet aggressive nationalism in this period
was never as broadly popular as is often believed. It had particular
core carriers, who I identify as “statist nationalists,” directly implicated
in state institutions — the increasing numbers in state employment and
socialized in state educational institutions. Rather milder nationalism
emerged among classes enjoying citizenship and also among centraliz-
ing interest groups — the middle class and dominant religious, linguistic,
ethnic, and regional communities. In the twentieth century, as the
working class, women, and minorities also attained citizenship, this
mild nationalism broadened.

The growth of national identities and of core carriers of statist
nationalism sometimes gave diplomacy a popular, passionate, national
tinge. But this lacked the precise rationality of interests pursued by
classes or particularistic pressure groups and the precise, norma-
tively rooted understandings of insulated old regime statesmen. Class,
pluralist, and realist theories all suggest that foreign policy was dictated
by material collective interests. But political nationalism might dictate
conceptions of material collective interests, rather than vice versa. If
another Power seemed to impugn “national honor,” aggression or firm
defense could be backed by popular, shallow, volatile, yet nonetheless,
passionate nationalism. The extreme, perhaps, is where the nation
is invested with a very broad crusading stance toward the world —
defending Christianity or the Aryan race, carrying liberty and fraternity
to the world, or fighting communism. In this period only the French
Revolution generated such extreme sentiments.

These five organized actors jointly determined foreign policy over
the long nineteenth century, as they mostly do today. Their interrela-
tions were complex. And because the extent of their interest and

! Again, the word “parties” is used here in Weber’s sense of any politically
organized group. Nationalists usually pressured through lobbying groups (navy
leagues, empire leagues, etc.) than by sponsoring formal political parties.
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i i as relatively little systemic consensus or
o ScE)lelliI;i(‘)/Enaei’oS;ertiZm. Unless zubstanti}:il class fractions or
head-loﬁafional crusades intervened, routine foreign pol.icy m_ight _be
;Iel?tr?o the statesmen, with others more sporadically, e.rratlcally jabbing
them into and out of alliances, criges, and. wars. This does n(;stee;n
conducive to a very systemic forelgn policy, as suggested alike by
elitism-realism, Marxism, and pluralism.

I have identified diverse organized actors in domestic anfi iorqgn
policy. Domestic policy institutior_ls often differed frgm t.hose in tortelgf
policy, nor were the same instituthns always. fpund in d}fferent sta gs -
and this could create difficulties in the ab111.ty of regimes to un etr
stand each other. Realist calculations qf state interests require accurate
perceptions of each other, especially in char_lgeable dlplom.atlc;l crlf.eds.
This was often lacking, as we see especially in Chaptfar. 21 in the slide
toward the Great War. Clearly neither state nor c1v1! society were
autonomous or cohesive entities. Despoqc ‘powers“derlved less_ from
a centralized elite than from particularlstl‘c‘ sem1.1n§ulated alliances
among organized actors in states, national qvﬂ societies, and transn;l-
tional civilization. State personnel can exercise autonomous power by
virtue of the centrality they alone possess. Mor}archs, bureaucrats_%
high commands, and others emerged as dlstr1b1_1t1v9 power actors, 1l
rarely as a singular, cohesive state elite. But institutions o.f centra
power have little distributive power unless enhanced by constituencies
in civil societies channeling them fiscal and Manpower resources. Tlie
singular state elite, that critical personage of true ehtlsn}, will bz(ijre y
figure in this volume. Far from being singular and f:entrallzed, modern
states are polymorphous power networks stretching between center

and territories.

Functional analysis: a polymorphous crystallization model

In chemistry a polymorph is a substance t'hat crystallizes in two or
more different forms, usually belonging to different systems. The term
conveys the way states crystallize as the center — but in each case as a
different center — of a number of power networks.‘ Stgtes have .multq_)le
institutions, charged with multiple taskg,_ mobilizing constituencies
both through their territories and geopolitically. As Rosenau. (1966)
observes, and Laumann and Knoke (1987) foFmally prove,‘dlffer.ent
“issue areas” or “policy domains” mobilize different constituencies.
States are thus thoroughly polymorphous. Perhaps, as Abrams has
suggested, in describing any particular state, we.sh(‘)uld‘ cease talk(ling
about “the state.” But by shifting away from an institutional toward a
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functional approach, maybe we can simplify multiple institutions in
terms of the underlying functions undertaken by particular states.
These may pervade multiple institutions and constituencies, activating
states in simpler overall crystallizations.

