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16 The sources of social power
reésponse to criticism

o

tchael Mann

revisited: g

I feel honoured by this volume and indebted 1o the contributors for
their praise and their Criticism. Having lon i

methodology, I thank Joseph Bryant for I
defending it. Randall Collins gj i

embodied in regj networks of people, These have Cmergent properties
giving them some causal autonomy, though they do not amount to i
of development’, since they are also closely entwined. T do not focus on
power resources held by individuals - unlike Bourdieu’s model of economic,
cultural, political and soctal forms of bower. I focus on differences between
the four networks, unlike most forms of ‘network theory’ (e.g. mathematical
modelling or Castells’ ‘nerwark society’). The closest parallel, as Collins
observes, is with the new economic sociology emphasizing networks of
economic connection, Ag he says, the same job could be done on ideological,
military and political Power. I also retain my distinctions between ‘collective’
and ‘dism'butive’, ‘Intensive’ and ‘extensive’, ‘diffuse’ and ‘authoritative’,
and “infrastructurap and ‘despotic’ power, and I use them below.
- Ireject soctology’s foundational notion of ‘society’ bec;u%e the boundaries
of the four power sources rarely coincide., Despite the increasing ‘caging’
‘of people within modern nation-states (noted in Sources, Vol. 1), thege
have never been powerful enough o constitute whole ‘societies’. Human
activity comprises multiple, overlapping, intersecting networks of social
interaction. This model has become widely accepted since I mitially
advanced it. It enables us to identify the root of social change, since plural

ver be entirely institutionalized o insulated
terstitially’ from cracks within and between
from a dialectic between the inst
Tgence of power networks,

Oppose all systems theory, all holism, alf attempts to reify ‘societies’,
hese make the ‘totality’ of social interact
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But there is no totality. So Robert Brenner is right to pick me up for my
remarks in Volume I of Sources suggesting that Burope in the Middle
Ages was a single society. All I actually demonstrated was that
Christendom was then a real network of interaction (though I did under-
estimate its links with Islam and Asia). There is no singular ‘world systen?’,
no singular process of globalization; no multi-state ‘gystem’ dominated by a
singular ‘realist’ Jogic; no logic of patriarchy, History is not the history of
class struggle, or of modes of production, or of ‘epistemes’ or ‘discursive
formations’, cultural codes or underlying structures of thought governing
the language, values, science and practices of an era, underpinned by a
singular process of power enveloping all human activity.! These systems
theories succeed in capturing theorists not social reality.

I also oppose mono-causal theories. Explicit ones are now rare,
though implicit ones abound, the unintended consequence of academic
specialization. Economists tend to elevate the economy (though today
many also embrace ‘institudons’ which are obviously more diverse), political

scientists politics (though today often embracing economistic models).

Many sociologists are also surprisingly economistic. In analysing globaliza-
analysing changes in the structure of

tion, many content themselves with
capitalism, assuming these will change social life as a whole. Conversely,
since ‘the cultural turn’ many confine themselves to ideological and cultural
analysis. This is no better. Gobalization involves economies, cultures, and
also nation-states (there are now over 190 of them) and organizations
dedicated to mass destruction. Gilobalization involves all four types of
network and is therefore a plural and ‘impure’ process. :
Ideally, any sociologist analysing macro-topics would always discuss all
four sources of social power. If sociological theory is to be of anyuse atall;
it must be both empirically based and cover the breadth of human
experience. Of course, juggling four balls at once through world-history
is ludicrous over-ambition, and I drop one of them from time to time
(most of my critics say I am prone 10 fumble ideology).
1 begin by discussing general criticisms of ideological, military
and political power. Then I turn to more empirical issues, beginning
with ethnic cleansing and then at greater length discussing Europe’s
‘miraculous’ economic development and brief glo
on comparisons with Asia/Chmna. Finally, 1 offe

normative conclusions.
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nse of its mysticism, its superstitions and its

prejudices. A universal doctrine of rational salvation cannot alone explain
why 3,500 Christians chose martyrdom under the Hmperor Diocletian —
nor the conduct of Islamist or nationalist suicide bombers today. And
Frank Trentmann is right to say T neglected the religious content of
eighteenth-century English politics.
Yet John Hobson is wrong to see me as 4 materialist in the realist
sense, as opposed to the idealist ‘constructivism’ he advocates. I have
no objection to ‘constructivists’ whether in International Relations or
sociology repeating that inter-subjective ideas, norms and values are
important influences on human action, that actors’ identities and interests
are socially constructed, and that structures and agenfs are mutually
constructed (Reus-Smit 2002: 129-34; cf. Brubaker 1996: ch. 1. Yes —
but some human constructs then become reified as ipstitutions and social
structure, socializing and constraining later actors. Sociologists from
Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann to Anthony Giddens have called
this the duality of action and structure. Idealist and materialist theories
are equally simplistic by comparison.
My model abandons the distinction

favour of one between ‘ideas-and-practices combined’
P
h of four power networks. Yet one, the

a-heavy than the others. It comprises net-
which cannot be proved true or false,
lity to be able to give ‘meaning’ toa
ocialism and nationalism

rational a content, at the expe

hetween ideas and materiality in
(or ‘action and

structure combined”) in eac
ideological, is clearly more ide
works of persons bearing ideologies
couched at a sufficient level of genera
range of human actions in the world — as religions, 8
all do, for example. They also contain norms, rules of inter-personal
conduct which are ‘sacred’, strengthening conceptions of collective inter-
est and cooperation, reinforced, as Durkheim said, by rituals binding
people together in repeated affirmations of their commonality. So those
offering plausible ideclogies can mobilize social movements, and wield a
general power in human societies analogous to powers yielded by control
over economic, military and political power resources.
Hobson and Reus-Smit say this is too instrumental, since it is concer-
ned with power as means not ends and so neglects the content of ideol-

s. Trentmann says 1 emphasize control over meaning systems at the

ogie
f meaning. These accusations puzzle me.

expense of the production o

When I discuss Sumerian or Ch
‘Hutu Power’ or American neoconservatism, I do discuss their content,

since powerful ideologies are those whose content gives plausible meaning
to people’s lives. I do not claim to discuss all ideas, values, norms and
rituals, only those mobilized in macro-power struggles. Ralph Schroeder
gives my defence of this neglect: ideas can’t do anything unless they arc
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matic. But even the most visionary ideologies are not
ecome so after complex social

d instrumental perceptions of

minimal and prag
born immanent or transcendent. They b

processes involving coalition-building an
what will work as well as more intuitive or principled elements.

d a third residual type, institutionalized ideologies, indicating

only a minimal presence of ideological power. These are conservative

and pragmatic, endorsing ideas, values, norms and rituals which serve to

order. They believe that emerging conflicts can be

mediated successfully by compromises embedded in present institutions.

At the borderline are ideologies like Thatcherism and social democracy,
which (as John Hall says} are mildly transcendental. Though they
work through present institutions, they have a vision of a better society.
The essence of institutionalized ideologies is recognition that progress
lies through compromise and pragmatism, so that ‘dirty’ back-stairs
dealing must compromise their values. That is what most politicians in
democracies know above all else (and what they cannot quite openly
admit before their supporters and electorates). But in parallel fashion,
the masses comply less because they believe the existing social order is

morally right than because they live in it and habitually reproduce it

through their actions. This is their habimus, as Bourdieu says: they have
think and feel in certain ways

internalized cultural dispositions to act,
which lie below formal consciousness. Institutionalized ideclogies are
closer to the anthropologists’ conception of ‘culture’ as the ideas, values,

etc. that pervade everyday social practices.
I embrace as a virtue Hobson’s accusation that my treatment of ideology -

_ in the sense that the importance of ideological power
fluctuates greatly according to time and place. Though Trentmann SIresses
the significance of religion in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
England, I doubt he denies my main point: religious ideologies were
most intense (being genuinely transcendent) in the seventeenth century,
then they declined through the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Institutionalized ideologies are ‘thin’, in Hobson’s sense,
immanent ones are moderately thick, giving actors powers they would
otherwise not have possessed. Transcendent ones are the thickest,
constituting collective actors and interests and achieving major structural
changes. Their construction is not an everyday OCCUITence, of course, at

least not at the macro-level.

Emerging interstitial networks generate an explicit search for meaning.
This happens where crises threaten the everyday routine of institutionalized
networks and ideologies. In response, institutionalized elites begin t0
divide. Liberals may urge compromises with emerging discontenteld
groups, conservatives intensify traditional values mixed with pragmatic
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Fascists seeks to explain the emergence of the first mass fascist move-
ments in response to the European crisis generated by World War I. This
was less severe in countries where liberal representative government was
already institutionalized before 1914, Their elites could absorb post-war
crises, blending centre-left pragmatic reformism and centre-right ad hoc
repression. They gradually adapted their institutionalized ideologies
with elements of social and Christian democracy. Here institutionalized
ideologies held the upper hand.

It was different in the semi-authoritarian monarchies destabilized by the
war and the brand new states created out of the ruins of collapsed Empires.
These were all ‘dual regimes’ (half-constitutional, half-authoritarian),
lacking the routine institutions and mass compliance for coping. Both
proved more vulnerable to emerging fascist movements. These were
distinctively classless, their original core forming from soldiers of all
ranks demobilized in 1918. They confronted the crises with plausible
ideological solutions drawn essentially from their experience of military

wer during the war. They saw discipline, comradeship and national

po
s the kernel of

unity as the keys to modern social progress. This wa
fascism, a transcendent nation-statist ideology. In Germany, Italy and
Austria fascists could mobilize more mass emotional commitment
and violence than could conservatives, liberals or socialists. But where
conservatives maintained firmer control of military and political power,
they were able to suppress the fascists, though taking the precaution
of stealing fascist ideological clothing. The authoritarian regimes of
Antonescu (in Romania) and Franco (in Spain) purported to be
‘raditional’, but actually their fascist-derived corporatism was a new
immanent ideology of the right. Here we see institutionalized, transcend-
ent and immanent ideologies struggling against each other in one period
and continent.
‘Too much optimism pervaded some of my earlier discussions of
ideologies. T dwelt on ‘progressive’ ideologies that improved the world,
stressing their creation of collective more than distributive power, as
Gorski and Bryant observe. Early Christianity was Jevelling and universal;
medieval Christianity brought normative pacification; nationalism trans-
cended classes. Gorski (drawing on Foucault) instead emphasizes the
distributive disciplinary power of Calvinism. He suspects ‘discipline’ also
loomed larger in the normative pacification provided by Christendont.
He may be correct. With fascism, communism and ethno-nationalism in
mind, I now see clearly that world-transforming ideologies contain both
collective and distributional power, and do both good and harm. On the
whole 1 prefer mildly transcendental ideologies, offering a viston of a
better, though limited and not ideal fature. 1 refurn to this later.
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victims. Military power is not confined to armies. Lesser organized, lethal
violence comes from gangs of paramilitaries, criminals or youths. I have
written this chapter in two cities, Los Angeles and Belfast. In both of them
lethal armed gangs remain active. Since 1980 about 25,000 people in
the US have died in gang warfare, over twice as many as in the Afghan war
of 2001-2002. ‘Only’ 3,700 have died in the conflicts in Northern Ireland
over the last three decades, though many more have been beaten up or
knee-capped.

Very few rules govern the deployment of military power. The ‘rules of
war’ are precarious in all ages — as we have recently seen in Afghanistan,
Iraq and Guantanamo Bay. The paucity of rules or norms is unlike
economic or ideological power — and especially unlike political power,
as we see in a moment. Military power also has distinctive internal
organization. It combines the apparent opposites of hierarchy and comrade-
ship, intense physical discipline and esprit de corps. This is so that
soldiers will not respond with flight when they face the prospect of terror
themselves. Only where social movements actually begin to physicaily
fight do they develop such intense and peculiar solidarity. This is what
made fascists tougher than their socialist rivals. Alcohol and drugs are
often also administered, to dampen down combatants’ own terror. They
are not administered to political officials. Power exercised within
military organization tends to be somewhat despotic and arbitrary, though
ternpered by shared comradeship and morale. And military power wielded
over outsiders is the most despotic and arbitrary power imaginable.

1 continue to define political power as centralized, territorial regulation
of social life. Only the state has this centralized-territorial spatial form.
Here I deviate from Weber, who located political power (or ‘parties’) in
any organization, not just states. Most sociologists have ignored him and
used the term only for state-oriented activity, though recent use by
political scientists of the term ‘governance’ revives Webet’s viewpoint.

Governance may be administered by all kinds of bodies, including
feudal manors and guilds, and modern corporations, NGOs and social
movements. I prefer to keep the term ‘political’ for the state — including,
of course, local and regional as well as national-level government. In
feudalism, it becomes difficult to identify where states end and class
organization begins, which Brenner makes some play of. But states and
not NGOs and others have the centralized-territorial form which
makes its rules authoritative for anyone within its territories. I can resign
membership of an NGO and so flaunt its ‘rules’. I am absolutely required
to obey the rules of the state in whose territory I reside, and changes of
citizenship are uncommon and rule-governed. ‘Governance’ is increasing
in the world, bur I prefer to discuss its non-state aspects in the context of
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the death penalty or a life sentence. A Republican or Loyalist activist in
Belfast may feel terror when confronted in the street by the Irish
Republican Army, the Ulster Volunteer Force, the paramilitary Royal
Ulster Constabulary (now the PNSI), or the British Army, but after
being arrested, different emotions will be aroused by the police and
judicial authorities (unless torture is feared). This is the force of rules,
not furious violence.