In this period states crystallized enduringly and importantly as
“capitalist,” “dynastic,” “party democratic,” “militarist,” “confederal,”
“Lutheran,” and so forth. When later identifying the most funda-
mental one or more crystallizations in a state, I use the term “higher-
level crystallizations.” Marxism, pluralism, and realism assert that
modern states have ultimately crystallized as, respectively, capitalist,
party-democratic, and security-pursuing states. That is, they see pat-
terned, hierarchical relations existing among multiple institutions.
Cock-up~foul-up theory explicitly denies this, while pluralism adds
that party democracy is the way there is systematic compromise be-
tween many other crystallizations. Marxism, realism, and pluralism
ultimately imply a_singular cohesive state making “final” decisions
between crystallizations. There are two methods of adjudicating
‘'whether some crystallizations or compromises between them are
ultimately decisive — two tests of “hierarchy” and ‘‘ultimacy.” One
method is direct, the other indirect.

The direct test might confirm that the state ultimately crystallized as
x rather than y, say, as capitalist rather than proletarian. Since x and y
are diametrically opposed, they collide head-on. In general we know
that x (capitalism) triumphed over y, not invariably but in some “last
instance” sense, systematically preventing proletarian revolution and
setting limits to what proletarian parties can do. Can such a direct test
be applied more generally?

Steinmetz has tried to submit rival class and (“true”) elitist theories
of Imperial Germany’s welfare state policies to such a test. He says
that to support elite theory we would have to identify
policies that directly challenge dominant class interests. . . . [S]tate-centered
theory ultimately rests upon showing cases of “non-correspondence,” meaning
instances when state officials and policy-makers directly contravene the interests
of the class that is economically dominant. [1990: 244]

Steinmetz argues that elite theory fails this test in Imperial Germany
because there was not “noncorrespondence.” Welfare policies were
actually agreeable to many capitalists and were permeated by principles
of capitalist rationality. There was actually “correspondence” between
capitalism and welfare. In Chapter 14, I mostly agree with Steinmetz’s
empirical conclusions. Yet I disagree with his methodology of resolving
the “ultimate” nature of the state. The problem is whether we can
apply his test of noncorrespondence, head-on challenge, and ensuing
victory-defeat—dialectical synthesis to the entire state. This implies a
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social system placing holistic limits on its state. The Marxian class

model does envisage this as it sees class struggle as a dialectical totality,
systematically structuring the whole society and state. Provided theo-
retical disputes remain within these dialectical terms, we can adjudicate

them. _
Head-on class conflict can be stated in dialectical terms. States can-

not be feudal and capitalist or capitalist and socialist or monarchical
and party democratic. They must be one or the other or some systt_:mic
compromise between them. In this period they became and remained
predominantly capitalist, rather than feudal or socialist. We can also
specify the conditions under which systemic conflict might breach the
“limits” normally exercised by capitalism on such states. Rueschemeyer
and Evans (1985: 64) list these as (in ascending order of the threat to
capital) where the capitalist class is divided; where threat from be_low
induces the capitalist class to hand over power to the politica.l regime
(and the regime acts autonomously to compromise class conflict); and
where subordinate classes acquire the power in civil society to capture
the state themselves. Capital-labor struggle has been systemic in modern
countries. They can function efficiently only if they produce, and
efficient production presupposes solving class struggle. States require

‘the struggle between capital and labor to be resolved. one way or

another. Capital and labor have persistently struggled for over a
“century over the whole terrain of the state. We can analyze their re-

peated head-on (x versus y) collisions and “noncorrespondences,” see
who wins, and come to a systematic conclusion of one kind or another.

How far can this Marxian model of conflict be applied across the
board to all politics? The problem is that, considered in itself, every
crystallization of function is systemic and limiting, in the sense that
it must be stably institutionalized. Just as states must be capitalist,
socialist, or some relatively stable compromise between these, so they
must be secular, Catholic, Protestant, Islamic, and so forth, or some
institutionalized compromise. They must stably divide political authority
between national center and localities-regions; they must institutionalize
relations between men and women; they must achieve efficiency of
justice, administration, military defense, and diplomatic security. Each
of these crystallizations is intrinsically systemic and contains head-
on challenges and noncorrespondences that contemporary Western
countries have managed to institutionalize broadly.

But relations between functional crystallizations are not systemic.
Class and religious crystallizations, for example, differ and sometimes
they conflict. But their conflict is rarely systemic, their collisions rarely
constitute a head-on dialectic. States do not usually make “ultimate”
choices among them. Italy today, for example, remains party demo-
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cratic, capitalist, and Catholic, just as it remains patriarchal along with
various other crystallizations. Steinmetz may find capitalistic rationality
embodied in welfare policies. This is highly likely because these were
economic policies substantially aimed at reducing class conflict (though
he does not consider whether they were also patriarchal, as they were).

Nor is it surprising that over that war-horse of modern state theory,
disputes over American New Deal welfare or agricultural policies,
most writers have emphasized class crystallizations. These policies are
primarily economic, mostly framed with classes or economic sectors in
mind. Nonetheless, U.S. welfare policies have been also (if rarely
explicitly) patriarchal and often they have been racist. How do these
three crystallizations over welfare policy relate to one another? Some
of the best American sociology and political science have wrestled with
these entwinings of class, gender, and race and have not emerged with
a consensual ultimate conclusion. Steinmetz may also not find cor-
respondences or noncorrespondences in Imperial Germany among
policy areas — among, say, class interests, the Kulturkampf, and
Bismarckian diplomacy. These were different, not in head-on collision,
yet entwined. We might say the same of American class, federal, and
diplomatic policy areas.

Even without head-on confrontation, though, states might still allocate
priorities, ranking crystallizations in ultimate importance. Four state
mechanisms allocate priorities:

1. Legal codes and constitutions specify rights and duties. The civil
and criminal law are precise about what they proscribe and what broad
civil and political rights they allow. But they do not indicate exactly
how power will be allocated. Constitutions are supposed to locate
where sovereignty lies, but they do not indicate how its priorities are to
be set. And, as Anderson and Anderson (1967: 26—82) demonstrate,
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century constitutions were actually vague
because they embodied an unfinished struggle against executive powers.

2. Budgets allocate fiscal priorities. All state activities cost money,
so budgets may reveal where ultimate power and limits lie. A choice
between a regressive or progressive tax or between spending on “guns
or butter’” may evoke head-on conflict and reveal the systemic distribu-
tion of power. This is the working assumption of my analyses of state
finances. But finances also have their own particularities. The cost of
functions cannot be equated simply with their importance. Diplomacy
needs little money but may be devastating in its consequences. In any
case, through most of this period states did not have unified budgets,
or if they did, some items were constitutionally entrenched, not avail-
able for reallocation.

3. Party-democratic majorities might indicate the hierarchical dis-

A theory of the modern state 79

tribution of power, as pluralists assert. The policies of majority parties
may indicate ultimate priorities. But party intrigue normally avoids
head-on confrontation and ultimate decision making. Governing parties
slide by issues of principle by making ad hoc compromises and logroll-
ing. Regimes rarely choose between guns and butter; they seek both,
in combinations varying according to complex changing political crys-
tallizations. Moreover, majorities were only an imperfect indicator
over this period. No major state enfranchised women; several did
not enfranchise whole categories of men. Did the excluded have no
political power at all? In several countries access to the monarch was
also as important as a parliamentary majority. The state had many
mansions. Parliaments did not routinely control diplomacy or military
practices; classes and other interest groups lobbied court, army, and
administrations as well as parliament. Parliaments were not actually,
sometimes not even constitutionally, sovereign.