Strikes and political dissent sometimes invoke rough stuff from
paramilitary and police forces. But Los Angelenos typically feel more
fear when straying into unfamiliar ‘ghettos’ with alien gangs supposedly
lurking nearby, than when picketing factories or marching against
war; similarly for Belfast Republicans straying into Lovalist areas, or
vice versa. They feel they understand and so can play around the edges
of the rituals of police violence more easily than with those of gang or
paramilitary warfare. You can’t play games with the IRA or the UVE,
but you can (much of the time) with the British or Irish governments.

States sometimes repress more violently, but usually in graded escala-

tions. In the first, the police employ non-lethal riot tactics, cauging
injuries but rarely deaths. In the second stage, mixed police, paramilitary
and army units will escalate shows of force. They broadcast threats, shoot
in the air, and make demonstrative advances armed with low lethality
weapons — riot armour and clubs, tear gas, rubber bullets, the blunt edge
of cavalry sabres, carbines rather than gqutomatic weapons, etc. In the
third, military, stage the armed forces take over, exacting exemplary
repression by killing as ruthlessly as they consider necessary, in order to
tetrorize the others. Here we see the escalation from political through
mixed to military power relations.

Many states are more violent and/or despotic. Nonetheless, most still
try to institutionalize their power. Royal prerogatives were exercised most
effectively when they were not arbitrary, but predictable, conforming to
established norms in consultation with the main regional power-brokers.
Royal courts, baronial councils, city-state oligarchies, estate assemblies,
etc. had their rituals and norms. The prevalence of rules among those
who counted politically means that truly despotic power was usually
mitigated by more routinized infrastructures. Despotism was a term of
abuse, meaning power was illegitimate because arbitrary. The main
institutional weakness of monarchy was well understood — a disputed

succession or an erratic, incompetent monarch, either of which in extrentis

might lead to civil war — a move from political to military power. Of
course, many historic states dealing with crime or dissent used violence
more routinely, but this was usually against the lower orders, not politically
recognized personages. Public beatings and limb amputations wete
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military power conquers new territories, whereas political power can only
rule within.

A state may wield different military and political capacities. Germany

has much more political than military power, the United States has the
reverse, The US is the greatest military power in the world. In 2003 it
conquered the whole of Iraq within twenty-four days. Its generals used
the typical strategy of armies enjoying superior offensive fire-power:
concentrate it on the enemy’s command-and-control centres, seize and
hold strategic communications routes and then take the capital. The US
did this very effectively, even without significant allies on the ground.
Give-or-take a siege or two, it is how rthe Buropean empires also
conguered their colonies. But American political powers are puny by
comparison with theirs, The US lacked international political allies, but
more critical was its failure to find political allies within Iraq, Apart from
Kurdish forces in the north, it lacked allies who could mobilize patron—
client networks on the ground. Ignoring the experience of past empires, it
has relied for pacification and policing on its own soldiers, and so its
apparatus of control remained highly lethal. Its *police’ are soldiers
armed with M-16/M-4 semi-automatic weapons, calling in tanks, artillery
and air-strikes. Such weapons produce mayhem, mangled and maimed
bodies, and male, female, infant and elderly victims. This is the way to
conquer armies and terrorize peoples, but not to police them or establish
the rule of law (or to win them over ideologically). Here the distinction
between military and political power is critical ro an understanding of the
abject American failure in Iraq. I see my book Incokerent Empire as a policy
pay-off from my model, for I predicted the disasters which would ensue if
an occupation and restructuring of Iraq (or Afghanistan) were attempted
by a United States deploying massive military offensive fire-power, stingy
economic budgeting, and wholly inadequate political and ideological
power resources.

John Hobson says that T have tended to equate internarional relations

with geopolitics. Initially I did, but not since introducing two refine-
ments. First, I distinguished between ‘inter-national’ and ‘transnational’
relations. Inter-national relations (always with a hyphen) are relations
between states or between groups organized within each state — like
national football associations organized into FIFA, for example.
Transnational relations transcend the boundaries of states, passing
through them without reference to state power. I used the distinction
mainly when discussing globalization, which blends both. I could
have usefully deployed them when analysing earlier multi-power actor
civilizations like Sumer or Greece. Their individual city-states shared in a
common ‘civilizatton’ which was predominantly transnational, and they
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Kalashnikovs in use around the world. The US has military bases in over
one hundred countries and has invaded two countries in the last three
years. Over eighty countries collaborate in its ‘war against terrorism’ —
because international terrorists have killed the citizens of over eighty
countries. The US has 1.4 million men and women in its armed
forces, though this is smaller than the 1.6 million employed in the US
private security industry - a disproportion found also in Britain. There are
‘no-go’ areas for the police in many supposedly advanced and pacified
countries. Isn’t it time more social scientists studied organized, furious,
lethal violence? We are human beings, mobilized into social groups,
perennially prone to attack each other violently. Not everyone can
sublimate violence into academic polemic.

Explaining murderous ethnic cleansing

Which brings me to David Laitin’s polemic against my treatment of ethnic
violence. My provocative title, The Dark Side of Democracy, seems to
have enraged him, since it is the only possible source for his main claim
that [ say democracies commit murderous ethnic cleansing. On pages 2-4
of the book I explain my title in the form of one principal thesis and five
sub-theses. The last two of these say that institutionalized democracies do
not commit murderous cleansing, except for some settler states, and that
by definition a democracy cannot murder a large number of its own
citizens. So I never simply say that democracies commit murderous ethnic
cleansing. Nor is it correct that ‘on through the text, Mann associates the
fnost grievous murderous violations of human rights with democracy’.
Since I do not say such things, I never retreat to a ‘watered-down version’
of them. I do think there are connections between the two, or I would not
have chosen this title. So let me explain what they are.

The book lays out eight principal theses (as well as the five sub-theses)
which proceed successively from the most general causes to the most
concrete processes of cleansing. After presenting them, I acknowledge
(on pages 9-10) that they are only empirical tendencies, with exceptions.
Nor do I present a large sample of cases. This is thick analysis of a few
cases, able to bring out the unique features and causal processes of each.