4. Monocratic bureaucracy might rationally allocate priorities within
state administration. Though Weber exaggerated the autonomy of
bureaucrats, they are arranged rationally by hierarchy and function,
with priorities set authoritatively by the chief executive. Throughout
this period, substantial state bureaucratization occurred. But as Chapter
13 shows, it remained incomplete, especially near the top of state
administrations. Authoritarian monarchies divided and ruled to prevent
cohesive bureaucracy; parliamentary regimes were careful to staff the
highest administrative levels with political loyalists. Administrations
were not fully insulated; they embodied the principal crystallizations of
the rest of the state.

Of course, some states were more coherent than others. Such states
can be distinguished according to how clearly they locate ultimate
decision making — their sovereignty. We shall see that eighteenth-
century Britain and Prussia located sovereignty more clearly in deter-
minant sets of relations (concerning monarchs and parliament or
higher officials) than did France or Austria, and that by 1914, party
democracies did this more clearly than authoritarian monarchies. In
these comparisons the latter sets of cases embodied more cock-up—
foul-up than did the former. Overall, however, although the modern
state was attempting to increase its allocative coherence in all four
mechanisms just discussed, this was actually in response to assuming
more diverse functional crystallizations (as Chapter 14 argues). Thus it
was (and still is) incomplete. I argue that overall state coherence was
probably decreasing throughout the period, so priorities could not
usually be allocated systematically.

No single universal measure of political power exists comparable to
money for economic power or concentrated physical force for military
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power. There is no final measure of ultimat(? state power. For (_iiverse
crystallizations to result in a smg.u‘lgr systemic state .would require not
only extraordinary organizing abilities by state officials but also extra-
ordinary political interest by civil society actors. Why should the
capitalist class, or the working class, or the Catholic church care about
routine diplomacy? Why should nationalist parties or the military care
about factory safety legislation? States do not routinely allocate funda-
mental priorities among such functions as class regulation, government
centralization, or diplomacy. Powerful political actors pursue most of
the multiple functions of states pragmatically, according to particular
traditions and present pressures, reacting pragmatically and hastily to
crises concerning them all.

Thus political crystallizations rarely confront each other dialectically,
head-on. We cannot routinely apply the direct test of “who wins.”
States rarely embody x rather than y. The states I focus on were
capitalist, but they were also patriarchical; they were Great Powers,
and all but Austria became nation-states (and they might be Catholic,
federal, relatively militaristic, and so forth). The logic of capitalism
requires no particular gender, Great Power, or national logic — and
vice versa. These xs and ys did not clash head-on. They slid through
and around each other, the solutions to crises over each having con-
sequences, some unintended, for the other. Even crystallizations that
in principle were in head-on opposition often were not in practice
perceived as such, since they came entwined with other crystalliza-
tions. I find Rueschemeyer and Evans’s three conditions (noted
earlier) by which labor might triumph over capital to be too restrictive.
I find that wherever two of Marx’s opposed classes collided head-on,
the dominant class — possessing all the major sources of social power
(especially the state and the military) — triumphed. Where subordinate
classes had more chance is where their threat came entwined with
other threats, from other classes but more importantly from religious
or military factions, political decentralizers, or foreign Powers. In such
circumstances political regimes and dominant classes could lose their
power of concentration on the potential class enemy and be over-
whelmed by their interstitial emergence. This happened in the French
Revolution (see Chapter 6) and did not happen in Chartism (see
Chapter 15).

Of course, different crystallizations might dominate different state
institutions. That might be ordered by a perfectly bureaucratic state
with a rationalized division of labor. But this did not exist in the
nineteenth century and does not exist now. As often, the left hand of
the state has not known what the right hand is doing. American
insulated diplomats (jabbed intermittently by pressure groups) took
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care of relations with Iraq, until suddenly, in August 1990, th_e COI,I—
sequences of their (plus foreigners’) actions compelled the presment s
entire attention. In recent years, NATO nuclear submarine com-
manders have carried sealed orders to be opened if their communica-
tions with headquarters were broken. It is believed these orders read:
“Launch your missiles at the enemy targets designated here.” In
this case, the small finger on the right (military) hand of states can
act autonomously to terminate the state, capitalism, and perhaps the
world. The state is unaware of what its members are doing.

The direct test failing, can we apply the second, indirect test? State
crystallizations may not often collide dialectically head-on, but are the
effects of one or more crystallizations so devastating for the rest that
they limit and pattern the whole, perhaps through their‘ powerful
unanticipated consequences? Was there at least one “higher-level
crystallization’?

Higher-level state crystallizations

This volume gives suitably nuanced answers to the questions just
asked. Different states crystallized differently. Yet I guardedly reply
yes: Over this period I identify six higher-level crystallizations of
Western states. The first five were as capitalist, ideological-moral,
militarist, and at variable positions on a representative continuum
(from autocratic monarchy to party democracy) and on a “national”
continuum from centralized nation-state to confederal regime. I identify
varied ideological-moral crystallizations, some religious (e.g., Catholic,
Lutheran), others more mixed religious-secular. But they somewhat
declined in significance over this period, as religions and ideologies
became more (though never entirely) reducible to representative and
national issues. The ideological-moral crystallization emerged most
strongly when entwined with the sixth higher-level crystallization,
which, unfortunately, I touch on only lightly in this volume: the state
as patriarchal, which we shall find significant in linking the mobiliza-
tion of intensive to extensive power relations. At the extensive level
I generally emphasize four higher-level crystallizations: capitalist,
militarist, representative, and national.

Each of these four crystallizations produced its own head-on dia-
lectical conflict, which in combination constituted the essential politics
of the period. True, some states were also Catholic, others Protestant,
others secular, naval or land Powers, monolingual or multilingual, with
varying old regime or bureaucratic colorings — all generating distinctive
crystallizations. But through this diversity I discern four broad tracks:
toward the maturation of capitalist economic relations, toward greater
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representation, toward intensifying national centralization, and toward
professionalizing and bureaucratizing state militarism. Modern Western
states might vary their religions, their languages, and so forth, but a
common capitalist and (with more room for variance) a more representa-
tive national and militarist character seems to have been forced on
them by the general development of the sources of social power. If
they did not modernize all four, they did not survive.

That states became capitalist is too obvious to belabor. Throughout
this period, Western states consistently privileged private property
rights and capital accumulation. European states had not traditionally
possessed many powers over the property of their subjects. By the
time capitalist property and market forms were thoroughly institu-
tionalized (by 1760 in Britain, by 1860 almost everywhere in the West)
almost all political actors had internalized their logic. Countries became
more similar on this crystallization, as they all commercialized and
industrialized. I shall introduce adjectival qualifications of capitalism —
liberal capitalism, industrial capitalism, and so forth. National (and
regional) economies also differed. Britain was the only truly industrial
society of the period; Germany and Austria were distinctively late
developers. Such variations among capitalist crystallizations will matter,
although we shall see that they usually mattered less than the many
economistic theories of modern social science have argued. Marx and
Engels wrote in the Communist Manifesto: “The executive of the
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisie” (1968: 37). Except for the “but” this is correct.
Western states were and are capitalist, a crystallization relatively
unthreatened by head-on oppositional challenges. In this period,
we shall find little head-on conflict from feudal movements. In fact,
feudalism tended to transform itself into capitalism with far less conflict
than Marx seems to have believed. We find more socialist opposition
to capitalism, though before 1914 this was not life-threatening for
capitalism. The capitalist crystallization draws our attention toward
class conflict, but also toward capitalist hegemony in this period.

Western states were and are not only capitalist, though. Pluralists
seek to add many crystallizations. To classes they add segmental power
actors, some economic, some non-economic: urban versus rural, inter-
regional conflicts, Catholic versus Protestant versus secular, linguistic
and ethnic conflicts, politicized gender conflicts — all forming parties,
sometimes reinforcing, sometimes cross-cutting classes. There were
also more particularistic pressure groups. An industry, corporation,
occupation, sect, even an intellectual salon may dominate a party
holding the political balance, or enjoy good communication channels
to decision making — especially in foreign policy. Each state, even each
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regional and local government, may be unique. But are these pluralist
additions adding mere detail, or do they change the parameters of
political power? Religious communities, regiqnal part_iesf even salons
may make a difference, but were these essentially capitalist states?.