My first thesis says that murderous ethnic cleansing is modern because
itis the dark side of democracy — it does not say that democracies commit
murderous ethnic cleansing. I go on to explain what this means. First,
cleansing is modern, rarely found in large-scale human groups in former
times. It does seemn to have occurred in some conflicts between the kinds
of small and simple human groups studied by anthropologists, and there
was a larger exception perpetrated by a certain type of conqueror-settier,
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might confuse two different root words of “the people’, the Greek rerms
demos and ethwnos, In multi-ethnic contexts, rule by the whole people might
mean only rule by a dominant or majority ethnic group. This became
especially problematic in the authoritarian Romanov, Habsburg and
Ottoman empires, where insurgence might be in the name of rule by
either all citizens or the locally dominant ethnos. I then trace the latter
notion into ‘organic’ nationalism, which sees the people as one and
indivisible and demands ‘Poland for the Poles’, ‘Ukraine for the
Ukrainians’, etc. This I say was the root of the evil that followed.
So Laitin is wrong to say that T am imprecise about how modernity
causes ethnic cleansing. Most scholars have concluded that it involved
the rise of nationalism. This is true, but insufficient. I add first that the
root of nationalism was the demand for rule by the people; and second
murderous ethnic cleansing resulted where organic nationalism appeared
in the bi-ethnic contexts explained in my theses 3-5, [t is in this sense that
ethnic cleansing is the dark side of democracy. More precisely, it is the
perversion of democracy — not usually of institutionalized democracies
(I'will say why later), but of democratic ideals and processes of democrati-
zation, Nor is this a mere abstraction, for in my case studies I show that
almost all the eventual perpetrators of murderous ethnic cleansing started
their political careers seeking ‘rule by the people’, and then perverting their
own initial ideals. These are quite close connections, operating through
both broad historical processes and individual careers. Are the connections
‘logical’, as Laitin seems to require? I don’t quite know what ‘logic’ would
look like in history. But Laitin seems to have been dealing so long with
static correlations between variables, dealing with process through lagged
variables and cohort analysis (which he does brilliantly) that he cannot
recognize processual historical arguments when he sees them,

In the case of the settler colonies I make the most direct connection.
This is the only type of case where 1 say that still-functioning represen-
tative governments (for the colonists, not the natives) perpetrated mas-
sive murderous ethnic cleansing, and were more likely to do so than less
representative governments. To support this, I do make brief compari-
sons between different colonial powers, and Laitin criticizes this brevity.
He does not mention that the bulk of my comparative analysis concerns
not place but time and agents, I compare colonies and states in North
America and Australia before and after settlers acquired de facto and
formal self-government. Murder increased after these changes. [ also
compare settlers, the colonial government and churches, and find that
settlers favoured murder most, churches least.

I'locate the underlying cause of such cleansing as the arrival of settler-
conquerors who want the natives’ land but not their labour (and such

S
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controlled every government in Yugoslavia (there were three rival groups
in Bosnia), and they mutually escalated into organic nationalism and war.
Among them, only Milosevic had not spent most of his political career
favouring democracy.
Ottoman Turkey held free elections, with a limited franchise in 1908,
seven years before the genocide. Independent centrists won the most
seats, though the Young Turks did respectably, in alliance with the
minority nationalist parties who later became their victims. At this time
they favoured extending representative government, with democracy as
their ultmate goal. Then a succession of military defeats interacted with
coups and ethnic conflict pushed them towards ‘organic nationalism’,
away from democracy. Formerly the leading advocates of reform, they
were the perpetrators of the 1915 genocide, not the reactionary Sultan’s
party or the conservative centrists. In Rwanda, elections had followed
independence during the 1960s. Hutu nationalists won them and
their notion of ‘majoritarian democracy’ became less and less tolerant of
the Tutsi minority. A military coup led to a Hutu-led dictatership
under President Habyarimana, which lasted twenty-one years until the
eve of the genocide. Most commentators believe that the Habyarimana
regime restrained ethnic violence. However, it was destabilized by a
Tutsi invasion, economic difficulties and international pressure for
the restoration of elections. It was in the run-up to these elections that
Hutu Power factions radicalized and began to take over most of the
new parties. Since most Hutu politicians expected them to win the elections,
they were jumping on the bandwagon. The Hutu Power factions
perpetrated the genocide.*

So almost all the leading perpetrators began their political careers
demanding the creating or deepening of representative government.
Then they perverted their own ideals. I take pains to describe their
political trajectories. This means that Laitin can give as evidence of
their anti-democratic stance my descriptions of the later stages of their
careers, when they had abandoned their earlier ideals. He takes some
statements from when they were actually murdering, when they were not
remotely democratic. But I am describing a process, which begins with
attempted democratization and then, when demos and ethnos increasingly
entwine, goes into reverse.

The Nazi movement is the only one that started anti-democratic, Nazi
leaders endorsed the leadership principle, attacked a Weimar democracy
they claimed was corrupt and ineffective, and were violently brawling
from eatly on. Nazism does not fit. But their major foreign collaborators
whom I discuss do largely fit. Seven nationalist movements of eastern
Europe began as democrats, then embraced organic nationalism,
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their distinct power. If practices are stable, generating routine pragmat-
ism among elites and a routine habirus among the masses, they are strong.
But if practice is unstable, then ideals matter. Some ideals may have very
unpleasant consequences. | hope this is all now clear. Next time I might
choose a more boring title.

Laitin’s second complaint concerns my typology of violence and
cleansing contained in Table 1.1. Its main purposes were to distinguish
the main types of violence and cleansing, to distinguish the focus of my
research — the shaded areas in the table which are high on both criteria —
and to indicate stages of escalation. That I say the intention to kill large
numbers appears late in the process does not “‘undermine’ my categories,
as Laitin says. Quite the reverse: it enables me to better identify the stages
of escalation. Throughout the book I describe many countries and
sequences with what I hope is a consistent terminology. I think this
table generates the most useful typology available in the literature.

Yet I do concede some ground to Laitin. My typology is ntot a pair
of Guttman scales, since types and degrees of violence and cleansing
mingle. There are actually elements of three scales: proportion of a total
population cleansed, proportion of a total population dying, and extent

of intended killing. I attempt to distinguish between unintended
deaths, intentional killing and the half-way category of ‘callous’ deaths
(behaviour which unintentionally caused deaths, but was not quickly
rectified because the perpetrator cared little for the victims’ fate). Thar
is why genocide is below ethnocide in the violence typology and why
callous projects rank above merely mistaken projects in the cleansing
typology. 'This third element is confusing, I admit. If it were possible to
devise accurate statistics on all these dimensions, I might devise a better
schema.® But murderous ethnic cleansing does not allow that kind of
precision, and the table is adequate to its purposes. It is also true that

I occasionally compound the problem by saying that x is ‘a worse’ case.

This seems to indicate a moral stance, though I only intended to indicate

a relative position in the table. T share Laitin’s doubts about the status

of ‘genocide’ as the ‘worst evil’, as opposed to other forms of inhumanity.