Precise answers will differ according to time and place. In this period
in the West, power networks also crystallized around other higher-
level issues. Two concerned citizenship: Who should enjoy it, and
where should it be located, I term these the “‘representative” issue and
the “national” issue. 3

Representation turned on Dahl’s two democratic preconditions, con-
testation and participation. Contestation began as a struggle against
monarchical despotism, generating “in”’ and ‘“‘out,” ‘“court” and
“country” parties. Contestation emerged fully when alternative parties
could form a sovereign government upon winning a free and fair
election — first guaranteed in the U.S. Constitution and effectively
established in Britain over the following decades. Participation con-
cerned which classes and which ethnic, religious, and linguistic com-
munities should be enfranchised and entitled to public office and (later)
to state educational credentials. At the very end of the period, it also
came to concern the issue of woman suffrage.

Some regimes yielded more on contestation, others on participation.
Over the long nineteenth century contestation was a far more sig-
nificant concession. A regime in which an opposition party could
become the sovereign government involved a degree of openness
denied to a universal male suffrage regime whose parties could not
claim sovereignty. This was recognized by authoritarian monarchs
themselves, far more willing to concede universal male suffrage than
parliamentary sovereignty since it still allowed them signiﬁcant.despoFic
powers (this has been even more true of twentieth-century dictatorial
regimes). Thus, though Britain had a more restricted franchise than
Prussia-Germany in the second half of the period, I shall term Britain
as a party democracy but not Prussia-Germany. Parliament was sov-
ereign, the Reichstag was not. We shall see a fundamental difference
between their politics: British politics concerned parties, German
politics concerned parties and monarchy.

Representation can thus be arranged in this period along a continul_lm
running from despotic monarchy to full party democracy, along which
my countries unevenly moved.? First Britain, then the United States

2 Qver this period it is a single dimension because all these countries emerged
from one toward the other. Things get more complex in the twentieth century,
when most despotic regimes have been not monarchies but party d'1ctat_orsh_1ps
or military regimes, each with distinctive ‘“‘nondemocratic” properties differing
from those of monarchies.
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led the way, while France zigzagged behind. By 1880, all three “liberal”
countries (except for the American South) had improved the freeness
and fairness of their elections and had attained sovereign legislatures
(although they differed as to who should enjoy suffrage). Because they
clustered on the representative continuum, I often contrast them to the
two enduring monarchies, Austria and Prussia-Germany, which had
not conceded parliamentary sovereignty and where the monarchs
formed their own ministries. However, we can distinguish degrees of
despotism within the period: The Russian “autocracy” possessed
more power and more autonomy than Austrian “dynasticism,” which
possessed more autonomy (not more “power over”) than German
“semiauthoritarian” monarchy. Yet in all countries conflicts between
advocates and opponents of more party democracy dominated much of
the politics of the period.

But much domestic controversy also turned on where to participate.
How centralized, uniform, and “national” should the state be? Central-
ization versus confederalism produced civil war in the United States
and wars across Germany, Italy, and Habsburg lands. It persistently
structured mundane politics. Confederalism remained important in
the United States throughout. German party politics seemed com-
plex: Some parties were class-based, others were explicitly religious
(most notably the Catholic Center); others were implicitly religious
(Protestant parties like the Conservatives, the National Liberals, and
the ostensibly secular Socialists); others were ethnic (Danes, Poles,
Alsatians); and still others, regional (the Bavarian Peasant People’s
party, Hanoverian Guelphs). Yet much of this swirled around the
“national” issue. Catholics, South Germans, and ethnic parties were
decentralizers, opposed to North German Protestant centralizers.