I say this in the text, when dealing with General Krstic’s trial. It only

makes a legal difference whether he is convicted of conspiracy to genocide

or crimes against humanity — equivalent to most of my shaded areas. He

did command mass murder. :

But I reject Laitin’s further accusation that I show leftist bias in excusing
class more than ethnic atrocities, 1 do say that class conflict usually
generates fewer deaths than ethnic conflict. I give reasons for this — classes
are more inter-dependent than ethnic groups and tend to form less total
identities, But I say that post-revolutionary Marxist regimes differ.
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modern period. I will respond, beginning within Europe and then broad-
ening out to comparisons between Europe, especially Britain, and Asia,
especially China. The latter also gives me the opportunity to comment
on a debate which has erupted since my first two volumes of Sources.
I finished Volume I twenty years ago and would now change various
argaments in the light of subsequent scholarship. I also know more
about basic economics. So I recognize my mistake in persistently using
the rising productivity of land (rather than labour) as a measure of devel-
opment — and now I can at least understand Brenner’s accusation that
I am a “Smithian’, though I reject it.” T also object to Brenner’s assertion
that mine is a functionalist theory of stratification. I do not say that those
who hold power perform ‘indispensable functions’ for subordinates. I do
say that distributive power derives originally from collective power, i.e.
that stratification derives from social cooperation. So did Marx and so
have many others.

Yet Brenner has a point when he says that my depiction of the European
dynamic sometimes appears too ‘systemic’. My remark that the crises of
the fourteenth to fifteenth centuries and of the seventeenth century
were mere ‘hiccups’ in an overall upward trend needs toning down
{millions died). Brenner’s argument that feudal lords and peasants were
locked into relations which tended to sifle development also has
some force. There were numerous obstacles and many inefficiencies and
contradictions. Those who narrate development find it difficult to avoid an
onward-and-upward tone. I did distinguish different geographic rhythms
and I would now also distinguish more clearly several phases of economic
development, First came the somewhat hidden and localized intensive
development of the acephalous, backward and overwhelmingly rural net-
works of the early Middle Ages, in which Christendom and (over a certain
space and time) the Carolingian Empire provided a minimum of more
extensive integration. Then came more extensive ‘Smithian’ development
towards markets, towns and states, still largely subordinated to local,
feudal relations of production; then further development of commodities,
markets, towns and states into Smithian ‘high equilibrium’ agrarian
economies; then the surges into capitalism and industrialism that I will
describe below. In each phase, there was a tendency for the institution-
alization of social relations which had helped early development to
block further development. As I described in Sources — and as Epstein
also argues — these were not so much overcome as outflanked, as regions
marginal and interstitial to previous phases pioneered new development.
The ultimate ‘secret’” of such extraordinary yet uneven development in
Christendom-becoming-Europe was its combination of intensive and
extensive power relations, localism plus connections to a wider world.
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This is surely a statement of alternative possibilities not just for a feudal
regime but for any agrarian regime which has reached the limits of avail-
able technology on its presently cultivated lands.

But the question is whether any regime could do these things. Ifit could
not, or if the cost of doing so was too high, then it might not even attempt
them. In Europe some regimes could do this, cheaply. That is the decisive
point, and that is not given by any definition of the class relation between
lords and their peasants. In fact Brenner shows us how they could do this.
He takes us on two brief tours of territorial expansions, one by lordly
states into the pagan east, into Muslim Iberia and into Celtic lands, the
other of expansions of kingdoms like France at the expense of smaller
local lordships. But these two types of expansion did not derive from ‘the
rules of reproduction of feudal lords’. They derived from the geopolitical
opportunities presented within Europe by the combination of the collapse
of the Roman Empire, the barbarian invasions, and an era of local

defensive warfare by knights with castles and armed retainers. Europe
then presented the spectacle of much virgin land, many small states and
some areas which were populated but almost stateless. Brenner here
rightly emphasizes that some peasant communities were capable of must-
ering determined military resistance against the neighbouring lords. But
scattered among these relatively weak statelets and stateless communities
lay some more powerful states, for whom the opportunities for conquest
were therefore unusually great. Some took their chance and the rest is
European history. They would have probably taken their chance what-
ever their relationships to the peasants, whether or not these were feudal.
The consequence was the military/fiscal route of state modernization
charted for Europe by Charles Tilly and myself. Epstein raises some
pertinent questions about this, including that I give insufficient attention
to the actual form of medieval and early modern states, What Lhave to say
about this actually derives from the puzzle that this European route has
not been followed in those other continents which developed multi-state
systems. Miguel Centeno (2002) has shown this for post-colonial Latin
America, and Jeffrey Herbst (2000) has shown this for post-colonial
Africa. ‘They produce suitably nuanced explanations for this, bur these
begin from the absence of serious inter-state warfare in those continents.

Europe turns out to have been an unusually warlike multi-state system.

However, another continent had experienced comparable levels of war-

fare, and with an initially similar trajectory of development. During the

Spring-Autumn and Watring States periods in China (8¢ 770-221),

there was repeated warfare among many small states. The outcome was

political consolidation, penultimately into four great states, and then,
finally, into one state conguering the others. Since then, China has
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a second resulting from a breakthrough into an economy of more
permanent growth. It is also helpful to distinguish the period of
European/British economic overtaking from a later period of European
power domination of Asia/China. On economic issues I focus on the
comparison between Britain and the lower Yangzi.

I start with the demographic and economic measures of the ‘moment’
of economic overtaking (the Chinese data are mostly in Lee and
Campbell, 1997, and Lee and Wang, 1999). The revisionists say that
these measures indicate that China was at least level with England
through the eighteenth century and into the beginning of the nineteenth
century. They show that China had achieved over the previous few
centuries a massive population growth with no apparent rise in mortality
rates. China also practised population controls, and not only the notori-
ous female infanticide. Since there was a surplus of males, many men
were celibate while even the luckier ones tended to marry late. Couples
also delayed the first child longer than couples in England did and they
ended childbearing over six years earlier, so family size was smaller. ‘There
was also widespread adoption, which enabled parents to cope with the
gender imbalances that often resulted from such practices. This is a
picture of an agrarian society able to expand population when resources
expanded, and restrict it when they didn’t. Only in the nineteenth cen-
tury, Lee and his collaborators argue, did the system break down, with

famines resulting,

Nonetheless, for England we have the far more comprehensive dataset
of Wrigley and Schofield (1989). Interestingly, these data derive from
parish records, that is from the implantation within each village of an
ideological power organization, a nationally organized church. There was
no parallel, organizationally or in terms of records, in China. These data
cast doubt on the revisionist argument. They show a steady English
population rise from the 1690s, then a dip in the 1730s and then an
astonishing rise, a doubling of the English population in only eighty years,

from 1740 to 1820. There is not consensus on its causes. Razzell (1998)

emphasizes mortality decline, Wrigley and Schofield stress fertility rises.

Hart (1998) links the two by tracing a large decline in the stilibirth rate

during the eighteenth century, and therefore an improvement in female

nutrition (confirmed by Wrigley 1998), suggesting women were parti-
cularly better off in England than China. But the most important differ-
ences are that by 1750 infanticide was unknown in England and mortality
crises attributable to famine had disappeared. By 1700 the relationship
between food prices and nrortality rates, already weak, had disappeared.

In contrast, Lee and Wang (1999: 45, 110-13) admit both to famines

in eighteenth-century China and to a continuing strong relationship
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of population to the towns and boosting the growth of metal-working. As
we see later, this linkage between coal and metal-working also generated
technological invention. So, if coal was a happy accident, it came early, in
steadily greater quantities, and with *virtuous’ linkages elsewhere.
Nonetheless, economic historians now place less weight on particular
‘leading’ industries like coal mining, metal-working and cotton. They say
that growth diffused fairly evenly across the whole English economy
(Crafts 2000). Temin (1997) measured the efficiency of early nineteenth-
century English industry in terms of its ability to lower prices of its
exports in relation to imports. Substantial lowering occurred across most
industries, not just coal and cotton, but also “hardware, haberdashery, arms

and apparel’ indicating generally rising productivity. He says this reveals

that a general entrepreneurial, innovative economic culture was already in
place by 1800. Capitalist economic institutions also existed in China, but
they now dominated England. An institutional breakthrough had also
occurred. Brenner wants to attribute this all to changes in agrarian class
relations, but that seems too narrow. Entrepreneurs emerged out of a variety
of social backgrounds — landlords, yeoman and tenant farmers, peasants,
merchants, artisans. Something much more diffuse was occurring,

It is true that trade relations were still more developed in Asia. The
revistonists have demonstrated that Asia still dominated long-distance
trade. Capitalist commerce had existed in coastal areas all over Asia well
before 1700, with Chinese traders in the lead. At the beginning of the
nineteenth century Burope still contributed a much smaller proportion of
world trade. Frank observes that Europe had essentially nothing China
wanted, except silver, whose export from the Americas to Asia was the
only product enabling the Furopeans to receive the many Chinese goods
they desired. So Immanuel Wallerstein was much too Eurocentric when
he claimed that there was a European ‘world economy’ existing by the
seventeenth century.

If Europe’s colonies were a ‘happy accident’, had they yet made much
of an economic difference? This remains controversial, but they obviously
made some difference. They brought silver to Europe, enabling Europe
to trade with China, and they brought new crops, impacting somewhat
on diets and calorific intake. O’Brien (forthcoming) says that inter-
continental trade before the industrial revolution was limited. He
estimates that trade with the New World boosted British resources by
(at most) 1 per cent of GDP. Of course, cumulatively 1 per cent per
annum might provide quite a boost, and this trade had been proceeding
since the early sixteenth century. From about 1650 the price of goods
traded internationally had been slowly though consistently falling,
suggesting improvements in efficiency. :
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saw a revival of older seventeenth-century struggles over legal rights,
taxation and representation, Trentmann criticizes me for neglecting
similar struggles during the first half of the century. I expect he is right
(the period 1600-1760 tends to slip between the cracks between my
two volumes). But during the eighteenth century, emergent, interstitial
forces sought further reform through parliament, the law-courts and the
streets. Under pressure, the old regime divided. As Trentmann says, both
conservatives and reformers mobilized mass support — ‘King and
Country’ and ‘Protestant Defence’ against ‘Reform’ mobs (I had
neglected the former). I stressed that these struggles were fuelled by a
great expansion of the discursive media of ideological communication —
literacy, newspapers, pamphlets, coffee-houses, etc. They mobilized to
successtully extend freedoms and representation, coupled with rational-
bureaucratic state reform over the period from 1760 to 1832. I am
surprised that Trentmann thinks I give a uniformly top-down account
of British politics, since my emphasis shifts in different periods. I emphasize
that most political power actors (not just insurgents) stumble their way to
success, under pressure, rather than plan it in advance. But by 1832
the state comprised all property-owners. China saw neither comparable
political struggles during the eighteenth century, nor a similar result. The
British state was more helpful to capitalism from the early eighteenth
century, and then it was riven by class conflicts specific to capitalism.
Finally, I come to military power. Europe contained many states in
lethal rivalry with each other for centuries, These originated as the ‘mini-
imperial’ states I identified earlier, swallowing up their non-Christian
and statelet neighbours, a game that was not zero-sum for the stronger.
The game lasted for centuries, transitioning smoothly into imperialism
overseas. Iberia, parts of Eastern Europe, Wales and Ireland saw plantations
of settlers. Granada, the last Muslim province, fell to Ferdinand and
Isabella’s forces on 2 January 1492. Eight months later, on 3 August
they saw off Columbus on his voyage of ‘discovery’. Britain moved
smoothly through Ireland into North America and the Caribbean, with
settler colonies modelled on Conway and Londonderry. In the twilight of
European imperialism, Germany and Italy sought overseas colonies
almost as soon as they had absorbed the last local statelets into their
domains. Existing imperial ideologies of civilizational superjority only
needed fine-tuning. From the early sixteenth century Europe was
Christianizing the Americas and sub-Saharan Africa. Thereafter
European colonialism retained its self-righteousness, able to regard its
most tetrible atrocities as the workings of ‘divine providence’, or the
necessary triumph of civilization over barbarism — and later as the

triumph of the white race over inferior races. Conviction in its own
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than the Chinese surplus was frittered away on war, cancelling out the
waste of Chinese female infanticide or Chinese neglect of foreign trade.
All human groups operate well below utility maximization. I do not
neglect the economic inefficiency of war, but I do note that economic
efficiency is not its principal goal. The ‘efficiency’ of war is military:
achieving victory rather than defeat.

But the point is that victory can then change the parameters of
economic efficiency. This is what militarisim has done from ancient
times right up to the successive expansions of Europe, Japan and the
United States. Militarism geperated an international economy not of free
trade but of trade and land monopolies won by lethal violence. This had
been nurtured by competition in countless battlefields and shipping-
lanes. Militarism helped bring global domination, and with it the power
o restruciure the international econorny. Exterminating the natives in
colonies in the temperate zones, and replacing them with white settlers,
brought economic institutions which boosted per capita GDP there —so
say modern economists. This is a very macabre calculation. ‘Per capita’
means by each surviving person’s head — the heads measured did not
include dead native ones.