The nineteenth-century House of Commons spent more time dis-
cussing religion than political economy or class. Though religion did
matter, it also expressed the issue of how uniform, centralized, and
national Britain should be. Should the Anglican church be “established”
also in Wales, Scotland, and Ireland? Should education and social
welfare be uniform, state-guided, and religious or secular? Across all
states most active Catholics opposed state centralization. The church
retained transnational while strengthening local-regional organization.

All states were riven by struggles over centralized versus local-
regional powers. This was because there had been two historic ways to
fight despotism: by centralizing democratic representation or by reduc-
ing all central state powers and boosting plural local-regional party
democracy. The massive nineteenth-century growth of state infra-
structural powers made this especially troublesome. Where to locate
them? Religious, ethnic, linguistic, and regional minorities, for example,
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Table 3.3. The national question: central versus local infrastructural
able 3.3.

power

Central government

Infrastructural '
power Low High
ion-state
Premodern state) Federal.natlon sta D
Loeal government %I(l)wh (Confederal state Centralized nation-
& state

consistently favored “antinational” decentralization. Yelt thesreI1 Izlet;l:
issues concerning the relations betweer'l central and locah govlcla nmer
have been ignored by almost all theories qf the state (t ougih Samg
Rokkan 1970: 72-144). Class and pluralist theorlst‘s us};a .et me
model for analyzing local as central government;‘e‘:hte_ t ;:lons sdern
Weber barely mention local government. .Yet politics 1tr)1 the m(l)eVels
state fundamentally concerned tlllle dlgtrlputllor; :)ii IIzg)wer etween
nt. Table 3.3 lists the principal o . o
Ofi(l)lvzg}rlrtlzenth- and nineteenth-cefntury states expandeq thelr. 11111tfrl;1€;
structures and so the upper left box is §mpty. Most expansion mlgn o
of local-regional government, developing a confec.lc?ral state, as 1Were
nineteenth-century United States when most political .fuléc\:/tlolrll_s rer
undertaken by state and local governments rather thap in Was 1ngt ate.
Or expansion might be predominantly c_)f thf: centrahzed. I;atlon-sl a;
as in France since the Revolution. Qr it might occur falr‘}i Even }; 2
both levels, to produce a federal nation-state, as in Imperia erm thz
or in the United States in the later twentiecth century. D}lrlngove_
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the enemy of reprgsentgtlve m e
ments in Austria-Hungary (and at first in the United tates) s
believed to be centralization; yet in France democragy was ceﬁltﬁa iza
tion. In these debates class and nation b§came eptwmed, eact a;;l‘nlg1
unintended consequences for the other, 1nﬂuen‘<‘:1ng tl,l,e wa}; in wdlg
each crystallized. Classes and nations were not “pure,” but formed by
i | entwinings. . .
theI:Lr ;1(;;1;1;1 policy thi national issue focuseq on how na.t}l(c)n;llslt,nlll;)cw
territorial, how much dominated by aggressive Geopol.zt.z : iplo my
should be. It raised the six forms of international po_htlcal ecqn(i tz
identified in Chapter 2 and connecteq to the fourth h‘1gher- etve Ss :nt
crystallization, militarism. At the beginning of t'he pgrlod? sbta tt;lse End
at least three-quarters of their revenues on their military; by ,
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while §Iave{y required considerable local repression and there was

ﬁﬁ]rl‘;zii:; v1olenlce across American life. Thus American geopoliticael1

oo was low, while its c'lomestic militarism was probably the
ghes certainly the most violent — of my five countries. Other

be relegated to last-resort in
: struments of policy. That w t
of most liberals and diplomats  alike, though 1914 oved e
wrons proved them
relitﬁ:)vssulgmt())igni&e to fdevei]op a general theory of the “ultimate”
¢se lour higher-level state crystallizati
are, however, four obstacles. First i n of the apnere
, . . s the problem of the nu b

((;illsles. I (?a;;e identified four major crystallizations. Even if earcgl :e;:f

Y a dichotomy, they would yield sixteen possible combinations

Capitalism, it is true, varied relatively little, but militarism contained

combinati .
mbinations of variables are numerous. Thus, once again, macro
, .
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are just not enough states to test the impact of each crystallization
while holding the others constant.

Second, these states were not fully autonomous, analogous cases.
All four sources of power — a transnational economy, a Western
civilization, a military community, and diplomacy — spread rapidly
among them. A single shattering event, like the French Revolution, or
the rise of a single state, like the Prussian-German state, might have
massive consequences for all states. Theorizing the particular has
obvious limits.

Third, all four crystallizations entwined to produce emergent, un-
anticipated consequences that then affected each others’ development
— “interaction effects” producing yet more ‘variables.” Nation-states
developed and changed as they internalized partial and contested
capitalist, representative, and militarist rationalities. Capitalist classes
changed as they internalized partial and contested representative,
national, and aggressive territorial conceptions of interest. Militaries
changed as they defended property, enfranchised classes, and the
nation. The capitalist state, party democracy, the nation-state, and the
military caste do not appear in this volume in “pure” form. Nineteenth-
century states were constituted nondialectically by entwined contests
over all four.

Fourth, the impurity of classes, representation, nation-states, and
military-civilian relations increased as they participated in both domestic
and foreign policy. Foreign policy remained more insulated and
particularistic — more dominated by old regime statesmen, military
castes, volatile nationalist parties, and pressure groups; domestic policy
was dominated more by capitalism, representation, and national cen-

tralization. Domestic and foreign policy struggles rarely met head-on
but in overlapping, entwining crystallizations in which all affected one
another’s development in unintended ways. My culminating example
of this will be the causes of World War I, in which outcomes escaped
the control of any single actor — of “elites” like absolute monarchs or
bureaucracies, of classes, of parliaments, of high commands, of plural
interest groups. The modern state has emerged in forms intended by
no one and has in turn transformed all their identities and interests.

These four obstacles push me toward an intensive rather than an
extensive methodology, based on relatively detailed knowledge of five
countries rather than on the more superficial knowledge involved in
covering many countries and variables. Even on only five cases (some-
times supplemented by hasty coverage of a few others) I can refute
single-factor theories and make broad suggestions about general
patterns. But this is also a history of a particular time and place, and
one with a singular culmination: World War 1.
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Conclusion

I have borrowed from all the principal state theories to generate my
own partly institutional, partly functional polymorphous theory. I
accept class theory’s insistence that modern states are capitalist and
that politics are often dominated by class struggles. One higher-level
crystallization of the modern state is indeed capitalist. But I reject any
notion that the capitalist, or other class, crystallization, is in some
sense “ultimately determining.” I accept pluralism’s identification of
multiple power actors, multiple state functions, and a (partial) devel-
opment toward democracy. This led toward a second higher-level
crystallization as representative, in which monarchy fought a rearguard
action against party democracy (entwined with the class struggles of
the first crystallization). Pluralism is also comfortable with the third
crystallization over the national issue. Yet I reject pluralism’s concep-
tion of democracy as ultimately decisive; more forms of power than
voting and shared norms help decide outcomes. With true elitists 1
accept that central state personnel may constitute autonomous power
actors. However, I identified two rather different state actors in this
period. Monarchies hung on in some countries, resisting party democ-
racy and generating distinct representative crystallizations. Also,
geopolitics and domestic repression, though usually in particularistic
alliances with civil society actors, generated the fourth higher-level
crystallization, as militarist. Yet the first power is, on its own, usually
puny, whereas the latter is more erratic. It is the combinations of all
these higher-level crystallizations (plus inputs from moral-ideological
and patriarchal crystallizations) that provide such “ultimate” pattern-
ing of modern states as we can find.

Like cock-up—foul-up theorists, however, I believe that states are
messier and less systemic and unitary than each single theory suggests.
I thus borrowed from another type of statist theory and from Max
Weber to develop what I labeled “institutional statism.” To under-
stand states and appreciate their causal impact on societies, we must
specify their institutional particularities. Because the modern state has
massively enlarged its institutional infrastructures, it has come to play
a much greater structuring role in society, enhancing the power of all
crystallizations. My history of Western society will focus increasingly
on the entwined, nonsystemic development of capitalist, representa-
tive, national, and militarist state crystallizations.
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