So Pomeranz, Frank and Hobson are right to emphasize the import-
ance of military power to European dominance, and — to an extent
depending on the economic importance of colonies and imposed terms
of trade — to BEuropean overtaking. There was also a military reason for the
inward-turn of the Chinese state. It did not result from any ‘innate’
conservatism of the imperial state, but from perception that its greatest
threat came from the barbarians on its northern land frontier. Therefore
China concentrated its resources and its trade there, and not in the sea-
lanes. Its military posture on its northern frontier was defensive, geared to
containing mobile, dispersed enemy forces. It had less incentive than
Europeans to intensify aggressive fire-power against concentrated forces,

since it did not face them. But this meant that in the long run the Chinese
empire would disintegrate in face of the fire-power of European ships and
marines. :

But if revisionists wish to argue that lethal violence and colonies
contribured substantially to Buropean overtaking and/or dominance,
they must recognize that this was neither accidental nor late, It was very
deeply rooted in European social structure, and it had been repeatedly
exercised, first against other BEuropeans, then against the relatively
weakly organized peoples of the Americas and Africa, then into South
Asia — and finally subordinating the Chinese Empire itself. Its rhythms

were those of the centuries - of feudal mini-imperialism transitioning 1mto.

the mini-imperialism of expanding national states and then into overseas
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. . . . Sources of power revisir
became the hell-on-earth which Engels described so graphically in 1844 : ed
in his book The Condition of the Working Classes in England. Most of the
British themselves barely benefited for another hundred years.

the state
s etc, do not
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This moment of overtaking was not global dominance. Not for a Unexpected] ges of b
century after 1763 did the Western Powers begin to dominate East appropriat dY relevant for mope gener llts and pieces of 4y,
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| respond, almost another hundred years later, and two hundred and fifty next decad al and somewhat vulnerable ¢ one just Presenteq te USuglly
1 years after the English surge. Western leadership may last little more than . HOWeVere.I 0 the empiricy] researcilmauve
two centuties from the moment of overtaking, and only one century from causes Ofth; p make two general observario of the
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balance of global power away from an over-exten
a toothless Burope. But this hundred years was actually the only period in
history in which any single region of the world has been globally

more from g,
T
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ation than
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dominant.

To explain all this, I still feel that we must go back- in time and further _ exploitation derie; .
eastward and southward across the Europea'ln continent - ar{d also, of that new milics ving dn?ectly from the mode p ‘ say, from
course, further afield. This began as a Mediterranean surge in contact prior ones and?}; oriamzations and Strategie-: Rfoductlon. Itis obvious

. 2 at Luther d arise primarg
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with the Muslim world and Asia. Then it took a northwesterly swerve,

through the network of trading cities and into the larger Catholic states,
¢then into the Protestant lands, and then into England (before departing
elsewhere). The deep ploughing of heavy, rain-watered soils in northwest

Europe was not in itself of world-historical significance (as Goldstone of other
observes with some acerbity). Its immediate significance was local,
contributing to significant ‘Smithian’ growth. But since this locality
later acquired world-historical significance, this plough played a part in
the European Miracle, in conjunction with many other for¢es and relations
of power. Explaining the emergence of all these required starting early.
No one has persnaded me I should have started any later, or that a proper
explanation should ignore any of the four sources of social power.
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informally and interstiially through networks of communication,
relatively unimpeded by authoritative power centres like states, armies
or class boundaries. The logistics of communicating verbal, then written
and then electronic messages are less daunting than they are for armies,
goods or law-enforcement. I stressed this in earlier historical titnes when
writing about the spread of salvation religions, iron ploughs, cavalry and
coinage. I returned to it here when discussing inter-continental flows of
scientific and technical knowledge. Transcendent ideology also plays a
distinctively discontinuous historic role, erratic in its manifestations,
relatively sudden in its major eruptions. Yet such eruptions require
conjunctions with long-maturing tendencies in other power networks,
reaching crisis point through more contingent events like wars, recessions
or fiscal crises.

Economic power is the most deeply entrenched in everyday life. lts
routines involve half our waking lives and energies; it yields subsistence
without which we would not survive. It combines diffuse markets with
authoritative production units. Its rhythms are characteristically slow.
The metaphor of economic ‘revolutions” misleads, as we saw in Britain’s
industrial revolution, which took over a century. The great post-1945
economic ‘boom’ in Western Europe was also more persistent than sudden
(Eichengreen 1999). Depression and inflation can impact more suddenly,
but they do not, unaided, generate major social change. Political revolu-
tions may transform distibutive power relations, though they seem to also
require combinations of war defeat, political crises and emergent ideol-
ogies. Economic networks exercise the most massive impact on collective
power in the cumidative long term. Industrial capitalism may have changed
the whole population’s lives more completely than any other power
process in human history. Yet gradualness means that the other power
sources have time to adapt, often without great discontinuities in
power distributions, as I showed in the case of nineteenth-century
England in Sources. Trentmann criticizes my stress on top-down rather
than bottom-up pressures on nineteenth-century politics. He exagperates
this, though my central argument does concern divisions within the work-

ing class. Economic conflict generated three competing types of working-

class movements: class, sectional and segmental. Only where political
exclusion of all workers thrust all three willy-nilly together did ostensibly
revolutionary politics result. In Britain, in contrast, the regime was admit-
ting male workers into political citizenship strata by sirata and this pro-
duced a divided and then a reformist ‘lib-lab’ outcome. I still think this
holds up.

Military power is essentially authoritarian and tends to provide the
most disjunctive impact on social structure. The European Union
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process’ leading to an ‘iron cage’ (Max Weber), by a ‘capitalist system’
now looking rather ‘eternal’ (pessimistic Marxism), or by epistemic
disciplined power (Foucault) - or all theories of globalization as a singular
process, even though some of them use metaphors of diversity — ‘liquidity’,
‘hybridity’, ‘de-territorialization’. These still see globalization imposing
a singular quality on all social relations. All these visions are greatly
exaggerated. Even when there are tendencies in these directions, we see
reactions against them.

Normatively, 1 oppose attempts to fuse together economic, military
and political power in the service of some grand transcendent ideology
promising attractive but chimeric ideals of perfection. If implemented,
these fusions increase despotic power and then bring disaster or ossifica-
tion. We recognize the despotism and disasters that ensued from the
attempt to impose state-centred fusions in. the name of fascism and
socialism. Nazism, Stalinism, the Great Leap Forward and the Khmer
Rouge brought some of the worst disasters in human history; though
Mussolmi, Franco and subsequent Soviet and Chinese regimes managed
milder, less destructive despotisms. Currently, China and Vietnam may
be working their way towards decent futures. More recent attempts at
theocratic fusion have brought despotism to some Muslim countries —
and mildly threaten it in Hindu India. The Taliban and Sudanese
Islamists brought disaster, the Iranian Ayatollahs brought a more
conservative despotism,

A neoliberal, capitalist-centred fusion, modelling all social life on the
power of economic markets, now presents another potential despotism —
by capital, since the ownership of capital is the greatest power within
markets. This refers to the bundle of Thatcherite, neoliberal, ‘rational-
choice’, ‘cost-accounting’, ‘let markets rule’ ideologies recently promi-
nent in the West (including its academe), and especially in the US. They
conceal trends towards monopoly and rule by big capital. In the US, for
example, if current tendencies in disenfranchising the poor, campaign
financing, and media concentration continue, democratic politics and
ideologies might be overwhelmed by capitalist power (maybe they
already are). Where neoliberal ‘structural adjustment programmes’ are
let rip across the world’s poorer countries, they rarely have much impact
on growth, but inequality widens and foreigners grab more of their
economies (fncoherent Empire, ch. 2). We should remember one former
laissez~faire disaster, the Irish famine, where intervention to feed the Irish
was opposed on the grounds that it interfered with the natural workings of
essentially beneficent markets. Unchecked market powers might be later
followed by stagnation, since more resources must go into maintaining
that power against resistance from below. As John Hall notes, my
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changing conditions require changing ideclogical solutions. Social
democracy was until recently a mildly transcendental ideology. Then
some of its adherents retreated to a more institutionalized ideology, L
from which they merely defend existing achievements. So arises another
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only centralization and concentration. In his later work Robert Dahl
saw capitalist concentration as subverting democracy. There are further
economic problems with liberalism — neoliberalism in the South, and in
the North evidence that the ‘liberal’ or ‘Anglo-Saxon’ regimes of political
economy are widening inequality, unlike the social democratic, Christian
democratic or Asian ‘developmental’ regimes which dominate most of
the advanced world (Mann and Riley, 2004). Liberalism now seems to be
more of the problem than the solution to the concentration of economic
power in the hands of a few.

I welcome Linda Weiss’s addition of ‘governed inter-dependence’ (GI)
to my ‘infrastructural power’ (IP). GI captures what the most effective
states do — like eighteenth-century Britain or Prussia, or the Chinese
imperial gentry-scholar state ruling an agrarian society, or the contem-
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organized labour, populist parties and religious pressure groups, gener-
ating welfare states, redistribution of incomes and intervention in labour
markets. Weiss focuses on business/state relations, yet even South
Korean GI in the 1960s (with powerful chaebols and a semi-authoritarian
state) sponsored low inequality and housing and education subsidies.
"This leads to a distinction between class-divided (earlier cases) and popu-
list GIs (her own examples), which helps qualify her statement that GI
characterizes modern states. States attracted by neoliberalism, like
Britain and the US, may coordinate with business groups (though
presumably less than elsewhere), but are returning to more arm’s-length
legal controls over labour unions and the welfare state — a regression
towards class-divided GI.

But this difference is dwarfed by the fact that many Sonthern states,
like those of most sub-Saharan Africa, have never enjoyed much
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cycles of agrarian societies. But I see few constraints on the North coming
from globalizing capitalists. They live here, after all. Indeed recent writing
on economic globalization (including those of Weiss and Hobson) has
downplayed such constraints, while my own research with Dylan Riley
reveals the variety of macro-regional responses to recent pressures. I am
pessimistic about the Anglo-Saxon macro-region, especially Britain and the
United States. In that limited sense I am flattered to be described by
Trentmann as a John Bright gone sour (and not only because we both
lived in Rochdale).

Substantial pressures are felt on all Northern states. Lesser ones are
capitalist though not global in origin. European populist Gls rested on
compromise between capital and labour, and organized labour has
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less skilled workers also seems structural in contemporary capitalism. But
according to recent welfare state literature, the main pressures come not
from globalization or capitalism, but from demography and life-styles.
Over the last decades Europeans have been spending more years in
education, retiring earlier, and living longer while requiring more health
care. The burden of welfare is growing, the working population financing
it is shrinking. The burden is higher the more generous the welfare state,
the more populist the GI. Most states will have to slash welfare, unless
they choose to exploit non-citizen immigrant labour. So far their cuts
have maintained existing levels of class and gender equality. Though
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retirement and pension schemes. This would also have the consequence
that organized labour would be less crucial to reducing inequality. This
reinforces Weiss’s criticism of traditional Keynesian social democracy but
indicates that populist GIs must find new solutions to new problems of
€conomic power. :

Military power differs. Tts main defect is not distributive power within,
agencies — class (or caste)

but lethality towards those outside. Thus the question of internal military
democracy does not so greatly trouble me. Though in earlier history
I sometimes saw order, and even economic development flowing from
the exercise of military power in large-scale societies, that is not true
today, except in the direst, the most Hobbesian of local circumstances.
Organized violence is now much too lethal to bring much good to anyone.
There are alternative sources of order available today to the militarism
wielded by local warlords, rival states or the enraged Superpower. We can
potentially strengthen a dense web of soft geopolitical arrangements
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5 Tdonotaccept all Chua’s arguments. She is less knowledgeable outside South-East
Asia and she emphasizes the economic causes of conflicts which 1 think work better
in explaining ethnic rioting than more sustained murderous cleansing.

& Laitin’s examples of ‘elementary arithmetic’ are too elementary. The figure of
3—4 miltion dead in the Holy Roman Empire as a result of the Thirty Years” War
is not those ‘killed’ (by other humans), but mostly deaths through malnutrition
and disease. Afrer the storming of Beziers in the Albipensian ‘Crusade’, I said
not that 8,000 or so’ but ‘most of its 8,000° inhabitants were slaughtered,
according to one chronicler. I say not that he *may have been exaggerating’ but
that “most scholars believe the chronicler ... exaggerated®. T do not know of
one who believes this is an underestimate.

7 Tam no more Smithian than Marzian. In Sources (1986: 409), when my analysis
of the ‘Miracle’ is mostly complete, I say that the difficult part of the explana-
tion is now over, since both neoclassical and Marxian orthodoxies can kick in,
with both markets and class actors in place. Brenner says I “paraphrase’ Smith'’s
famous remark about markets being narural, but I was actually quoting
Ernest Jones, and my next sentence is ‘But this approach misses several import-

ant preconditions’ (1986: 406-7). Nor do I say that the requirements for
capitalism were in place by the end of the first miflennium. In that passage
I say (1986: 510) that 1477 was the symbolic date when various power net-
works ‘were beginning to develop into ... a capitalist multi-state civilization’
(1477 saw the collapse of that most feudal of states, the Puchy of Burgundy).
Only half-a-millennium outl

8 Because I focus on Europe I figure as one of the eight characters in the title of
Blaut’s Eight Ethnocentric Historians {2000}, Two other contributors here,
Robert Brenner and John Hall, are also among the eight, and so is Max
Weber. Karl Marx should obviously be the ninth. This is good company.
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